‘ww e T e W =y =52 w5
“l - - g e TR e clappag-0
e P bdag x s c-.l.... -o”u-n.!llﬂullc-.-.- =
- P <Daal o L 4 . .- - v £ . AN ., - B . -
, al e 5. . 3 1 ,rs.w Ovﬂ_—..‘ rep -....oi - “ I 'y (Y LY ln aiainn- -cn_”..-q -
.'oﬂ. - LA LR T . L .a 3 i . 1 ' .- BRED
ihed - - . Setgame -.an ., FRmay vomm ., -y T
i@ﬂ TARTS remagashue g [ Y - » :- = * - - . =
2 ® s . 5 .
5 B 4 S e ; B et L I TERTET
.lw. n, B —faon USROSy - 8
| §== b4

‘. g e Ee Sed
- - Ve

= sa= K.

v i

r(a;

et L L AT o - *
..-.un » - v ‘?
b L O P L BT b, E 15 S
Raw |1a.na....Oc.‘n..-l‘tu-.-ralol. - g =
rtﬂn.ﬂtest&i Ll i | .....-.I .« -+ ) e o T ”
. T - - - ||.. ‘AR T ymmbvany . £
L1 L IO . e BN Lan
{5 .ﬂﬂ.l..nm_'e.-uacanlccp

SRS TRt theeth
Co.’tlr-untl_l ‘-

et L W B RES
- Wi o : = i
y s¥e o



S g ")\ Institut International de Sociocritique — Montpellier
International Institute for Sociocriticism — Pittsburgh

Editor : Edmond CROS

University of Pittsburgh Université Paul Valéry
C. L. 1309 B. P. 5043
Pittsburgh PA 15260 34032 Montpellier - Cédex
U.S.A. . FRANCE

Annual Subscriptions (two volumes)
Individuals : $ 25 FF 160,00
Institutions : $ 50 FF 350,00

ISSN : 0985 — 5939

A4¢.¢5¢

@ ':-(‘j
308
2?5‘
SZ o
e
%?

b7

Sociocriticism

Vol. IV, 2 (N° 8) 1988



HOW TO READ BAKHTIN

ocriticism Vol. 1V, 2 (N°8) 1988



SUMMARY

How to read Bakhtin

Pierrette MALCUZYNSKI, New mythologies : the case of
BRI s e e 15

Antonio GOMEZ-MORIANA, Bajtin en la Republica Federal
de Alemania : a propdsito de un simposio-de un libro . 31

" Iris M. ZAVALA, Bakhtin versus the Postmodern ... .. ... .. 51
- Robert SIEGLE, Bakhtin and sociocriticism : .............. 71
Bakhtin revisited

Monique DE LOPE, Bakhtine et la Littérature médiévale :

4 APRrOCHE CRILIQUE 2okt i s st 91
~ Edmond CROS, Reformuler la lecture que Bakhtine fait du
RIS s bl Gl S e ge e o R 115



iticism Vol. IV, 2 (N° 8) pp 7-12
I, Montpellier (France), Pittsburgh (USA)

ABSTRACTS

Edmond CROS, «Reformuler la lecture que Bakhtine fait du
hotte ».

After reminding the stakes of Bakhtin’s thesis about El Quijote,
. examines the way the carnivalesque material is functionning in
rvantes’ book. For him, the scheme formed by the four characters :
n Quijote / Sancho Panza / Dulcinea / Aldonza works as an essen-
relay of the textual genetics, based on a systematic of ambiguity,
itradiction and reversibility. However, in many cases, this sys-
tic does appear as contradicted: the border separating the
t from its carnivalesque projection is clearly and very signi-
ntly underlined. E. C. links this borderline to the invisible
tlights which separate the performers and the audience in what he
s the Carnival show in Cervantes’ book. Both constitute, he says,
€ same structural fact which is contradicting the first one. This
ntradiction transcribes, for him, the evolution of the carnivalesque

ce and pleads for the ideoséme theory he presented in Socio-
ism 1985-2.
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Edmond CROS, «Reformuler la lecture que Bakhtine fait du
Quichotte ».

Apres avoir rappelé les enjeux de la lecture que Bakhtine fait de
Don Quichotte, E. C. s’intéresse au fonctionnement dans le texte de
Cervantes de la matiére carnavalesque. 1l voit dans le carré de
figures représenté par Don Quichotte / Sancho Panza / Aldonza/
Dulcinea un relais essentiel de la génétique textuelle fondé sur une
systématique de 'ambiguité, de la contradiction et du réversible. Si,
cependant, cette systématique joue dans ce cas, dans de nombreux
autres, au contraire elle se donne & voir comme problématisée : c'est
ainsi que la ligne de démarcation qui sépare 'objet de sa projection
carnavalesque est nettement et significativement marquée. E.C.
rapproche cette ligne de démarcation de la rampe invisible qui
sépare acteurs et publics dans ce qu'il appelle, a propos du texte de
Cervantes, le carnaval spectacle. 1'une et l'autre estime-t-il, con-
stituent un méme fait structurel qui problématise le précédent. Cette
méme problématisation lui semble transcrire 1'évolution de la prati-
que carnavalesque et plaide par la en faveur de la théorie des
idéosémes développée dans Sociocriticism n° I, n°2 (1985).

Antonio GOMEZ-MORIANA, « Bajtin en la Reptiblica Federal de
Alemania. A propésito de un simposio — de un libro»: The book
Dialogizitit (a collection of papers presented in 1980 at the sym-
posium on Bakhtin which Jauss organized in Constance, and edited
in 1982 by Renate Lachmann) serves as a pre-text for a reflection on
the significance of the work of Bakhtin and his cricle first in a
general historic frame and then in the West-German in particular.
The «lecture » of Bakhtin’s dialogism by the School of Constance
shows its own incapacity and the more general incapacity of reading
Bakhtin from other presuppositions than those of a critic ma-
terialism. It is therefore Adorno and the School of Frankfort who
made in the F.R.G. an effort like that of Bakhtin and his circle in
order to establish a sociology of the artistic and literary expres sion.

Antonio GOMEZ-MORIANA, « Bajtin en la Repiblica Federal de
Af_emar.nta.”A propésito de un simposio — de un libro»: Le livre
Dialogizitit, dans lequel Renate Lachmann réunit en 1982 les

Abstravts 9

. communications présentées au symposium sur Bakhtine que Jauss
organisa en 1980 a Constance, sert de pre-texte a Gomez-Moriana
- pour entamer une réflexion autour de la signification de I'ceuvre de
~ Bakhtine et son cercle d’abord dans un cadre historique général et
ensuite dans le cadre particulier de la R.F.A.. La «lecture» que fait
" I'Ecole de Constance du dialogisme bakhtinien montre I'imcapacité de
. celle-ci ainsi que l'incapacité en général de lire Bakhtine a partir
~ autres présupposés que ceux du matérialisme critique. C'est ainsi
" Adorno et 'Ecole de Francfort qui, dans la R.F.A., ont fait un effort
- semblable a celui de Bakhtine et son cercle pour établir une sociolo-
~ gie de I'expression artistique et littéraire.

Monique DE LOPE, « M. Bakhtine et la littérature médiévale :
~ approche critique ». M. Bakhtin’s notions about the carnivalization of
~ literature are here examined within the medieval field exclusively.
The analysis of an important text of XIVth Century Spanish Litera-
~ ture enables the author to set of the validity of the instruments
~ brought by Bakhtin, and, in the same time to precise and complete
~ his thoughts on the medieval carnivalesque féte. It appears indeed
that a semantics of death is to be taken into account since it sets fear
~ and sacredness within The Carnival. In this period indeed, they
- work as carnivalizing agents and are not — contrarily to what M.
~ Bakhtin claims exclusively linked with the official culture which will
~ be the case during the Renaissance era.

Monique DE LOPE, « M. Bakhtine et la littérature médiévale :
~ approche critique ». Les propositions de M. Bathtine sur la carnavali-
~ sation de la littérature sont envisagées ici dans le domaine propre-
 ment médiéval. L'analyse d’un grand texte de la littérature castillane
~ du XIVe siecle permet de mettre en relief la validité des instruments
d'analyse apportés par M. Bakhtine, mais aussi d'affirmer et de
- compléter ses conceptions en ce qui concerne la féte carnavalesque
~ au Moyen-Age. Il faut en particulier y intégrer une sémantique de la
- mort qui replace la peur et le sacré dans le carnaval. Ils apparaissent
- pour cette période et par différence avec la Renaissance, comme des
- facteurs de carnavalisation n’étant pas, comme le prétend M. Bakh-
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Marie-Pierrette MALCUZYNSKI, « New Mythologies : The Case of
Mikhail Bakhtin». The principal objective of this short paper is to
suggest a « phénomeéne de mode », a fad regarding Bakhtin’s work in
some Western intellectual and academic circles since the late Sixties
and early Seventies. The main thrust of the argument briefly propo-
ses a distinction between necessary « appropriations » and co-optive
«recuperations » in an attempt to demonstrate how many misrepre-
sentations and basic misreadings of Bakhtin can lead to a process of
mythification and mystification with serious correlating consequen-
ces for literary theory and criticism.

Marie-Pierrette MALCUZYNSKI. L'objectif premier de ce court
article est de suggérer I'idée d'un « phénomene de mode », d'une sorte
de snobisme, en ce qui concerne les travaux de Bakhtine, dans
certains cercles académiques et intellectuels depuis la fin des années
60 et le début des années 70.

L'apport principal de I'argument proposé est d’établir une dis-
tinction entre les «appropriations » nécessaires et les «récupéra-
tions », dans un essai de démontrer comment les nombreuses inter-
prétations fausses et lectures erronées de Bakhtine peuvent conduire
a un processus de mythification et de mystification avec toutes les
conséquences graves que cela comporte pour la théorie et la critique
littéraires.

Iris M. ZAVALA, « Bakhtin versus the Postmodern ». An analysis
of Bakhtin's historical or social poetics, as opposed to mainstream
poststructuralist theories of literary criticism and literary history,
circuits of communication, problems on representation, interpre-
tation, Semiotics, the narrative, the subject, ‘otherness’. It aims at
showing the areas of reapropiation and disocialization of his
concepts from his political and philosophical vision of the world.
Against the trend to present his notions in a post-marxist approach,
the purpose is to stress Bakhtin's Marxist perspective of literary
studies.

" Absirarts I3

Iris M. ZAVALA, « Bakhtin versus the Postmodern ». Cet article

propose une analyse de la poétique historique ou sociale de Bakh-
~ tine, en opposition avec les théories post-structuralistes sur la criti-

que et I'histoire littéraires, les circuits de communication, les problée-
mes de représentation, d'interprétation, la sémiotique, le récit, « I'al-
térité », le sujet. I tend a mettre en évidence les espaces de réappro-

- priation de ses concepts, qu'il dissocie de sa vision philosophique et

politique du monde.
Contre la tendance de présenter les concepts de Bakhtine selon

.-: une approche posi-marxiste, le but de cette étude est de souligner la
- dimension marxiste de ses travaux littéraires.

Robert SIEGLE, « Bakhtin and Sociocriticism ». How does one
consider the relationship between the text and the world ? Is one
caught between the naivete of representationalism and the paralyzing
skepticism of its critics ? Bakhtin’s work provides many leads beyond

- this apparent impasse. This essay uses Bakhtin’s work on Parody to
- enable a shift from «source studies» to a sociopolitical sense of
- intertextuality ; his description of Heteroglossia to move from «in-
~ tention» to «production» as our concept of Meaning; and his
- concept of Carnival to move from representation (of the world) to

 (traces of) formations as our eritical focus. Overcoming the twin
i -{L‘)ﬂbstacles of subjectivism and representationalism, such a socioerit-
i _i_lc_ism combines aspects of census, ethnography, cultural semiotics,

. f."t.md ultimately a « socio-aesthetics » that is anything but ideologically
- innocent.

Robert SIEGLE, « Bakhtin and Sociocriticism ». Comment envisa-

- ger le probléme de l'articulation entre le texte littéraire et le monde ?

Est-on pris entre la naiveté du représentationalisme et le scepticisme

- Pparalysant de la critique qui s’y est opposée ? Les travaux de Bakh-

.?ine proposent de nombreux moyens pour aller au-dela de cette
impasse apparente. Cet essai s’appuie sur le travail de Bakhtine sur
la parodie et permet de passer d'une « critique des sources » a une
conception sociopolitique de I'intertextualité ; il utilise sa description
de I'Hétéroglossie pour glisser du concept « d’intention » a celui de

- “production » pous I'étude de la Signification; et la notion de
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Carnaval lui sert a déplacer le champ critique de la représentation
(du monde) vers (les traces) des formations — Dépassant les légers
obstacles du sybjectivisme et du représentationnalisme, cette socio-
critique fait intervenir ensemble 1'ethnographie, la sémiotique cultu-
relle et aussi une socio-esthétique qui est tout sauf idéologiquement
innocente.

. BIBLIOTECK
FACULTA

I— About (mis)readings of Bakhtin's works
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MYTHOLOGIES : THE CASE OF MIKHAIL BAKHTIN

M.-Pierrette MALCUZYNSKI

«La mythologie participe a4 un faire du monde.»' And so it
ars to be with the proliferation of interest for Mikhail Bakhtin in
estern contemporary theoretical and critical thought.

By « contemporary » 1 mean since 1968/1970, dates of the first
nslations of two of Bakhtin’s major works into English and
nch. These translations follow closely in time the Moscow publi-
ions in 1963 of a revised and expanded version of Bakhtin’s origi-
Problemy tvoresta Dostoevskogo (1929) under the new title
lemy poétiki srednevekov'ja, and in 1965 of a similarly revised
expanded version of his unpublished doctoral thesis « F. Rable v
rii realizma» (1940) as « Tvordestvo Fransua Rable i naroduaja
‘tura srednevekov'ja ».

« Western theoretical and critical thought» refers essentially to
research accomplished by a certain number of scholars in a wide
voof disciplines regarding specifie areas of the humanities
iterary studies, linguistics, semiotics, philosophy) as well as of the
sciences and more encompassing problems ol culture (such as
dealt with in sociology, history, anthropology, etc.), in the
phone and the Francophone, in the Hispanic, Lusophone and
ian linguistic spheres. I do not include here the work on Bakhtin
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in German (see the following article by Antonio Gomez-Moriana) nor
within the Eastern European areas where, of course, fairly extensive
research is still going on the subject.

The object of examination here is the critical work on Bakhtin
and/or using Bakhtin as a direct theoretical and methodological
source, by intellectuals and academic communities in Western
Europe and in both North and Latin Americas during the last
twenth-five years or so, including by some single groups of scholars,
such as the semioticians of the review Poetics Today. Thus it must be
clearly understood that the topic herewith is not yet-another exercise
in applications of Bakhtin’s theories to such or such a literary or
linguistic or semiotic problem, or even a larger cultural query in
particular, nor is it a discussion on this or that specified Bakhtinian
aspect. For such purposes, I refer the reader to existing extensive
bibliographical material : various collective special issues in scholar-
ly reviews, a few books and doctoral dissertations, a biography,
numerous single articles and chapters in journals and in individual
or collective works in various fields of research, several intro-
ductions to the translations of Bakhtin’s works in various languages,
including international conferences — in Canada, Queen’s University
in Kingston, October 1983, in Italy, Cagliari, Mai 1985 and in Israel,
Jerusalem, June 1987 — as well as practically uncountable special
sessions in international and national congresses, colloquia, confer-
ences and in many individual work-shops and seminars. All this
material appeared well within the last decade.2

Such manifest if not overt fascination about Bakhtin and his
work has prompted the editors and contributors of Sociocriticism to
place themselves on a different critical footing altogether.

* *

It would be preposterous indeed, not to underline immediately
the fact that the prominant role which Bakhtin has come to play in
today’s theoretical and critical thought is in great part thanks to the
research of particular individuals whose work, collectively speaking,
was decisive in translating, introducing, promoting and, in some
cases, in pioneering concrete applications of Bakhtin’s populations.

§

New mythologies : the case of Bakhtin i

To mention only some of the most notorious ones among many
others (various academic disciplines and the many interpretative
points of views herewith not differentiated) : Julia Kristeva and
Tzvetan Todorov in France, Michael Holquist and Caryl Emerson in
the US, Clive Thomson in Canada, Ann Shukman in the UK. With
specific reference to the contemporary Québécois novel, many will
remember André Belleau who was originally supposed to contribute
to this issue of Sociocriticism and whose untimely death in 1986
deprived not only Quebec literary studies but the international
academic community of one of its most lucid and enthusiastic
« bakhtinians ». Moreover, everyone dealing with sociocriticism as
such make uncountable explicit or implicit basic references to
Bakhtin, starting with Edmond Cros?; and, to mention only a few
others with respect to Latin America, Tatiana Bubnova in Mexico,
Severo Sarduy (Cuba, France), Haroldo do Campos in Brasil...

While Bakhtin’s work certainly does not escape criticism, severe
In some cases, superlatives nonetheless abund, from Tzvetan Todorov's
opening sentence in his Mikhail Bakhtine, le principe dialogique
where he states that « on pourrait accorder sans trop d’hésitations
deux superlatifs & Mikhail Bakhtine, en affirmant qu'il est le plus
important penseur soviétique dans le domaine des sciences humai-
nes, et le plus grand théoricien de la littérature au XXe siecle, »* to
Wayne Booth who « can think of no critic in recent years —and of

course he is recent only as translated to us — who more effectively
performs that essential task of criticism : prodding readers to think

again about critical standards as applied to the various canons and
anti-canons those standards lead to, » and that « even if [Bakhtin] had
Written nothing else, (...) his passionately reasoned celebratior of
What the novel can do would place our crisis-ridden criticism in ..is
debt, »5 1o again Todorov, this time in his Critique de la critique :
“Mikhail Bakhtine est I'une des figures les plus fascinantes et les
plus énigmatiques de la culture européenne du milieu du XXe¢ sje-
cle, »® and so on and so forth.

Nilly-willy and in varying degrees, the fact is that we all have
fontributed to the formation and the consolidation of a social phe-
Romenon with respect to Mikhail Bakhtin, phenomenon which goes
Well beyond the limits of our individual research areas. It comes
close 1o being some kind of personality cult, to which Bakhtin
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himself, as Clark / Holquist well point out in their biography of the
Russian scholar, rather than reacting with outrage or consternation
would more likely have smilingly brushed it off.” Fashion would be a
more adequate term, « phenomeéne de mode », together with what the
notion of fad adds to it in terms of caprice, whim and especially
novelty, as well as, in some more aberrant instances, what can be
described as inordinate desire of mania (ex : « everyone must read
Bakhtin ») and even crotchet (ex: «the novel as a literary genre
always has been fundamentally polyphonic »).

Indeed, the phenomenon now has reached such proportions
among the academic community that in all conscience it is impossible
to simulate ignorance about it and enclose ourselves in sniffed
mutism, lest we knowingly and unconditionally condone it. The myth
of the silent majority is but that : a myth.

* *

As a concrete point of departure for discussion, I would like to
quote a couple of sentences by Michael Holquist in his introduction
to the issue dedicated to Bakhtin by Studies in Twentieth Century
Literature :

[Mikhail Bakhtin] will always arouse controversy, and the hope
of some Bakhtin specialists that when more is known about him
shall be able to denounce certain appropriations of Bakhtin as
wrong (or at least un-Bakhtinian) appears to be increasingly
naive. (..) [He| possess at least one attribute of all major
thinkers, the ability to be appropriated by most various argu-
ments in a way that enrich the general significance of them all.&

First of all, certainly most of us would agree that it is naive to believe
in the quantifying accumulation of knowledge or information as a
basis for distinguishing between different kinds of appropriative
arguments.? But the question whether Bakhtin will always arouse
controversy seems to be, for all practical purposes, a matter of
conjecture. It is precisely this kind of statement, however, which
warrants further consideration: is there controversy in the first

- New mythologies : the case of Bakhtin 19

- place ? And if there is, what kind of controversy ? What are « appro-
‘priations » ? How can we discern between « right» and «wrong »
~appropriations ? What do we mean by « arguments » 7.
In other words, is it that the Bakhtinian discourse is itself

- valnerable and indeed more, or less, easily recuperable ? From one
- angle, I would then contend that it is such (hypothetical or demon-
~ strated) vulnerability, and nothing else, which makes it possible to
- use Bakhtin in most various argumentative propositions. But it is also
‘a matter of identifiable socio-historical conjoncture which makes
these various «arguments » contradictory and even incompatible in
- many cases, to the extend that it gives rise to controversy. Moreover,
the «ability to be appropriated » in this sense is not so much an
- «attribute of all major thinkers » than, in my mind, the way in which
~a certain kind of ideology imposes what should be a « major thinker »
and what makes a thinker «major» or unsignificantly « minor» in
-specific historical instances as well as within determined diachronic
 views of history. ;
There is a certain brand of contemporary pluralistic Weltan-
schauung which rather than enriching can be regarded as an em-
- poverishing factor of dissemination. « The fact that some critical
- methods are less methodical than others prove something of an
- embarrassment to the pluralists who believe that there is a little
~truth in everything, » notes Terry Eagleton ;
seeking to understand everybody's point of view quite often
g suggests that you yourself is desinterestedly up on high or in
the middle, and trying to resolve conflicting viewpoints into a
consensus implies a refusal of the truth that some conflicts can
be resolved on one side alone.°,

1 What would indeed be more« un-Bakhtinian » / than to imply that /
;_ from Bakhtin’s thought one can deduce such a refusal ? So, what do
~ We mean by « appropriation » ?

! I suggest that there is a difference between « appropriation » and
ff"j?fj-l‘ecuperation » and that the brief examination of some of the factors
‘_ ?Vhich account for contradictions (or « controversies ») with respect
- 10 Bakhtin’s writings shall throw some light on what is meant by one
~ and the other notions.
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The first and obvious factor is the matter of translation which
has already been discussed at length elsewhere. I shall therefore not
make a further issue of it, except perhaps remind ourselves of the
difficulties of translating Russian into a Western language — the
most notorious example being that of the Russian term Cebobo which
refers to both word and discourse — as well as the problems of
Bakhtin’s own particular style and usage of the Russian language.
Caryl Emerson describes it as «a sort of transcribed speech [where]
sentences of enormous and undifferentiated length pile up. » This is
further complicated by Bakhtin’s investment of «everyday words
(such as vstrecha [meeting] or doroga [road] with an italicised and
almost metaphysical significance. » Emerson further notes the way he
exploits

the rich capacity of Russian to build abstract nouns by coining,
or by calquing from the German or the Greek, ingenuous but
almost untranslatable neologisms. Among the more notorious
are raznorechie (heteroglossia), vnenakhodimost’ (the condition
of being located to), inojazychie (other-languagedness), razno-
mirnost’ (the condition of containing many separate and dif-
ferent worlds).!".

Belonging to a quite different category, however, is the matter of
basic errors, whether or readership and / or interpretation. There is
at least one blatant error, fundamental and inexcusable, on the part
of Julia Kristeva. I say « fundamental » because she holds the respon-
sability of having introduced Bakhtin for all practical purposes to the
Western or at least the French reader, and « inexcusable » because,
unlike many literary theoreticians and linguists who became inter-
ested in Bakhtin, Kristeva had access to the original Russian version
of his work. Her error therefore cannot even be «appropriated » in
terms of a translation problem. I refer to the following : in her « Pour
une poétique ruinée » — her introductory article to the French trans-
lation of Bakhtin’s book on Dostoevsky in 1970 —, Kristeva states
that «un texte polyphonique n’a qu'une seule idéologie ; I'idéologie
formatrice, porteuse de forme.»'2 In his own (and translated) text,
however, Bakhtin talks about an «idéologie génératrice de forme »'3
with respect to the first of the three functions which the authorial

-~ New mythologies : the case of Bakhtin 21

ideas performs in a work of the monologic type, not the polyphonic
one.

The error here is not only one of basic elementary reading but
perhaps also one of interpretation — some kind of monumental
Freudian slip...? — which can be reckoned with only at the level of
the larger theoretical and critical (post)structuralist framework
within which Kristeva and later others presented Bakhtin to the
Western reader in the conjoncture of the late Sixties and the

Seventies. Worth remembering here is the fact that the French

reader of 1988 is still waiting for a translation of Formel'nyj metod v
literaturovedenii : kriticeskoe vvedenie v sociologiceskuju poétiku
("1'928). As for the American reader of the earlier Seventies, Bakhtin
was presented to him bluntly as a Russian Formalist...'4

In the differentiation between «appropriation » and « recupera-
tion ». 1 propose to consider the matter of translation as an illustra-
tion of rightful, necessary and eventually inevitable appropriation. In
other words, appropriation in this sense refers to the responsabilit
devolved on each of us to use and apply — and application certainly
does not mean mechanistic ransposition or translerance, just as
historical and technical adjustments are not deforming per se — with
pertinence, an idea, a concept, a theory, a method to the particular
subject and object of such or such discipline or branch of knowledge.
Surely, if Bakhtin can ever be called a « major thinker » it is because
he himself covered a wide range of cultural problems which can
further be examined within the specific frameworks of various
aspects of the social sciences and humanities, not because he can be

recuperated in function of various differing arguments within these
- frameworks. And if anything at all, with Bakhtin shall have been

demonstrated once again the futility of fragmenting Culture into

~ isolated objects with no or minimal interrelationships between them.

Bakhtin himself attempted to deal precisely with this problem in an
early and important essay, « Problema soderznija, materiala y formy v
slovesnom xudozestvennom tvorcestve » (1924), first published only
in 1975 in his Voprosy literatury i éstetiki. Indeed, he apparently
considered that the denomination which best describes what he
believed seeking to do in general, is one which refers to a hybri-
dization of two disciplines : anthropological philosophy which, of
course, must further be reckoned with in the context of the time.
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mistirgstie;ss:n‘?r' on .the other han_d and on the first onset, was a
difficult) 15 deta m_lsreadmg.'More 5(2-1'10115: however, and much more
debrbsiitios wc'i}is how th}g sometimes is, or becomes a falsifying
e falsificatigl 1 corrolating con:?eqllence?s. A clearer example of
B i itself[l,l wou}d be ‘1he notion of « mtef‘textuality_»; not the
APl Fotu Bak]:l:t‘ ffljlsteva s original presentation as deriving expli-
meaning of ek flffs prem1s§s.15 In this sense, she deforms the
sloaats e Lo tI.Il S thpught in a way which allo.ws her to accom-
P ideologi:nllzfed view of Freudn}n concepts in function of the
soRibiits Sirslos a[ ramework of the tlfne in French intellectual and
& viRes thai it‘i‘ n_deed, such was the impact ?f this type of Lacaniz-
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Thus, such psychoanalitical recuperation of Bakhtin is falsifying to
the extent that it co-opts, just in the way, for instance, in which the
20th Century co-opts the technique of the collage into a major form
of art whereas historically it had been a heterogeneous mode of
artistic production essentially pertaining to the minor arts as a
means of protest against the goal of classis aesthetics, which was to
obliterate ideological sutures, and more specifically a protest against
the social hierarchization which those sutures made explicit.

The notion of recuperation as differentiated from appropriation
can also be understood in terms of what Roland Barthes wrote about
the myth; «la parole mythique » as he calls it, «est formée d’une
matiere déja travaillée en vue d'une communication appropriée, [car|
le mythe ne se définit pas par I'objet de son message mais par la
fagon dont il le profére.»'® In other words and to go back to the
example of intertextuality, the « message» of the notion itself (of
intertextuality) is not in question here, rather it is the way in which
it was originally uttered and in many instances continues to be
uttered with specific references to Bakhtin, whether to his theory of
the novel and the notions of carnivalized literature and polyphony or
to his trans-linguistics.

Myth does not hide anything, it does not lie nor does it admit ;
similarly, it is not an imposture — neither mask nor simulacrum. The
relationship of the myth to meaning « est de déformer, non de faire
disparaitre. » And if myth transforms meaning into form, this defor-
mation is not an abolition, adds Barthes ; « on enléve la mémoire, non
Pexistence. »'® Indeed, myth understood in this way is quite similar to
the effects of the monist principle which Bakhtin criticized. Myth
confirms the very existence of the meaning but it amputates from its
original aspect the historical dimension of memory, anihilates com-
plexities and utters its message re-infused with traditional concept.
In other words, myth does not so much deny History as it alienates
by transforming History into (eternal) Nature. The historical « deve-
nir des choses » of Bakhtin becomes some king of tautologic onto-
genesis...

Furthermore, myth also has a tendency to fabricate expurged if
not false generalizations; for instance, to take the mathematical
formula E-mc2 and transform its inalterable meaning (as Einstein
conceived it within the field of physics) into a pure signifier of
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« mathematicity » — the example is Barthes’. Analogically, attempts to
understand and subconsequently use Bakhtin’s work and define, for
example, his interest in Carnival and folk-culture as being an overal
protest which essentially criticized the « official » (to take Bakhtin’s
own concepts) line of cultural politics in his homeland or, from a
different angle, attempts to explain the multiple aspects of his work
or his notion of polyphony in terms of a perspectivistic summa,
referring more or less explicitely to the a-historical perspectivismo of
a Julio Ortega y Gasset, these are all recuperating interpretations
which side-slip into covertly manicheistic generalizations. Such inter-
pretations can only be understood in terms of the populistic over-
tones which caracterize the context in which these generalizations
are formulated.

At a more specific methodological level though in the same vein
as the above, is the type of « critique dialogique » recently proposed
by Tzvetan Todorov. A type of criticism which Bakhtin supposedly
announces rather than practices, where truth exists though we do
not possess it and which implies that besides the explanation by laws
we should practice the comprehension of human liberty. For Todorov,

le travail du ecritique comporte trois volets. A un premier
niveau, il s’agit du simple établissement des faits dont I'idéal, dit
Bakhtine, est la précision : recueillir les données matérielles,
reconstituer le contexte historique. A I'autre extrémité du
spectre se situe I'explication par les lois : sociologiques, psycho-
logiques, voire biologiques... Les deux sont légitimes et néces-
saires. Mais c’est entre eux, en quelque sorte, que se situe I'acti-
vité la plus spécifique et la plus importante du critique et du
chercheur en sciences humaines : c’est Iinterprétation comme
dialogue, qui seule permet de retrouver la liberté humaine,20

Todorov adds further on that

les événements du monde qui nous entoure sont des « condi-
tions favorables » pour cette critique plutdt que ses « causes » ;
mais je crois y entendre leur écho. Je citerai, en mélangeant
délibérément le proche et le lointain, le fondamental et le
dérivé : l'absence actuelle de dogme unanimement accepté ;
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notre familiarité accrue des cultures autres que la notre, due
aux médias et aux charters ; I'acceptation sans précédent de la
technologie ; les massacres d'un type nouveau qu'aura connu le
milieu du XXe siécle ; la renaissance (la naissance ?) de la lutte
pour les droits de 'homme.2'

Very little indeed remains to be accomplished, ideologically speaking,
to transform such mythifying generalizations — drifting unspecified
signifiers of mixed category totally devoid of any concrete signi-
fieds — into full-fledged co-options by which Bakhtin will suddenly
be made to appear flirting, even if deliverately unconfortably (the
infamous notions of « ambivalence » and « ambiguity »...), with what
he precisely had insurged himself against. The theoretical corrollary
is that which attempts to transform at any cost a concept into an
ideologeme. In other words, it points to a deformation of History :
such is the function of mythification. The following herewith includ-
ed article by Iris M. Zavala masterly uncovers this kind of mecha-
nisms within the framework of a discussion on the notions of Post-
modernism with respect to Bakhtin.

Moreover, it is precisely this type of recuperation and co-
options, or deforming mythifications, which account for anaxiological
syncretisms in contemporary literary theory. One blatant example :
the confusion of production of a text, a socio-historically circum-
scribed notion of the text, with textual productivity (or « production
signifiante du texte » as Kristeva labels it), at the limit of which there
I$ a psychoanalytical view of a never completely circumscribable,
hence never identified entity. In this sense, « intertextuality » refers
to some kind of endogeneous dynamics by which the « re« discovered
diversity of the test itself becomes self-generating and self-sufficient.
This is quite incompatible with « interdiscursivity », which attempts
to assume the notion of text — any text — as heterogeneous circula-
tion and interpenetration of various social discourses (not all of them
being « textual ») within a historically determined economy of cultu-
ral production. The latter, in my mind, is as pertinent as «inter-
textuality » will never be with respect to what Bakhtin sought to
demonstrate throughout his work, and not only that one aspect which
deals with theory of the novel.
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What remains to be seen is whether such discussion — the
differentiation of intertextuality and interdiscursivity with respect to
Bakhtin, for instance... means that Bakhtin himself is controversial,
or constitutes a controversy as such, or perhaps rather presupposes a
socio-historically accountable reading of contemporary theories
which points out not so much to contradictions as to different
readings of History itself.

There are, of course, many instances in contemporary theory
and criticism of un-mythifying applications, if not a posteriori
manifest de-mystifications — concerning Bakhtin's work. The con-
straints and limits of an article allow me to cite here only one
concrete example : | have chosen Edmond Cros’ work in the field of
sociocriticism, if only because it is perhaps the most obvious with
respect to the methodological framework of the review Sociocriticism.

I refer more specifically to Cros’ notion of ideoseme which to my
mind is an implicit attempt to re-inscribe Bakhtin’s notion of
ideologeme together with that of dialogism within the interdiscursive
dynamics of the production of a text (and not only the literary text
but also that of other artistic genres — Cros’ example is the film). Not
entirely clear in Cros’ own work, there appears however a basic
distinction between ideologeme and ideoseme. The most generally
accepted definition of ideologeme is that it assimilates the semiotic to
the ideological as a common function between different structures in
a space conceived as intertextual. Factor of assimilation, of absorp-
tion at a structuring level (social structures/ textual structures
undifferentiated), ideologemes are made explicit from the point of
view of a discursive hegemony ; they function, « a I'instar des lieux
(topoi) aristotéliciens, comme des principes régulateurs sous-jacents
aux discours sociaux auquels ils conférent autorité et cohérence »22
and lets add here, ideological authority and coherence. It should be
noted the way in which the notion of ideologeme thus superimposes
itself on that of homology in Goldmann, on his notion of « world-
view » (Weltanschauung). Very differently, the ideoseme is a
« conjonctive » factor and can only be understood in terms of a
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discursive heterogeneity. Cros explains that the ideoseme is situated
at the intersection of the semiotic and the ideological where it
designates all textual phenomena which produce the effect of repro-
ducing the various interactions between different co-existing, co-
habitating discourses within a given social instance.?? The difference
between them is to the extent that if the ideologeme is an extra-
textual element, the ideoseme quite on the contrary is, specifically, a
constitutive element of the notion of «text». The ideoseme is a
textually materialized notion ; Cros further explains that it is not
itself a structuring agent but that it only define inter-relationships
which confer, through it, a semantic signification to the material
(matériau) of the text.2

The most interesting aspect of this differentiation is that togeth-
er with the notion of ideoseme thus defined, we can link up with
Bakhtin’s notion of trans-linguistics, as this one can be appropriated,
indeed, and expanded on to the reformulation of a eritical pratice of
trans-esthetics and to which Bakhtin himself alluded to at the very
end of his Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics :

We consider the creation of the polyhonic novel [Dostoevsky's
creation, in Bakhtin’s own words] a huge step forward not only
in the development of novelistic prose, that is, of all genres
developing within the orbit of the novel, but also in the develop-
ment of the artistic thinking of humankind. It seems to us one
could speak directly of a special polyphonic artistic thinking
extending beyond the bounds of the novel as a genre.?5
(Bakhtin’s emphases)

Surely, certain artistic manifestations such as for instance the music
of Jean-Michel Jarre or rather more specifically the film which has
been made on his concerts in China, can only be understood along
these trans-esthetic lines, together with what the notions of ideoseme
and interdiscursivity allow in the emancipation of theory and meth-
odological implications from neo-Structuralist and/or psychoanaly-
tical constraints which have recuperated Bakhtin's own postulations
by straight-jacketting them.26



28 L P. Maleuzynski

Lets note further that Edmond Cros also distinguishes two dif-
ferent levels of ideological inscriptions in a text, two kinds of « tracés
idéologiques ». Just as the myth which is in itself a second semiolo-
gical system (cf. Barthes), there is a first level which «imprime au
texte les contraintes d’'un systéme modélisant secondaire» and a
second level, which « inscrit/dans ce méme texte des intéréts sociaux
contradictoires qui correspondent a l'ensemble d'une formation
sociale ».27 Cros’ proposition simply implies the larger question of not
confusing a formation from a determination ; I relate the latter to
Cros’ first level of ideological inscription in a text, the former to the
second level though it should be made clear that the two inter-
penetrate each other in the text — the two levels are not separate.
The distinction between a formation and a determination was indeed
clearly grasped by Freud himself in his seduction theory before/
radically suppressing it and reviewing it in (Edipean terms. In his
« Aetiology of Hysteria » (1896), he had quite explicitely differentia-
ted the formation of hysterical symptom (the act of sexual aggression
itself) from its determinations which indirectly but ponctually pro-
voke the manifestation of the symptom itself.

Collectively, the authors of the articles herewith included (and
forthcoming in the next issue of Sociocriticism) about Bakhtin
examine critically not so much determinations in themselves than
their constitutive elements which refer to the social formation in
which these determinations are rooted. With respect to the problem
of contemporary theoretical and critical thought concerning Bakhtin
and his writings, it is a matter of circumseribing and identitying the
modalities of such formation and its dynamics. [ have suggested that
the overall umbrella of this formation can be described in terms of a
phenomenon of fashion and fad, and of the extent to which this
phenomenon contributes to a process of mythification as well as of
mystification.

What is meant by situating oneself on a different footing, not
only critically but also theoretically, is that we implicitely assume to
conceive strategically what distinguishes one kind of discourse from
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another, what differentiates an appropriation from a co-opting recu-
peration. Paraphrasing Terry Eagleton, it is not a question of

~ debating whether « literature » or any socio-cultural manifestation —
~ and this includes theoretical and critical discourses, just as mine

herewith — should be related to « history » or not ; it is a question of
the already mentioned matter of different readings of history itself.
And it should be stressed emphatically that such readings are not
polemical by definition. At the basis of it all is a choice, and this, as
Eagleton points out, « is a matter of starting from what we want to do,
and then seeing which methods and theories will help us achieve
these ends. (..) What you choose or reject theoretically, then,
depends upon what you are practically trying to do. »?®

At stake, in the last instance, is the very definition of Culture as
well as a reassessment of cultural practices — just what Bakhtin had
sought to do.

NOTES

1_) Roland Barthes, Mythologies (Paris : Seuil, 1971), p. 265.
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3) See my « 0O socjokrytyce, » forthcoming in Pamictnik Literacki (Wroclaw-Wars-
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