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DISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL

The principal idea of this essay is that the study of verbal art can ¢

and must overcome the divorce between an abstract “formal” ap-
proach and an equally abstract “ideological”” approach. Form and
content in discourse are one, once we understand that verbal
discourse is a social phenomenon—social throughout its entire
range and in each and every of its factors, from the sound image’]
to the furthest reaches of abstract meaning.

It is this idea that has motivated our emphasis on “the stylis-
tics of genre.” The separation of style and language from the ques-
tion of genre has been largely responsible for a situation in which
only individual and period-bound overtones of a style are the priv-
ileged subjects of study, while its basic social tone is ignored. The
great historical destinies of genres are overshadowed by the petty
vicissitudes of stylistic modifications, which in their turn are
linked with individual artists and artistic movements. For this
reason, stylistics has been deprived of an authentic philosophical
and sociological approach to its problems; it has become bogged
down in stylistic trivia; it is not able to sense behind the individ-
ual and period-bound shifts the great and anonymous destinies of
artistic discourse itself. More often than not, stylistics defines it-
self as a stylistics of “private craftsmanship” and ignores the so-
cial life of discourse outside the artist’s study, discourse in the
open spaces of public squares, streets, cities and villages, of social
groups, generations and epochs. Stylistics is concerned not with
living discourse but with a histological specimen made from it,
with abstract linguistic discourse in the service of an artist’s indi-
vidual creative powers. But these individual and tendentious
overtones of style, cut off from the fundamentally social modes in
which discourse lives, inevitably come across as flat and abstract
in such a formulation and cannot therefore be studied in organic
unity with a work’s semantic components.
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Modern Stylistics e the Novel

Before the twentieth century, problems associated with a stylis-
tics of the novel had not been precisely formulated—such 2 for-
mulation could only have resulted from a recognition of the
stylistic uniqueness of novelistic (artistic-prose) discourse.

For a long time treatment of the novel was limited to little
more than abstract ideological examination and publicistic com-
mentary. Concrete questions of stylistics were either not treated
at all or treated in passing and in an arbitrary way: the discourse
of artistic prose was either understood as being poetic in the nar-
row sense, and had the categories of traditional stylistics (based
on the study of tropes) uncritically applied to it, or else such ques-
tions were limited to empty, evaluative terms for the character-
ization of language, such as “expressiveness,” “imagery,” “force,”
“clarity” and so on—without providing these concepts with any
stylistic significance, however vague and tentative,

Toward the end of the last century, as a counterweight to this
abstract ideological way of viewing things, interest began to grow
in the concrete problems of artistic craftsmanship in prose, in the
problems of novel and short-story technique. However, in ques-
tions of stylistics the situation did not change in the slightest,
attention was concentrated almost exclusively on problems of
composition (in the broad sense of the word). But, as before, the
peculiarities of the stylistic life of discourse in the novel (and in
the short story as well) lacked an approach that was both prin-
cipled and at the same time concrete (one is impossible without
the other); the same arbitrary judgmental observations about lan-
guage—in the spirit of traditional stylistics—continued to reign
supreme, and they totally overlooked the authentic nature of ar-
tistic prose.

f’“[‘here is a highly characteristic and widespread point of view
that sees novelistic discourse as an €xtra-artistic medium, a dis-
course that is not worked into any special or unique style. After
failure to find in novelistic discourse a purely poetic formulation
[“poetic” in the narrow sense| as was expected, prose discourse is
denied any artistic value at all; it is the same as practical speech
for everyday life, or speech for scientific purposes, an artistically
neutral means of communication.*

L. As recently as the 1920s, V. M, Zirmunskij [important fellow-traveler of
the Formalists, ed.] was writing: “When lyrical poetry appears to be authen-
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Such a point of view frees one from_the necessits_r of un}cllertak-
ing stylistic analyses of the novel; it in fact gets rid of t el?er.);
problem of a stylistics of the novel,. permitting one to m;u-/l
oneself to purely thematic analyses of it. g9 i

It was, however, precisely in the 19208 t_hat this sfltugtmll}
changed: the novelistic prose word began to win a ‘plac? or 1tse:t
in stylistics. On the one hand there appeared a series od concrete
stylistic analyses of novelistic prose; on the other hand, syslpem-
atic attempts were made to recognize and define the stylistic
uniqueness of artistic prose as distinct from poetry.

But it was precisely these concrete analyses ar%d these attem}plats
at a principled approach that made pAatt‘ently pbvmus the fact that
all the categories of traditional styhsAtlcsl—m fact the ver)fr con};
cept of a poetic artistic discourse, which ‘]1e_s at the heart o mic
categories—were not applicable to novehsmg discourse. Novelis-
tic discourse proved to be the acid test for th1s_ whole way c_;f con-
ceiving style, exposing the narrowness of this type pf thinking
and its inadequacy in all areas of discours;’s artistic llfe, :

All attempts at concrete stylistic analysis of novelistic prose ei-
ther strayed into linguistic descriptions of the language Uf.a given
novelist or else limited themselves to t.hose separate, 1solat§d
stylistic elements of the novel that were 1ngll_1dable (or gave t e;
appearance of being includable) in‘ the traditional categclyneil Of
stylistics. In both instan;ecsl, tie s‘,tyllst%c V:hole of the novel and o

istic discourse eluded the investigator.
no';i]t‘;sr:ovel as a whole is a phenomenon multiform in style aﬁ‘d__}
variform in speech and voice. In it the investigator is conf:ontf;d
with several heterogeneous stylistic unities, often }ogated on dif-
ferent linguistic levels and subject to different stylistic controls.

tically a work of verbal art, due to its choice and combination of \.\fordséon
semantic as well as sound levels) all of which are completgly subgrdlnatcf b1:01
the aesthetic project, Tolstoy's novel, by contrast, Whl;h is free in its vcfr i ;11-
composition, does not use words as an artistically 51gnfﬁc_ar1t e!ement [;) =
teraction but as a neutral medium or as a system Df. sngnﬁcatmljls sud‘or i
nated (as happens in practical speech) to thf&: communicative fun(.‘.tl{‘]i’l, 1rre]:::;ll
ing our attention to thematic aspects quite abstracted from purely ve :
considerations. We cannot call such a literary work a wc?rk of VBTI‘J(LI rff't or;:;ln
any case, not in the sense that the term is used for lyrlcal_poctry {Elen ;
Problem of the Formal Method,” in an anthology of h}s artl‘clles, Pffo{ ems ou
a Theory of Literature (Leningrad, 1928, p. I'?j’,] ; Russian edition: “K vopros
o ‘formal’'nom metode’,” in Voprosy teorii literatury, |L., 1928)].
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Before the twentieth century, problems associated with a stylis-
tics of the novel had not been precisely formulated—such a for-
mulation could only have resulted from a recognition of the
stylistic uniqueness of novelistic (artistic-prose] discourse.

For a long time treatment of the novel was limited to little
more than abstract ideological examination and publicistic com-
mentary. Concrete questions of stylistics were either not treated
at all or treated in passing and in an arbitrary way: the discourse
of artistic prose was either understood as being poetic in the nar-
row sense, and had the categories of traditional stylistics (based
on the study of tropes| uncritically applied to it, or else such ques-
tions were limited to empty, evaluative terms for the character-
ization of language, such as “expressiveness,” “imagery,” “force,”
“clarity” and so on—without providing these concepts with any
stylistic significance, however vague and tentative.

Toward the end of the last century, as a counterweight to this
abstract ideological way of viewing things, interest began to grow
in the concrete problems of artistic craftsmanship in prose, in the
problems of novel and short-story technique. However, in ques-
tions of stylistics the situation did not change in the slightest;
attention was concentrated almost exclusively on problems of
composition (in the broad sense of the word). But, as before, the
peculiarities of the stylistic life of discourse in the novel (and in
the short story as well]'lacked an approach that was both prin-
cipled and at the same time concrete (one is impossible without
the other); thé same arbitrary judgmental observations about lan-
guage—in the spirit of traditional stylistics—continued to reign
supreme, and they totally overlooked the authentic nature of ar-
tistic prose.

here is a highly characteristic and widespread point of view
that sees novelistic discourse as an extra-artistic medium, a dis-
course that is not worked into any special or unique style. After
failure to find in novelistic discourse a purely poetic formulation
(“poetic” in the narrow sense) as was expected, prose discourse is
denied any artistic value at all; it is the same as practical speech
for everyday life, or speech for scientific purposes, an artistically
neutral means of communication.'

1. Asrecently as the 1920s, V. M. Zirmunskij [important fellow-traveler of
the Formalists, ed.] was writing: “When lyrical poetry appears to be authen-
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Such a point of view frees one from the necessity of undertak-
ing stylistic analyses of the novel; it in fact gets rid of the very
problem of a stylistics of the novel, permitting one to limit
oneself to purely thematic analyses of it. -—_/{

It was, however, precisely in the 1920s that this situation
changed: the novelistic prose word began to win a place for itself
in stylistics. On the one hand there appeared a series of concrete
stylistic analyses of novelistic prose; on the other hand, system-
atic attempts were made to recognize and define the stylistic
uniqueness of artistic prose as distinct from poetry.

But it was precisely these concrete analyses and these attempts
at a principled approach that made patently obvious the fact that
all the categories of traditional stylistics—in fact the very con-
cept of a poetic artistic discourse, which lies at the heart of such
categories—were not applicable to novelistic discourse. Novelis-
tic discourse proved to be the acid test for this whole way of con-
ceiving style, exposing the narrowness of this type of thinking
and its inadequacy in all areas of discourse’s artistic life.

All attempts at concrete stylistic analysis of novelistic prose ei-
ther strayed into linguistic descriptions of the language of a given
novelist or else limited themselves to those separate, isolated
stylistic elements of the novel that were includable (or gave the
appearance of being includable] in the traditional categories of
stylistics. In both instances the stylistic whole of the novel and of
novelistic discourse eluded the investigator.

The novel as a whole is a phenomenon multiform in style aﬁﬂ
variform in speech and voice. In it the investigator is confronted
with several heterogeneous stylistic unities, often located on dif-
ferent linguistic levels and subject to different stylistic controls.

tically a work of verbal art, due to its choice and combination of words (on
semantic as well as sound levels) all of which are completely subordinated to
the aesthetic project, Tolstoy’s novel, by contrast, which is free in its verbal
composition, does not use words as an artistically significant element of in-
teraction but as a neutral medium or as a system of significations subordi-
nated |as happens in practical speech| to the communicative function, direct-
ing our attention to thematic aspects quite abstracted from purely verbal
considerations. We cannot call such a literary work a work of verbal art or, in
any case, not in the sense that the term is used for lyrical poetry” ["On the
Problem of the Formal Method,” in an anthology of his articles, Problems of
a Theory of Literature (Leningrad, 1928, p. 173); Russian edition: “K voprosu
o ‘formal’nom metode’,” in Voprosy teorii literatury, (L., 1928)].
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We list below the basic types of compositional-stylistic unities
into which the novelistic whole usually breaks down:

[1) Direct authorial literary-artistic narration (in all its diverse
variants);

(2) Stylization of the various forms of oral everyday narration
{SkaZ];

(3) Stylization of the various forms of semiliterary (written) ev-
eryday narration (the letter, the diary, etc.);

(4) Various forms of literary but extra-artistic authorial speech
(moral, philosophical or scientific Statements, oratory, eth-
nographic descriptions, memoranda and so forth),

(s) The stylistically individualized speech of characters,

These heterogeneous stylistic unities, upon entering the novel,
combine to form a structured artistic system, and are subordi-
nated to the higher stylistic unity of the work as a whole, a unity
that cannot be identified with any single one of the unities subor-
dinated to it.

" The stylistic uniqueness of the novel as a genre consists pre-
cisely in the combination of these subordinated, yet still rela-
tively autonomous, unities (even at times comprised of different
languages) into the higher unity of the work as a whole: the style
of a novel is to be found. in the combination of its styles; the lan-
guage of a novel is the system of its “languages.” Each separate
element of a novel’s language is deterniined first of all by one

The novel can be defined as a diversity of social speech types
[sometimes even diversity of languages) and a diversity of individ-
ual voices, artistically organized. The internal stratification of
any single national language into social dialects, characteristic
group behavior, professional jargons, generic languages, lan-

DISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL [263]
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alect”), or into the unity of an individual speech (parole). It is
precisely the individuality of the speaking subject that is recog-
nized to be that style-generating factor transforming a phenome-
non of language and linguistics into a stylistic unity.

We have no need to follow where such an analysis of novelistic
style leads, whether to a disclosing of the novelist’s individual di-
alect (that is, his vocabulary, his syntax) or to a disclosing of the
distinctive features of the work taken as a “complete speech act,”
an “utterance.” Equally in both cases, style is understood in the
spirit of Saussure: as an individualization of the general language
(in the sense of a system of general language norms). Stylistics is
transformed either into a curious kind of linguistics treating indi-
vidual languages, or into a linguistics of the utterance.

In accordance with the point of view selected, the unity of a
style thus presupposes on the one hand a unity of language (in the
sense of a system of general normative forms) and on the other
uand the unity of an individual person realizing himself in this
language.

Both these conditions are in fact obligatory in the majority of
verse-based poetic genres, but even in these genres they far from
exhaust or define the style of the work. The most precise and
complete description of the individual language and speech of a
poet—even if this description does choose to treat the expressive-
ness of language and speech elements—does not add up to a styl-
istic analysis of the work, inasmuch as these elements relate to a
system of language or to a system of speech, that is, to various
linguisticunities and not to the system of the artistic work,
which is governed by a completely different system of rules than
those that govern the linguistic systems of language and of
speech. g

But—we repeat—in the majority of poetic genres, the unity of
the language system and the unity (and uniqueness) of the poet’s
individuality as reflected in his language and speech, which is di-
rectly realized in this unity, are indispensable prerequisites of po-
etic style. The novel, however, not only does not require these
conditions but (as we have said) even makes of the internal strat-
ification of language, of its social heteroglossia and the variety of
individual voices in it, the prerequisite for authentic novelistic
prose.

Thus the substitution of the individualized language of the
novelist (to the extent that one can recover this language from
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the “speech” and “language” systems of the novel) for the style oi
¢he novel itself is doubly imprecise: it ci.isto;ts tl"ne very essence }?
a stylistics of the novel. Such substitution inevitably leac}i}s tfci} t g
selection from the novel of only those elements that can be tt;-
within the frame of a single language system _anc_i t_hat express, di-
rectly and without mediation, an authonal_mdw1dua‘l1ty in lap-
guage. The whole of the novel and the specific tgsks_mvolved in
constructing this whole out of heteroglot, multl-}rmced,_mul}t’:-
styled and often multi-languaged elements remain outside the
ies of such a study. _
bogfll:}?rils Sthe first type c?f substitution for the proper object of
study in the stylistic analysis of thq novel. We‘wﬂl not delve_ furci
ther into the diverse variations of this type, which are determine

" by the different ways in which such concepts as “the speech

whole,” “the system of language,” “the individuality} of the au-
thor’s language and speech” are undersgood, and by a difference in
the very way in which the relationsh_1p bereen style and_ la!n-
guage is conceived (and also the relationship ‘between stylistics
and linguistics). In all possible variants on this type of ‘analysm,
which acknowledge only one single language _and a single au-
thorial individuality expressing itself directly in that language,
the stylistic nature of the novel slips hopelessly away from the
investigator. : .

The second type of substitution is characterized not by an ori-
entation toward the language of the author, but rather towa‘rd the
style of the novel itself—although style thus understood is nar-
rowed down to mean the style of merely one out of the se?rer_al
subordinated unities (which are relatively autonomous) within
the novel. _

In the majority of cases the style of the novclhls subsumed un-
der the concept of “epic style,” and the appropriate categories of
traditional stylistics are applied to it. In such circumstances onl_y
those elements of epic representation (those occurring predomi-
nantly in direct authorial speech) are isolated from the r_m\_n:l for
consideration. The profound difference between novelistic and
purely epic modes of expression is ignored. Differences between
the novel and the epic are usually perceived on the level of com-
position and thematics alone. _

In other instances, different aspects of novelistic style are se-
lected out as most characteristic of one or another concrete liter-
ary work. Thus the narrational aspect can be considered from the
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point of view not of its objective descriptive mode, but of its sub-
jective expression mode (expressiveness). One might select ele-
ments of vernacular extraliterary narration (skaz| or those as-
pects that provide the information necessary to further the plot
(as one might do, for example, in analyzing an adventure novel).?
And it is possible, finally, to select those purely dramatic ele-
ments of the novel that lower the narrational aspect to the level
of a commentary on the dialogues of the novel’s characters. But
the system of languages in drama is organized on completely
different principles, and therefore its languages sound utterly
different than do the languages of the novel. In drama there is no
all-encompassing language that addresses itself dialogically to
separate languages, there is no second all-encompassing plotless
(nondramatic| dialogue outside that of the (nondramatic| plot.

All these types of analysis are inadequate to the style not only
of the novelistic whole but even of that element isolated as fun-
damental for a given novel—inasmuch as that element, removed
from its interaction with others, changes its stylistic meaning
and ceases to be that which it in fact had been in the novel.

The current state of questions posed by a stylistics of the novel
reveals, fully and clearly, that all the categories and methods of
traditional stylistics remain incapable of dealing effectively with
the artistic uniqueness of discourse in the novel, or with the spe-
cific life that diseourse leads in the novel. “Poetic language,” “in-
dividuality of language,” “image,” “symbol,” “epic style” and
other general categories worked out and applied by stylistics, as
well as the entire set of concrete stylistic devices subsumed by
these categories (no matter how differently understood by indi-
vidual critics), are all equally oriented toward the single-lan-
guaged and single-styled genres, toward the poetic genres in the
narrow sense of the word. Their connection with this exclusive
orientation explains a number of the particular features and lim-
itations of traditional stylistic categories. All these categories,
and the very philosophical conception of poetic discourse in
which they are grounded, are too narrow and cramped, and can-
not accommodate the artistic prose of novelistic discourse.

2. Artistic prose style has been studied in Russia by the Formalists largely
on these two last levels, that is, either skaz (Eichenbaum) or plot-informa-
tional aspects (Shklovsky] were studied as most characteristic of literary
prose.
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Thus stylistics and the philosophy of discourse indeed confront

a dilemma: either to acknowledge the novel (and co_nsgquently a}l
artistic prose tending in that direction) an unartistic or quasi-
artistic genre, or to radically reconsider that conception of poetic
discourse in which traditional stylistics is grounded and which

determines all its categories. .

This dilemma, however, is by no means universally rcco‘gl_nzed.
Most scholars are not inclined to undertake a radical revision of
the fundamental philosophical conception of poetic discourse.
Many do not even see or recognize the philosophical roots of the
stylistics (and linguistics| in which they work, and shyl away from
any fundamental philosophical issues. They utterly f_a11 to see 1?6-
hind their isolated and fragmented stylistic observations and.lu_l-
guistic descriptions any theoretical problems posed by HOV(‘TIIS’EIC
discourse. Others—more principled—make a case for consistent
individualism in their understanding of language and style. First
and foremost they seek in the stylistic phenomenon a direct and
unmediated expression of authorial individuality, and such an un-
derstanding of the problem is least likely of all to encourage a re-
consideration of basic stylistic categories in the proper direction.
However, there is another solution of our dilemma that does
take basic concepts into account: one need only cor}sider oft-
neglected rhetoric, which for centuries has included artistic prose
in its purview. Once we have restored rhetoric to gll its ancient
rights, we may adhere to the old concept of poetic d1§course, rele-
gating to “rhetorical forms” everything in novelistic prose _thag
does not fit the Procrustean bed of traditional stylistic categories.”
Gustav Shpet,® in his time, proposed such a solution to the di-
lemma, with all due rigorousness and consistency. He utterly ex-

3. Such a solution to the problem was especially tempting to adherents of
the formal method in poetics: in fact, the re-establishment of r_hctor:c, \Iﬂflt_h
all its rights, greatly strengthens the Formalist position._Pormahst rhetoric is
a necessary addition to Formalist poetics. Our Pormahsts welre_bemg com-
pletely consistent when they spoke of the necessity of reviving rhetoric
alongside poetics (on this, see B. M. Eichenbaum, Literature, [Literatura;

Leningrad, 1927], pp. 147—148).

a, Gustav Shpet (1879-1937), outstanding representative of the neo-Kap—
tian and (especially) Husserlian traditions in Russia; as professor at the Uni-
versity of Moscow for many years he influenced many (among others, the
young Roman Jakobson).
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cluded artistic prose and its ultimate realization—the novel—
from the realm of poetry, and assigned it to the category of purely
rhetorical forms.*

Here is what Shpet says about the novel: “The recognition that
contemporary forms of moral propaganda—i.e., the novel—do
not spring from poetic creativity but are purely rhetorical com-
positions, is an admission, and a conception, that apparently can-
not arise without immediately confronting a formidable obstacle
in the form of the universal recognition, despite everything, that
the novel does have a certain aesthetic value.”*

Shpet utterly denies the novel any aesthetic significance. The
novel is an extra-artistic rhetorical genre, “the contemporary
form of moral propaganda”; artistic discourse is exclusively po-
etic discourse (in the sense we have indicated above).

Viktor Vinogradov® adopted an analogous point of view in his
book On mg, assigning the problem of artistic prose to
rhetoric. While agreeing with Shpet’s basic philosophical defini-
tions of the “poetic” and the “rhetorical,” Vinogradov was, how-
ever, not so paradoxically consistent: he considered the novel a
syncretic, mixed form (“a hybrid formation”) and admitted that jt
contained, along with rhetorical elements, some purely poetic
ones.* 3 TEin 1o

The point of view that.completely excludes novelistic prose, as
arhetorical formation, from the realm of poetry—a point of view
that is basically false—does nevertheless have a certain indis-
putable merit. There resides in it an acknowledgment in princi-

ple and in substance of the inadequacy of all contemporary stylis-
tics, along with its philosophical and linguistic base, when it
comes to defining the specific distinctive features of novelistic
prose. And what is more, the very reliance on rhetorical forms
has a great heuristic significance. Once rhetorical discourse is

4. Originally in his Aesthetic Fragments [Esteticeskie fragmenty); in a
more complete aspect in the book The Inner Form of the Word [ Vnutrennjaja
forma slova) (M., 1927),

5. Vnutrennjaja forma slova, p. a1s.

6. V. V. Vinogradov, On Artistic Prose |0 xudoZestvennom proze|, Mos-
cow-Leningrad, 1930, pp. 75-106.

b. Viktor Vinogradov (1895-1969), outstanding linguistic and student of
style in literature, a friendly critic of the Formalists, and an important theo-
rist in his own right (especially his work on skaz technique).
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brought into the study with all its living dive;sity, it‘ cannot fail to
have a deeply revolutionizing influence on linguistics and on the
philosophy of language. It is precisely thqse aspects of any dis-
course (the internally dialogic quality of d15cou¥se, and the phe-
nomena related to it), not yet sufficiently taken into account and
fathomed in all the enormous weight they carry in thﬁ: life of l_an-
guage, that are revealed with great externa_l precision in rhetorical
forms, provided a correct and unprejudiced approach to t}_los_e
forms is used. Such is the general metl}od_ologlcal and hel{nsuc
significance of rhetorical forms for linguistics and for the philoso-
age.
ph%}:!é i;lzg?a}gsigniﬁcance of rhetorical forms‘for und-_erstandjng
the novel is equally great. The novel, and artistic prose in general,
has the closest genetic, family relationship to rhetoFlcgl fprms.
And throughout the entire development of tl_1e, nolvejl, its intimate
interaction (both peaceful and hostile] with living rhetorical
genres (journalistic, moral, philosophical and others) has neve
ceased; this interaction was perhaps no less intense thaq was 'Fhe
novel’s interaction with the artistic genres |epic, dramatlp, lyric).
But in this uninterrupted interrelationship, novelistic dlscm.}rse
preserved its own qualitative uniqueness and was never reducible
to rhetorical discourse. _ _
The novel is an artistic genre. Novelistic discourse is poetic
discourse, but one that does not fit within the frame provided by
the concept of poetic discourse as it now exists. This concept has
certain underlying presuppositions that limit it. The very con-
cept—in the course of its historical formulation fronq Anstot]; tf:
the present day—has been oriented toward the spec1fic ’fofﬁcml
genres and connected with specific historical tendencies in Ve_rbal
ideological life. Thus a whole series of phenomena remained
beyond its conceptual horizon. :
Philosophy of language, linguistics and stylistics [i.e., such as
they have come down to us] have all postulated a simple and un-
mediated relation of speaker to his unitary and singu.lar ”own.”
language, and have postulated as well a simple realization of thls
language in the monologic utterance of the individual. Such dis-
ciplines actually know only two poles in the life of language, be-
tween which are located all the linguistic and stylistic phe-
nomena they know: on the one hand, the system of a unitary
language, and on the other the individual speaking in this
language.
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Various schools of thought in the philosophy of language, in lin-
guistics and in stylistics have, in different periods (and always in
close connection with the diverse concrete poetic and ideological
styles of a given epoch), introduced into such concepts as “system
of language,” “monologic utterance,” “the speaking individuum,”
various differing nuances of meaning, but their basic content re-
mains unchanged. This basic content is conditioned by the spe-
cific sociohistorical destinies of European languages and by the
destinies of ideological discourse, and by those particular histor-
ical tasks that ideological discourse has fulfilled in specific social
spheres and at specific stages in its own historical development.

These tasks and destinies of discourse conditioned specific ver-
bal-ideological movements, as well as various specific genres of
ideological discourse, and ultimately the specific philosophical
concept of discourse itself—in particular, the concept of poetic
discourse, which had been at the heart of all concepts of style.

The strength and at the same time the limitations of such basic
stylistic categories become apparent when such categories are
seen as conditioned by specific historical destinies and by the
task that an ideological discourse assumes. These categories
arose from and were shaped by the historically aktuell forces at
work in the verbal-ideological evolution of specific social groups;
they comprised the theoretical expression of actualizing forces
that were in the process of creating a life for language.

These forces are the forces that serve to unify and centralize
the verbal-ideclogical world.

Unitary language constitutes the theoretical expression of the
historical processes of linguistic unification and centralization,
an expression of the centripetal forces of language. A unitary lan-
guage is not something given [dan| but is always in essence
posited |zadan]—and at every moment of its linguistic life it is
opposed to the realities of heteroglossia. But at the same time it
makes its real presence felt as a force for overcoming this heter-
oglossia, imposing specific limits to it, guaranteeing a certain
maximum of mutual understanding and crystalizing into a real,
although still relative, unity—the unity of the reigning conver-
sational (everyday) and literary language, “correct language.”

A common unitary language is a system of linguistic norms.
But these norms do not constitute an abstract imperative; they
are rather the generative forces of linguistic life, forces that strug-
gle to overcome the heteroglossia of language, forces that unite
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and centralize verbal-ideological thought, creating within a het-
eroglot national language the firm, stable linguistic nucleus of an
officially recognized literary language, or else defending an already
formed language from the pressure of growing heteroglossia.

What we have in mind here is not an abstract linguistic mini-
mum of a common language, in the sense of a system of elemen-
tary forms (linguistic symbols) guaranteeing a minimum level of
comprehension in practical communication. We are taking lan-
guage not as a system of abstract grammatical categories, but
rather language conceived as ideologically saturated, language as
a world view, even as a concrete opinion, insuring a maximum of
mutual understanding in all spheres of ideological life. Thus a
unitary language gives expression to forces working toward con-
crete verbal and ideological unification and centralization, which
develop in vital connection with the processes of sociopolitical
and cultural centralization.

Aristotelian poetics, the poetics of Augustine, the poetics of
the medieval church, of “the one language of truth,” the Carte-
sian poetics of neoclassicism, the abstract grammatical universal-
ism of Leibniz (the idea of a “universal grammar”), Humboldt’s
insistence on the concrete—all these, whatever their differences
in nuance, give expression to the same centripetal forces in socio-
linguistic and ideological life; they serve one and the same proj-
ect of centralizing and unifying the European languages. The vic-
tory of one reigning language (dialect) over the others, the sup-
planting of languages, their enslavement, the process of illumi-
nating them with the True Word, the incorporation of barbarians
and lower social strata into a unitary language of culture and
truth, the canonization of ideological systems, philology with its
methods of studying and teaching dead languages, languages that
were by that very fact “unities,” Indo-European linguistics with
its .focus of attention, directed away from language plurality to
a single proto-language—all this determined the content and
power of the category of “unitary language” in linguistic and sty-
listic thought, and determined its creative, style-shaping role in
the majority of the poetic genres that coalesced in the channel
formed by those same centripetal forces of verbal-ideological life.
b Bt}t the centripetal forces of the life of language, embodied in a

unitary language,” operate in the midst of heteroglossia. At any
given moment of its evolution, language is stratified not only into
linguistic dialects in the strict sense of the word |according to for-
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mal linguistic markers, especially phonetic), but also—and for us
this is the essential point—into languages that are socio-ideologi-
cal: languages of social groups, “professional” and “generic” lan-
guages, languages of generations and so forth. From this point of
view, literary language itself is only one of these heteroglot lan-
guages—and in its turn is also stratified into languages (generic,
period-bound and others). And this stratification and heteroglos-
sia, once realized, is not only a static invariant of linguistic life,
but also what insures its dynamics: stratification and heteroglos-
sia widen and deepen as long as language is alive and developing.
Alongside the centripetal forces, the centrifugal forces of lan-
guage carry on their uninterrupted work; alongside verbal-ideo-
logical centralization and unification, the uninterrupted pro-
cesses of decentralization and disunification go forward.

Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject serves as a point
where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought to bear.
The processes of centralization and decentralization, of unifica-
tion and disunification, intersect in the utterance; the utterance
not only answers the requirements of its bwn language as an indi-
vidualized embodiment of a speech act, but it answers the re-
quirements of heteroglossia as well; it is in fact an active partici-
pant in such speech diversity. And this active participation of
every utterance in living heteroglossia determines the linguistic
profile and style of the utterance to no less a degree than its inclu-
sion in any normative-centralizing system of a unitary language.

Every utterance participates in the “unitary language” (in its
centripetal forces and tendencies) and at the same time partakes
of social and historical heteroglossia (the centrifugal, stratifying
forces).

Such is the fleeting language of a day, of an epoch, a social
group, a genre, a school and so forth. It is possible to give a con-
crete and detailed analysis of any utterance, once having exposed
it as a contradiction-ridden, tension-filled unity of two embattled
tendencies in the life of language.

The authentic environment of an utterance, the environment
in which it lives and takes shape, is dialogized heteroglos-
sia, anonymous and social as language, but simultaneously con-
crete, filled with specific content and accented as an individual
utterance.

At the time when major divisions of the poetic genres were de-
veloping under the influence of the unifying, centralizing, cen-
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etal forces of verbal-ideological life, the novel—and those
stic-prose genres that gravitate toward it—was being histor-
ly shaped by the current of decentralizing, centrifugal 3
he time when poetry was accomplishing the task of cultural,
jonal and political centralization of the verbal-ideological
fld in the higher official socio-ideological levels, on the lower
s, on the stages of local fairs and at buffoon spectacles, the
oglossia of the clown sounded forth, ridiculing all “lan-
ges” and dialects; there developed the literature of the fabli-
-and Schwiinke of street songs, folksayings, anecdotes, where
there was no language-center at all, where there was to be found

Jively play with the “languages” of poets, scholars, monks,
ights and others, where all “languages” were masks and where
language could claim to be an authentic, incontestable face.
eteroglossia, as organized in these low genres, was not merely
eteroglossia vis-a-vis the accepted literary language (in all its
arious generic expressions), that is, vis-a-vis the linguistic cen-
of the verbal-ideological life of the nation and the epoch, but
as a heteroglossia consciously opposed to this literary language.
‘was parodic, and aimed sharply and polemically against the of-
ial languages of its given time. It was heteroglossia that had
~ been dialogized.

Linguistics, stylistics and the philosophy of language that were
" born and shaped by the current of centralizing tendencies in the
of language have ignored this dialogized heteroglossia, in
ich is embodied the centrifugal forces in the life of language.
or this very reason they could make no provision for the dialogic
ature of language, which was a struggle among socio-linguistic
points of view, not an intra-language struggle between individual
wills or logical contradictions. Moreover, even intra-language
- dialogue (dramatic, rhetorical, cognitive or merely casual) has
~ hardly been studied linguistically or stylistically up to the present
- day. One might even say outright that the dialogic aspect of dis-
- course and all the phenomena connected with it have remained
to the present moment beyond the ken of linguistics.

Stylistics has been likewise completely deaf to dialogue. A lit-
erary work has been conceived by stylistics as if it were a hermet-
~ ic and self-sufficient whole, one whose elements constitute a
- closed system presuming nothing beyond themselves, no other
- utterances. The system comprising an artistic work was thought
: to be analogous with the system of a language, a system that
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“could not stand in a dialogic interrelationship with other lan-
guages. From the point of view of stylistics, the artistic work as a
whole—whatever that whole might be—is a self-sufficient and
closed authorial monologue, one that presumes only passive lis-
teners beyond its own boundaries. Should we imagine the work
as arejoinder in a given dialogue, whose style is determined by its
interrelationship with other rejoinders in the same dialogue (in
the totality of the conversation)—then traditional stylistics does
not offer an adequate means for approaching such a dialogized
style. The sharpest and externally most marked manifestations
of this stylistic category—the polemical style, the parodic, the
ironic—are usually classified as rhetorical and not as poetic phe-
nomena. Stylistics locks every stylistic phenomenon into the
monologic context of a given self-sufficient and hermetic utter-
ance, imprisoning it, as it were, in the dungeon of a single con-
text; it is not able to exchange messages with other utterances; it
is not able to realize its own stylistic implications in a relation-
ship with them; it is obliged to exhaust itself in its own single
hermetic context.

Linguistics, stylistics and the philosophy of language—as
forces'in the service of the great centralizing tendencies of Euro-
pean verbal-ideological life—have sought first and foremost for
unity in diversity. This exclusive “orientation toward unity” in
the present and past life of languages has concentrated the atten-
tion of philosophical and linguistic thought on the firmest, most
stable, least changeable and most mono-semic aspects of dis-
course—on the phonetic aspects first of all—that are furthest re-
moved from the changing socio-semantic spheres of discourse.
Real ideologically saturated “language consciousness,” one that
participates in actual heteroglossia and multi-languagedness, has
remained outside its field of vision. It is precisely this orientation
toward unity that has compelled scholars to ignore all the verbal
genres (quotidian, rhetorical, artistic-prose| that were the carriers
of the decentralizing tendencies in the life of language, or that
were in any case too fundamentally implicated in heteroglossia.
The expression of this hetero- as well as polyglot consciousness
in the specific forms and phenomena of verbal life remained ut-
terly without determinative influence on linguistics and stylistic
thought.

Therefore proper theoretical recognition and illumination
could not be found for the specific feel for language and discourse
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at one gets in stylizations, in skaz, 1{1 parodifss arid 1ndv.ar1i311]m
ms of verbal masquerade, “not talking gtralght, and in . e-
. ore complex artistic forms for the organization of contradic
m forms that orchestrate their themes by means gf lsflnguagcs'—
anil characteristic and profound models of novelistic prose, in
‘ gﬁammelshausen, Cervantes, Rabelais, Fielding, Smollett, Sterne
m’f‘}?ﬁiﬁﬁlem of stylistics for the novel inevitably lequ to thcﬁ
necessity of engaging a ser@es of fundama;ntal :quesnong ‘i(i):;]h
cerning the philosophy of d}scourse, questlonshuénncci‘_ceht us
those aspects in the life of d1scqu§se that have had no light ¢ 2
on them by linguistic and styhst_lc thought—that is, we mu :
deal with the life and behavior of discourse in a contradictory an

multi-languaged world=

., Discourse in Poetry and Discourse in the Novel

For the philosophy of language, for_linguistics and for StYlI}fthS
structured on their base, a whole series of phenomena hz_we t _ere-_

fore remained almost entirely beyond the realm of consxde‘ratm’n.

these include the specific phenomena that are present in dis-
course and that are determined by its dialogic orientation, ﬁrgt,
amid others’ utterances inside a single ]gnguage (the Erm_mr_dml
dialogism of discourse), amid other ”sogal _languages ‘w1t.;11n a
single national language and finally a.mxd different ngtu_):i}a : ar}:
guages within the same culture, that is, the same socio-ideologi

al horizon.

caixf 22§ec§iudecades, it is true, these phenomena have_ bggun to
attract the attention of scholars in language anc_i stylistics, but
their fundamental and wide-ranging significance in all spheres of
the life of discourse is still far from acknowledged.

The dialogic orientation of a word among othf;r words (of gll
kinds and degrees of otherness| creates new apd 51g111ﬁgan:c artis-
tic potential in discourse, creates the potential for a dlStlI:lCtlYe‘
art of prose, which has found its fullest and deepest expression in

the novel.

7. Linguistics acknowledges only a mechanical rec‘iprocal influenqngdm];.d
intermixing of languages, (that is, one that is unconscious and dete‘rmlljnu ty
social conditions) which is reflected in abstract linguistic elements (phonetic

and morphological).




il %,

[276] DISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL

We will focus our attention here on various forms and degrees
of dialogic orientation in discourse, and on the special potential
for a distinctive prose-art.

As treated by traditional stylistic thought, the word acknowl-
edges only itself (that i, only its own context), its own object, its
own direct expression and its own unitary and singular language.
It acknowledges another word, one lying outside its own context,
only as the neutral word of language, as the word of no one in par-
ticular, as simply the potential for speech. The direct word, as tra-
ditional stylistics understands it, encounters in its orientation
toward the object only the resistance of the object itself (the im-
possibility of its being exhausted by a word, the impossibility of
saying it all), but it does not encounter in its path toward the ob-
ject the fundamental and richly varied opposition of another’s
word. No one hinders this word, no one argues with it.

But no living word relates to its object in a singular way: be-
tween the word and its object, between the word and the speaking
subject, there exists an elastic environment of other, alien words
about the same object, the same theme, and this is an environ-
ment that it is often difficult to penetrate. It is precisely in the
process of living interaction with this specific environment that
the word may be individualized and given stylistic shape.

Indeed, any concrete discourse (utterance) finds the object at
which it was directed already as it were overlain with qualifica-
tions, open to dispute, charged with value, already enveloped in
an obscuring mist—or, on the contrary, by the “light” of alien
words that have already been spoken about it. It is entangled, shot
through with shared thoughts, points of view, alien value judg-
ments and accents. The word, directed toward its object, enters
a dialogically agitated and tension-filled environment of alien
words, value judgments and accents, weaves in and out of com-
plex interrelationships, merges with some, recoils from others,
intersects with yet a third group: and all this may crucially shape
discourse, may leave a trace in all its semantic layers, may com-
plicate its expression and influence its entire stylistic profile.

The living utterance, having taken meaning and shape at a par-
ticular historical moment in a socially specific environment, can-
not fail to brush up against thousands of living dialogic threads,
woven by socio-ideological consciousness around the given ob-
ject of an utterance; it cannot fail to become an active participant
in social dialogue. After all, the utterance arises out of this di-
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as a continuation of it and as a rejoinder to it—it does ﬂ
the object from the sidelines. > i b

e way in which the word conceptualizes its object is a com-

act—all objects, open to dispute ‘and_ overlain as they alie

qualifications, are from one side hlghllghted while frorn the

side dimmed by heteroglot social opinion, by an alien word

ut them.® And into this complex play qf light and shadow the

ord enters—it becomes saturated with this play, gnd must df‘:te’r-

e within it the boundaries of its own semantic a.pd s_tyhsnc

tours. The way in which the word conceives its object is com-

ated by a dialogic interaction withlp _the object bet‘weben vari-

spects of its socio-verbal intelligibility. And an artistic repre-

tion, an “image” of the object, may be penet_:rated by th‘ls
ogic play of verbal intentions that meet and are interwoven in
uch an image need not stifle these forces, but on t‘he contrary
v activate and organize them. If we imagine the intention of\
h a word, that is, its directionality toward the object, in the |

and light on the facets of the image that it constructs can I_ae
lained as the spectral dispersion of the ray-word, not within
object itself (as would be the case in the play pf an :mage-:ilg-
ope, in poetic speech taken in the narrow sense, in an “autotelic
ord”), but rather as its spectral dispersion in an atmosphere
d with the alien words, value judgments and accents th;ough
ich the ray passes on its way toward the object; the soc1a_l at-
sphere of the word, the atmosphere that surrounds the object
kes the facets of the image sparkle. | )

The word, breaking through to its own meaning and its own
ression across an environment full of alien words and vari-
ously evaluating accents, harmonizing with some of_the elemen’Fs
this environment and striking a dissonance with qthers, is
- able, in this dialogized process, to shape its own stylistic profile
- and tone. A ki
~ Such is the image in artistic prose and the image of novelistic

8. Highly significant in this respect is the struggle that must bf: under-
taken in such movements as Rousseauism, Naturahsxp, ImprssmomsmL Ac-
meism, Dadaism, Surrealism and analogous schcmls with the quallﬁed rdr‘mi
ture of the object (a struggle occasioned by the 1de§ of areturn FO\ primordia
Consciousness, to original consciousness, to the object itself in itself, to pure
perception and so forth).

of a ray of light, then the living and unrepeatable play of col- I

i
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P10se 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 naivete it-
self, under authentic novelistic conditions, takes on the nature of

: i i ized overtones; he creates artis-
teily zl;ﬁ:tultilf:‘}ll gli]u:zg;sdl;rlloiﬁ the fundamzntalv goicesya;d

b i ia. But as we have already said, ever -
tones of this hetergglossm. ‘ e
'*‘_t'{z_a-:aﬁiStiC pfi‘gieilzzgﬁzieﬂzirioagz (?rfiented toward _the “already
. ?’Cf:ll? a”s?iready known,” the “common opinion” and so
e d'e logic orientation of discourse is a phenomenog that
e %0 erty of any discourse. It is the natural orienta-
oy wurseiiiip Eliscourse. On all its various routes to_ward the
tiboj::}c(:f ?1]:);11 itrslgdirections, the word encounters agualclleil;ll t:;?:;d
i ’ ing it in a living, tension-fille -
a.lld cannlottﬁzlpmiﬁﬁ?gitiézrgn,twho apprgachcd a virginal and as
- lified world with the first word, coqld rea}lly
ke finish this dialogic inter-orientation
have escaped from start to nis is di ’ e
with the alien word that occurs in the object. Concr

Tolstoy). Such a dialogized image can occur in all the poetic
genres as well, even in the lyric (to be sure, without setting the
tone).” But such an image can fully unfold, achieve ful] complex-
ity and depth and at the Same time artistic closure, only under the
conditions present in the genre of the novel,

In the poetic image narrowly conceived (in the image-as-trope),
all activity—the dynamics of the image-as-word—is completely
exhausted by the play between the word (with all its aspects| and

: ivilege: it can deviate from
haustible wealth and contradictory multiplicity of the object it- human discourse dges not have this PJ:;g;‘iT;;;z and only to a
self, with its “virginal,” still “unuttered” nature; therefore it pre- such inter-orientation only on a con
sumes nothing beyond the borders of its own context (except, of certain degree. kable that linguistics and the philoso-
course, what can be'found in the treasure-house of language it- It is all the more remarka o ly oriented precisely toward
self]. The'word forgets that its object has its own history of con- phy of discourse have_b_een prlrntarl zf the word a word excised
tradictory acts of verbal recognition, as well as that heteroglossia this artificial, preconditioned }Slm N (alth oug}{ the primacy of
that is always present in such acts of recognition. from dialogue and taken Ko norff roclaimed). Dialogue is
For the writer of artistic prose, on the contrary, the object re- dialogue over monologue is f.rqa‘quell‘l fzrﬁ] in the structuring of
veals first of all precisely the socially heteroglot multiplicity of its studied merely as a ccnrn‘pDSIFIOImf e —— S
names, definitions and value judgments. Instead of the virginal speech, but the internal dlaloglsm ” ejoinder), the dialogism that
fullness and inexhaustibility of the object itself, the prose writer monologic utterance as well as mﬁl ItL e expressive
confronts a multitude of routes, roads and paths that have been B its entire structure, daB lt it is precisely this internal
' laid down in the object by social consciousness. Along with the layers, is almost entirely 1gnoge R t assume any external com-
" internal contradictions inside the object itself, the. prose writer dialogism of the Word_’ which d?es normm be isolated as an inde-
witnesses as well the unfolding of social heteroglossia surround. positional forms of dlalogue,h at cg b it At om s o
ing the object, the Tower-of-Babel mixing of languages that goes pendent act, peparate £r01p Lae ‘:0: recisely this internal dialo-
on around any object; the dialectics of the object are interwoven [koncipirovanie] of its Ob]ECt__l 1;3rpto shape style. The internal
with the social dialogue surrounding it. For the prose writer, the gism that has such enormous pow ion in a series of peculiar fea-
object is a focal point for heteroglot voices among which his own dialogism of the word finds e()icpre:;,_s ik e up to
voice must also sound; these voices create the background neces- tures in semantics, syntax an st); i:lied by linguistics and stylis-
sary for his own voice, outside of which his artistic prose nuances the present time completely unli % eculizr semantic features of
cannot be perceived, and without which they “do not sound.” tics [nor, ‘_‘Vhat IS h?;e dt =R
The prose artist clevates the social heteroglossia surrounding ordinary dlalF’gue bet.en s 1le ; as a living rejoinder within it;
objects into an image that has finished contours, an image com- The wqrd is boél‘f H;]izlilicoﬁiracti(m with-anzili v saendtbe
) _ : r _th:lwogl ” Sl:}jgibfct. A vg\rord forms a concept of its own object
9. The Horatian Iyric, Villon, Heine, Laforgue, Annenskij and others—de- ! %S re_a ¥ l.n .
spite the fact that thege are extremely varied instances. ; 1n a dialogic way.
B
T ——
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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 orien-
tation toward the listener is usually considered the basic con-

stitutive feature of rhetorical discourse.' It is highly significant

for rheteric that this relationship toward the concrete listener,

taking him into account, is a relationship that enters into the

very internal construction of rhetorical discourse. This orienta-
/ tion toward an answer is open, 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

1o. Cf. 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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ding, one that discourse senses as resistance or support
the discourse.

uistics and the philosophy of language acknowyledge only a
» understanding of discourse, and moreover th_13 Ealfes place
Jarge on the level of common language, 'ghat is, it is an un-
:o of an utterance’s neutral signification and not its ac-

aning. :
linguistic significance of a given utterance is under_stoqd
¢ the background of language, while its actual meaning is
ood against the background of other concrete utterances
same theme, a background made up of contradlct_ory opin-
oints of view and value judgments—that is, precisely that
' d that, as we see, complicates the path of any word to-
object. Only now this contradictory environment of_ alien
is present to the speaker not in the object, l;mt rather in the
ousness of the listener, as his apperceptive backgroum.:l,
ant with responses and objections. And every utterance 1s
od toward this apperceptive background of understanding,
1 is not a linguistic background but rather one composed of
ic objects and emotional expressions. There occurs a new
nter between the utterance and an alien word, which
s itself felt as a new and unique influence on its style.
passive understanding of linguistic meaning _is no under-
ng at all, it is only the abstract aspect of meaning. But even
re concrete passive understanding of the meaning of the
nce, an understanding of the speaker’s intention 1qsofar as
nderstanding remains purely passive, purely receptive, con-
tes nothing new to the word under consideration, only mir-
g it, seeking, at its most ambitious, merely the full reproduc-
of that which is already given in the word—even such an
rstanding never goes beyond the boundaries of the word’s
xt and in no way enriches the word. Therefore, insofar. as
'speaker operates with such a passive understanding, nothing
7 can be introduced into his discourse; there can be no new
ects in his discourse relating to concrete objects and emo-
expressions. Indeed the purely negative demands, such as
d only emerge from a passive understanding (for ipstance, a
2ed for greater clarity, more persuasiveness, more viv1dness_; arlnd
o forth), leave the speaker in his own personal context, thbm
‘his own boundaries; such negative demands are completely im-
manent in the speaker’s own discourse and do not go beyond his
- semantic or expressive self-sufficiency.
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In the actual life of speech, every concrete act of understanding
is active: it assimilates the word to be understood into its own
conceptual system filled with specific objects and emotional ex-
pressions, and is indissolubly merged with the response, with a
motivated agreement or disagreement. To some extent, primacy
belongs to the response, as the activating principle: it creates the
ground for understanding, it prepares the ground for an active and
engaged understanding. Understanding comes to fruition only
in the response. Understanding and response are .dialectically
merged and mutually condition each other; one is impossible

. without the other,

hus an active understanding, one that assimilates the word
under consideration into a new conceptual system, that of the
_one striving to understand, establishes a series of complex inter-
| relationships, consonances and dissonances with the word and
enriches it with new elements. It is precisely such an understand-
ing that the speaker counts on. Therefore his orientation toward
the listener is an orientation toward a specific conceptual hori-
zon, toward the specific world of the listener; it introduces totally
new elements into his discourse; it is in this way, after all, that
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 rhetorical 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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oh they differ in their essentials and give rise to vargmg
He effects in discourse, the dialoglc‘relau_onshlp towaral_an
-rd within the object and the relationship toward an 11(511.
in the anticipated answer of the listener can,lneverthe ess,
tightly interwoverl1 with eac}h qther, becoming almost in-
during stylistic analysis. :
hus 3}:‘;‘:)];:156 in gl"olgtoy is characterizgd by‘ a sh;up mtemal
alogi ’m and this discourse is moreover dialogized in the bel‘lef
:gmof’ the reader—whose peculiar semantic and expressive
-” ics Tolstoy acutely senses—as well as in the Ob'?“i
' e two lines of dialogization [h_avin‘g in most cases p(;llemmat
tones) are tightly interwoven in hl‘S "style: even in t"[‘ el I;noe:s
ical” expressions and the most “epic descnptmns,d_ ({_lzr oyo_
.ourse harmonizes and disharmonizes (more of;en 1; 1 m ;
es) with various aspects of the heteroglot socio-verba lcon‘
susness ensnaring the object, while at the} same time polem:
invading the reader’s belief and evaluative system, stn:lrmtg
un and destroy the apperceptive backgrour}d of thel rea e; s
ve understanding. In this respect Tolstoy is an heir gf the
hteenth century, especially of Rousseau. This propagandizing
»ulse sometimes leads to a narrowing-down of l_'ne_teroglot sg:-
consciousness (against which Tolstoy polemicizes] to t c;
iousness of his immediate contemporary, a con_tefnpora;y 01
day and not of the epoch; what follows from this is a ra 1(:1:,
neretization of dialogization (almost always’ un_derta_keq in the
ice of a polemic). For this reason Tolstoy’s ::haloglzatlor;, l1.;1_0
atter how acutely we sense it in the expressive profile of his
le, sometimes requires special historical or literary commen-

"E%!Iy: we are not sure with what precisely a given tone 1s 10 har-
dissonance or consonance has

|

' or disharmony, for this :
3 gﬁid into the posi{ive project of creating a style."! It is trﬁe
" that such extreme concreteness (which approaches at time the
: feuilleton) is present only in those seconda?y aspects, the over-
tones of internal dialogization in Tolsto_y 's di_scoprse‘ ‘

In those examples of the internal dialogization of d1scour5tj,
that we have chosen (the internal, as contrasted \:\flth the extz;.lr
nal, compositionally marked, dialogue) ic rclat10n§h_1p ta:Jf thz
alien word, to an alien utterance enters into the positing of t

book 1 (Leningrad, 1928),

i d k Lev Tolstoj,
11. Cf. B. M. Eichenbaum’s boo Jimitran. it

- which contains much relevant material; for example,
topical context of “Family Happiness.”
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style. Style 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 any 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

laboration.

But internal 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 of
discourse, dialogize language itself and the world view a particu-

“v}‘; .,
e
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se has (the internal form of discoqrself-where tfhfld;ll-
voices arises directly out of a social dlalggue of “ au
where an alien utterance begins to sound like a Somfi ef.
age, where the orientation of the word among a N
s changes into an orientation of a word among soc1 n;i
suages within the boundaries of one and the same

guage.

es that are poetic in the narrow Sense, the natu;a_l d1$g:
of the word is not put to artistic use, the wo;]:j is sd 52
1to itself and does not presume alien utterances Sygnf £
oundaries. Poetic style is by convention suspende a?‘j
stual interaction with alien discourse, any allusion to alien
::a;y whatever of alluding to alien l;zumgl.lag&s},1 to thet pct)is;
of another vocabulary, another semantics, other syn ac f
and so forth, to the possibility of other linguistic points Of
s equally foreign to poetic style. It fo!lows that any sense Od
boundedness, the historicity, the S(_)c1al dctem}matulm and
city of one’s own language is a_hen to pf)eﬂc style, an
ofore a critical qualified relationship to one’s mlv(;l Ala?gugge
ely one of many languages ina heteroglot_wor ) is orzlgl_
ic style—asis a related phenomenon, the incomp ete
ment of oneself, of one’s full meaning, to a given l;nguagx*i. -
- course this relationship and the relationship to 1_119 own }f_n_
(in greater or lesser degree) could never be for§1§nbto f,iv_lxns
cally existent poet, as a human beglg surroun 1?1 y ﬁndga
ro- and polyglossia; but this relat1oqsh1p could not ne
in the poetic style of his work v.mthout dgstrc;lymg -
yle, without transposing it intfo a prosaic key and in the pro
ni e poet into a writer of prose. I
; Q':Iulgfe?’:c é)en.rcs, artistic consciousne:j,s—_under_stood ?31? um:i
all the author’s semantic and expressive intentions— g re ;
izes itself within its own language; in tl_-Lem a}oqe is suc]l cond
‘sciousness fully immanent, expressing itself in it dll'e;.t y ane
" without mediation, without conditions and w1th01ut_ 1.°,ta;1§ce(i
" The language of the poet is his language, he is L;tter y 1m}rln:i‘ >
'~ in it, inseparable from it, he makes use of _each orm, eatc ol :
-~ each expression according to its unn_'lechated p’(r)wralr1 to.S asgx;
meaning (as it were, “without quotation marks J,it attlr,What
pure and direct expression of his own intention. No matte
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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
insoluble conflicts the poet develops within it, is aiways il-
lumined by one unitary and indisputable discourse. Contradic-
tions, conflicts and doubts remain in the object, in thoughts, in
living experiences—in short, in the subject matter—but they do
not enter into the language itself. In poetry, even discourse about
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 jits language, to assume a 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. Language is present to him
only from inside, in the work it does to effect its intention, and
not 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 reality)
are all simultaneous, but incompatible. The unity and singularity
of language are the indispensable prerequisites for a realization of
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 sure,
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h possibilities are limited: a certain l{ititude for heterggloss;a
rists only in the “low” poetic genres—in tl'_le satiric and CF)(]l.'Illl:-:
nres and others. Nevertheless, heter_oglosma (other socio-i ep

sical languages) can be introduced into purely poetic genres,
imarily in the speeches of characters. But in such a CO?teXt 1:hts
jective. It appears, in essence, as a thmg, 1t c?oles. nl:)}tl 15 01:1 : g
ame plane with the real language of the work: it is the depic .et
.sture of one of the characters and does not appear as an aspec

¢ the word doing the depicting. Elements of hetf:r0310551a enter
sre not in the capacity of another language carrying its own par-
cular points of view, about which one can say things not (;x-
ressible in one’s own language, but rather‘ in thn? capacity of a
icted thing. Even when speaking of alien thlr.lgs, the poet
heaks in his own language. To shed light on an al}en \_fvorld, he
ever resorts to an alien language, even thoug_h it might in fact be
ore adequate to that world. Whereas the writer of prose, I_:>y con-
gst—as we shall see—attempts to talk about even his own
orld in an alien language (for example, in the nonhtcra}'y lan-
age of the teller of tales, or the representative of a spec1ﬁc1§0-
cio-ideological group); he often measures his own world by alien
~ linguistic standards. f
i £ consequence o A
Fla:;.;g‘; of Igogtic _genres,| when they approach their stylistic

limit,"* often becomes authoritarian, dogmatic and conservative,
b Bﬁgﬁ]fﬁg itself off from the influence of extraliterary soMcts.
" Therefore such ideas as a special “poetic language,” a “language
 of the gods,” a “priestly language of poetry” and so forth could
~ flourish on poetic soil. It is noteworthy that the poet, should he
not accept the given literary language, will sooner resort to the
artificial creation of a new language specifically for poetry than
he will to the exploitation of actual available 500‘131 dlalgcts. So-
cial languages are filled with specific objects, typical, socially lo-
calized and limited, while the artificially created languag‘e of po-
etry must be a directly intentional language, u_nitgry and singular.
Thus, when Russian prose writers at the beginning of the twen-

12. It goes without saying that we continually advance as typl;?l thi ex-
treme to which poetic genres aspire; in concrete examples of poetic \.;)rolr':l S 1';
is possible to find features fundamental to prose, and numerous }EY r; ; _c;t
various generic types exist. These are especially widespread in periods of shi
In literary poetic languages.
by,

ol ¥ &

4

e prerequisites mentioned above, the 1
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tieth century began to show a profound interest in dialects and
skaz, the Symbolists (Bal’'mont, V. Ivanov) and later the Futurists
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-
+ Wways a style adequately serviced by one directly intentional lan-
" guage from whose point of view other languages {conversational,
‘}1_;, 'Ij business and prose languages, among others) are perceived as ob-
ﬁl/ \?’h‘ jects that are in no way its equal.'® The idea of a “poetic language”
L0 is yet another expression of that same Ptolemaic conception of
the linguistic and stylistic world.
/ Language—like the living concrete environment in which the
"‘"} consciousness of the verbal artist lives—is never unitary, It is
ﬂ* unitary only as an abstract grammatical system of normative
?S‘ forms, taken in isolation from the concrete, ideological con-
ceptualizations that §11 it, and in isolation from the uninter-
\} rupted process of historical becoming that is a characteristic of all
‘ living language. Actual social life and historical becoming create
within an abstractly unitary national language a multitude of
concrete worlds, a multitude of bounded verbal-ideological and
social belief systems; within these various systems (identical in
the abstract) are elements of language filled with various seman-
tic and axiological content and each with its own different sound.

Literary language—both spoken and written—although it is
unitary not only in its shared, abstract, linguistic markers but
also in its forms for conceptualizing these abstract marKkers, is it-
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 al] 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 system inherent in one or another
genre: oratorical, publicistic, newspaper and journalistic genres,
the genres of low literature (penny dreadfuls, for instance) or, fi-

40\]*

13. Such was the point of view taken by Latin toward Jgtional anguages
=

in the Middle Ages, ik \
VUJJ gd’\w k\?n’j ﬁﬁ\ |
AN -
R\ ‘3. y“‘:ﬁ

3 N

DISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL [289]

| ly, the various genres of high literaturfs. Certain featurels( oftle;n:

i ;; take on the specific flavor of a given genre: ;heyf ni " Ef
er with specific points of view, speqﬁg approaches, ormre
inking, nuances and accents Chara_cterlsltlc of th.c given gecztmn .
addition, there is interwoven w%th this generic svtratll1 cb o |
anguage a professional stratification of languagi, 1? the rrthe
nse of the term “professional”: t}_ie_ l_anguage of t 1{3 av;ye ,tion |
sctor, the businessman, the pohtlma_n, the ;_)ub_ cllc e };kcl:a on |
acher and so forth, and these sometimes coincide WII . aeS
metimes depart from, the st.ratlﬁcafuon into genres. ht goOt
hout saying that these languages differ frprn each oft er n :
ly in their vocabularies; they igvolve spemﬁcl for_ms 01‘;1 mari_
ting intentions, forms for making conceptualization and eva

ation concrete. And even the very language of the writer (t};?- E!
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et or novelist) can be taken as a professional jargon on a p
i ional jargons. . ;
;thirtoizsflilport]antg to us here is the. inten'tional dlmﬁf:l;lsmrés:
at is, the denotative and expressive dimension of the “shared
nguage’s stratification. It is in fact not the r}eutra] _11ngu11tlc
ponents of language being stratified and dlfflegeplf1ate(i,l ut
er a situation in which the intentiolea} pgsmbllltles o dap-
age are being expropriated: these possibilities are realize gin
ecific directions, filled with specific content, they are rnz:i f_:
concrete, particular, and are permeatfad wnh concrete \fa}llu& ]ubi_
ments; they knit together with spemﬁc_ objects apd w1’ic the g
ief systems of certain genres of expression and points fo _v1ewt }I;at
uliar to particular professions. Within these points o view, o
, for the speakers of the language themselves, .these geneincth s
- guages and professional jargons are directly 1ntentlor;a — eS)f
denote and express directly and fully, and are capablg ) exp;les
ing themselves without mediation; but outside, that is, for t o}:e
not part.icipating in the given purview, these languages n;lay tff
reated as objects, as typifactions, as local color. For sut:h ‘ouS
- siders, the intentions permeating these languages become t ings,
limited in their meaning and expression; they attract to, orfexcas],e
from, such language a particular word—making it dlfﬁgult or the
- Word to be utilized in a directly intentional way, without any
ons. ‘
tua}:f :}i{;lsituation is far from exhausted bs.f the generic and prc;-
fessional stratification of the common literary langugagﬁ. ﬁ& -
though at its very core literary language is frequently socially ho
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mogeneous, 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
here and there coincide with generic and professional stratifica-
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 elements 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 significant 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.

n any given historical moment of verbal-ideological life, each
generation at each social level has its own language; moreover,
every age group has as a matter of fact its own language, its own
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 school
student are all different languages| and other stratifying factors.
All this is brought about by socially typifying languages, no mat-
ter how narrow the social circle in which they are spoken. It is

’qt | U PA Fp AL }u'
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ssible to have a family jargon define the societe_d-limits of
1age, as, for instance, the jargon of the Irtenevs in Tolstoy,
ts p;:cial vocabulary and unique accentual system.

eriods of socio-ideological life cohabit with one ;-:m:nl:hf:ii
 languages of the day exist: one 1_:0u1:;l say that todgy s an :
day’s socio-ideological and political “day” do not, in a n:}‘.ler
sense, share the same language; every dily represents an'; er
ideological semantic “state of affairs, anot_her vocabu ary;
eor accentual system, with its own slogans, its own ways o

ence between them, gives them embodied representation
dialogically opposes them to one another in unresolvable

gues.

jeteroglot from top to bottom: it represents the co-existence of
cio-ideological contradictions between the present a_nd the
between differing epochs of the past, between different

hools, circles and so forth, all given a bodily form._These “lan-
ages” of heteroglossia intersect each other in a variety of ways, ]
ming new socially typifying "languages_.” ; :
‘Each of these lees” of heteroglossia requires a methodol-

etely different principle for marking differgnces gnd for esFal_a-
ing units (for some this principle is functional, Im.others it 113
the principle of theme and content, in yet others it is, properly
eaking, a socio-dialectological principle). The?efore languag;s
" do not exclude each other, but rather intersect with each other in
4 :many different ways (the Ukrainian language, the language of the_

~ eration of children, of the run-of-the-mill intellectual, of the
~ Nietzschean and so on). It might even seem that the very word

there is no single plane on which all these “languages” might be

In actual fact, however, there does exist a common plane that
methodologically justifies our juxtaposing the_m: all languages Ef
heteroglossia, whatever the principle under]ymg them and mak-
ing each unique, are specific points of view on the world, forms

s at any given moment of its historical existence, language p

sio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, |

i i : i om- &
y very different from the others; each is grounded in a ¢

~ “language” loses all meaning in this process—for apparently |

juxtaposed to one another. -]

~
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ing blame and praise. Poetry depersonalizes “days” in ‘lan- '
while prose, as we shall see, often deliberately intensifies

d finally, at any given moment, languages of various epochs ;‘\

~ epic poem, of early Symbolism, of the student, of a particular gen- . °
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By s . , : ; :
> )lfa ;;sas;gg the 1ntexl:1t10na1 dimension of stratification in liter-
» We are able, as has been said i i
. to locate in a
serie i ’ hie
s such methodologically heterogeneous phenomena as p%i—
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-gsional and social dialects, world views and individual artistic
vorks, for in their intentional dimension one finds that common
lane on which they can all be juxtaposed, and juxtaposed di-
logically. The whole matter consists in the fact that there may
between “languages,” highly specific dialogic relations; no
tter how these languages are conceived, they may all be taken

s particular points of view on the world. However varied the so-

al forces doing the work of stratification—a profession, a genre,
_particular tendency, an individual personality—the work itself
erywhere comes down to the (relatively) protracted and socially
neaningful (collective) saturation of language with specific (and
sequently limiting) intentions and accents. The longer this
tratifying saturation goes on, the broader the social circle en-
ompassed by it and consequently the more substantial the social
orce bringing about such a stratification of language, then the
nore sharply focused and stable will be those traces, the linguis: .
< changes in the language markers (linguistic symbols), that are
eft behind in language as a result of this social force’s activity—
from stable (and consequently social) semantic nuances to au-
- thentic dialectological markers (phonetic, morphological and
“others), which permit us to speak of particular social dialects.

~ As a result of the work done by all these stratifying forces in
language, there are no “neutral” words and forms—words and
- forms that can belong to “no one”; language has been completely
taken over, shot through with intentions and accents. For any in-
dividual consciousness living in it, language is not an abstract
system of normative forms but rather a concrete heteroglot con-
ception of the world. All words have the “taste” of a profession, a
genre, a tendency, a party, a particular work, a particular person, a
generation, an age group, the day and hour. Each word tastes of
the context and contexts in which it has lived its socially charged
life; all words and forms are populated by intentions. Contextual -
overtones (generic, tendentious, individualistic) are inevitable in~
the word.

As aliving, socio-ideological concrete thing, as heteroglot opin-
ion, language, for the individual consciousness, lies on the bor-
derline between oneself and the other. The word in language is
half someone else’s. It becomes “one’s own” only when the
speaker populates it with his own intention, his own accent,
when he appropriates the word, adapting it to his own semantic
and expressive intention. Prior to this moment of appropriation,
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the word does not exist in a neutral and impersonal language (it is
not, after all, out of 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 not a 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-
ions and accents, is a difficult and complicated process.

We have so far proceeded on the assumption of the abstract-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 or 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 low—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 language.

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, their
other-languagedness, have the effect of deforming the literary
language; it, too, ceases to be that which it had been, a closed so-
cio-linguistic system. Literary language is a highly distinctive
phenomenon, as is the linguistic consciousness of the educated
person who is its agent; within it, intentional diversity of speech
[raznorecivost’] (which is present in every living dialect as a
closed system) is transformed into diversity of language [razno-
jazycie]; what results is not a single language but a dialogue of

.. languages.
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but is rather a highly specific unity of seve.ra_l *’langll.:ag,es}’1
¢ have established contact and mqtual recogmgonhwu eaocw
| (merely one of which is poetic lapguage in tf e;lnarrth_l.,
¢). Precisely this constitutt]es the peculiar nature of the me.._ y
logi em in literary language. :

: Ogrl;i:iepgcc):bcliovideological language cogsciousqcss, as it Cll:u,
es creative—that is, as it becomes active as literature— ﬁs
s itself already surrounded by hctcroglogsm andanFT z;: a C;f
e, unitary language, inviolable and 1ndlsputa.b e. ! ee? ;
ely literary linguistic consciousness at all _tmlxl(,s an.l ?ie zfo
ere (that is, in all epochs of literature historically availa

ds itself inevitably facing the necessity of having to ghoosescsl
uage. With each literary-verbal performance, conscsous‘iem/
st actively orient itself amidst hgte;oglosgla, it must mo e
occupy a position for itself vfntlhm‘ it, it chgoisesf in ;em
rds, a “language.” Only by remaining in a close cnwro; ‘g:
e without writing or thought, cornpl_etely off the maps of soci :
logical becoming, could a man fall to SEI.ISG‘thIS ‘?‘Ctl“;yh?s
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it is as if these languages were in different chambers. They do not
..llide with each other in his consciousness, there is no attemp

' to coordinate them, to look at one of these languages through the

eyes of another language. : .-—\
Thus an illiterate peasant, miles away from any urban center,

' naively immersed in an unmoving and for him unshakable eV.Bl'ﬁJ-
' day world, nevertheless lived in several language systems: he

prayed to God in one language (Church Slavonic), sang songs Iin
another, spoke to his family in a third and, when he began to d}(;(i
tate pet’itions to the local authorities through a scribe, he trie

language is not a unity of a single, closed language sys- |~
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el
nced in poetic discourse. But these contexts a:fl gx:rl i ny
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dimension they are impersonal or at least no particularly

i ticu-
linguistic specificity is sensed bEhllilld tt};;?:;’aﬁir’i;i .
socially

er of speech and so forth, no p

possib}:e personality of the narrator) need pe}:lek E;t firstic

them. Everywhere there is only one face—the i iiuowu‘

the author, answering for every word as if it we:leaccentual
Jatter how multiple and varied these semantic an

speaking yet a fourth language (the official-literate language, “y
per” language). All these are different languages, even from ¢
point of view of abstract socio-dialectological markers. But thg
languages were not dialogically coordinated in the linguistic cq
\:%P sciousness of the peasant; he passed from one to the other wig
W out thinking, automatically: each was indisputably in its o
+ place, and the place of each was indisputable. He was not yet a})
L.1\ to regard one language (and the verbal world corresponding to §
through the eyes of another language (that is, the language of g
eryday life and the everyday world with the language of prayer ¢
\ song, or vice versa)."*
¢ As soon as a critical interanimation of languages began to ocey
in the consciousness of our peasant, as soon as it became clea
that these were not only various different languages but even in
ternally variegated languages, that the ideological systems an
approaches to the world that were indissolubly connected wi
these languages contradicted each other and in no way could liv
. in peace and quiet with one another—then the inviolability ang
; predetermined quality of these languages came to an end, and the
necessity of actively choosing one’s orientation among themn
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—a
these languages and worlds sooner or later emerged from a state
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 lit-
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 stylistic
life that the word will lead.

The poet is a poet insofar as he accepts the idea of a unitary and s correlations that emerge
singular language and a unitary, monologically sealed-off utter- A . onceptual horizon, 18
ance. These ideas are immanent in the poetic genres with which -ty po;tlc “;de’tk?gril?sn Igl‘;ar%g:agr:)ef iletergglot social con-

1%1;:1? '1; r;g;e, tile very movement of the poetic symbol (for

‘ this
ple, the unfolding of a metaphor) presumes precisely

14. We are of course deliberately simplifying: the real-life peasant could
and did do this to a certain extent.




