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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the dissertation is to establish the
existence of a significant connection between the literary
theories of the Soviet scholars Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin and
lurii Mikhailovich Lotman, and to describe and analyze its most
salient features. Foliowing a brief introductory section a
detailed examination of Bakhtin's putative authorship of a number
of "disputed” texts is presented. No valid evidence is found to

support frequent claims for Bakhtin's authorship of these texts.

The next section examines how the Bakhtin-Lotman
connection has been dealt with to daie. Three perspectives are
presented: the Moscow-Tartu school's writings on Bakhtin,
Bakhtin's references to Lotman and the Moscow-Tartu school, and
discussions of a Bakhtin-Lotman connection in western
scholarship. The demonstration of the shallow bases of the
majority of these studies leads to the conclusion that this

connection is very much in need of study ana elaboration.

The following section sets out the most important
distinctions between the literary theories of Bakhtin and Lotman
ort the one hand, and of those groupings with which they have the
closest historical and geographical ties on the other, i.e. the
schools of Russian formalism and Prague structuralism, as well

as the dominant figure of Roman Jakobson. The former are all

iv




seen to focus on literature as a primarily linguistic phenomenon,
and on the crucial role of the so-called aesthetic function,
emphases which Bakhtin and Lotman were both motivated to

decisively reject.

The final section of the study examines fundamental
similarities in the theoretical orientations of Bakhtin and Lotman
beginning with questions of methodology, and then turning to an
analysis of the key notions of literature as communication and as
cognition. The methodology employed by Bakhtin and Lotman, and
their incorporation ef communication and cognition into their
respective theories of what literature is and how it functions are
shown to provide a perspective which fully integrates literature
with cultural reality and involves the human personality, whether

of author, perceiver or scholar, in that reality.
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5. SNTRODUCTION

1.1 General Statement of the Problem

In this dissertation | intend to argue for the existence of a significant
connection between the theories of literature and culture of Mikhail
Mikhailovich Bakhtin (1895-1975) and lurii Mikhailovich Lotman (b. 1922).
There is general, if largely tacit, agreement in the academic or scholarly
community ti:at there is such a connection; however, it is generally held to
refer to Bakhtin's influence cn Lotman from the late 1960's and/or Bakhtin's
critical views of Lotman which he expressed late in his life. The major thrust
of this study, meanwhile, is to demonstrate that the critical theories of Lotman
and Bakhtin are highly compatible independent of and prior to any direct

influence. While they each belong to separate schools and generations,




and they actually had little if anything in the way of specific, direct, formative
influence on each other,1 stiil, in many central respects they share
considerably more with each other than they do both with their own
contemporaries and with those whose labels they sometimes wear and
whose baitle trenches they frequently share. This r:ommonality, or
compatibility, as | see it, extends: (a) to their respective notions of what
literature is - if not terminologically, then at least by the ramifications of these
notions; (b) to the relationship of literature to other areas of culture,
especially the particular manner in which literature and all of culture are
related to language; (c) to methodological considerations of how we know,
<tudy and theorize about literature. While Bakhtin and Lotman also have
significant points of difference - how could they not? - including terminology,
emphasis, and aspects of their methodological orientation, these differences
are not nearly as striking or as fundamental as that which separates them
from other theorists and schools with nominally similar orientations. And
here reference must be made especially to Russian formalism, to Czech
structuralism, to separate trends within the Soviet semiotics movement, and

less frequently to western variants of structuralism and semiotics.2

1'This remark will be qualified below.

2 For historiographical and pragmatic reasons, I will remain, as far as possible, within the scope of
Russian/Soviet literary theory. While it is necessary to contain the study within reasonable
parameters, it should also be noted that this decision is not altogether arbitrary. Such western figures
as e¢.g. R. Barthes and J. Kristeva can be excluded by premise, i.e. as being simply beyond the scope of
the inquiry, but also by virtue of their not being at all central to the question at hand. Kristeva, in
particular, has commented on Bakhtin, but the theories of both Barthes and Kristeva do not really touch
or shed light on anything like a Bakhtin-Lotman connection. See e.g. Barthes,The Semiotic
Challenge, tr. Richard Howard, (New York: Hill and Wang, 1988). Cf. also Viach. Vs. Ivanov's
comments on Kristeva's reading of Bakhtin in Vyach. Vs. Ivanov, "The Significance of Mikhail
Mikhailovich Bakhtin's Ideas on Sign, Utterance, and Dialogue for Modern Semiotics,” in Semiotics

and Structuralism, ed. Henryk Baran, 326-27, 354n. Cf. also e.g. Ann Shukman, Literature and



What Baxhtin and Lotman have most significantly in common is best
expressed in terms of the notion of literature as information and
communication, and as part of cognition, especially as it involves the
referential and broadly contextual semantic orientation which this gives to
the study of and theorizing about literature. This manifests itself most
obviously in their notions and concepts of language and language use, their
critical attitudes to formalist approaches to literature, their strong grounding
in and use of history, and theii notions of culture and of the relation of

literature to the broader system of culture, including the other systems within
it.

Semiotics: A Study of the Writings of Yu. M, Lotman. Meaning ~nd Art, vol. I (Amsterdam, New
York, Oxford: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1977), 4-5, whc.c she says "French Structuralism

. . has developed along lines rather different from those of the Soviet Semiotic movement;” and

Tomas Venclova, Heycrofiyupoe papHopecHe: BoceMh PYCCKHX IORTHNMECKHX
IeKcIop, (New Haven: Yale Center for International and Area Studies, 1986), 18.



.2 Methcdology and Organization

In this study | will examine various aspects of the problem &t hand in
several ways. | will want to gstablish a historical perspective which locates
Bakhtin and Lotman historically within their disciplines. | will present a
review of how their relationship has been referred to and described to date.
Because the role of history is an imponant element in the work of both these
scholars, history will also merge with analysis. This wil! especially be true
when I turn to the question of how Bakhtin and Lotman reacted to and
defined their positions in terms of their predecessors. These historical
questions will not all be raised in one section of the study but will arise in

various sections as requirad by the materiat at hang.

I will also select and analyze certain basic concepts which are central
to the works of Bakhtin and Lotman. In particular | will examine their
respective notions of what language is, what literature is, how language and
literature are related, and how they are located in the field of culture. In
examining these areas | will discuss Bakhtin and Lotman each separately
and then, in conclusion, point up whatever significant points of
interrelationship emerge. The final section of my study will examine those
fundamental principles which bring these two literary theoreticians together,

primarily in the key areas of methodology, communication and cognition.



The bodies of work of both thinkers are imposingly large and complex
and have evolved anv changed with time.3 In this study | will refer to most of
their major works and numerous smaller works. Both more strictly
theoretical studies and works devoted to applications of theoretical
principles will be discussed.# Some further bibliographical considerations
will be introduced in the discussion of the question of authorship below.
Secondary literature has been gathered from a broad range of sources and
will be referred to when necessary and useful. The literature on Bakhtin
and Lotman appears to be growing very rapidly with predictabie variations
in quality, yet the combined study of these two scholars is still largely a
rneglected area: | hope to contribute something tc begin the process of filling
this lacuna, and estabiishing, at the very least, that the study of the

connection between these two theorists is a valid undertaking and yields

worthwhile results.

30n this poing, see e.g. Clive Thompson, "The Semiotics of M.M. Bakhtin,” University of Ottawa
Quarterly 53, 1 (January - March, 1983), 11-12. Cf. Tzvetar Todorov, Mikhail Bakhtin: The
Dialogical Principle, tr. Wlad Godzich, Theory and History of Literature, vol 13, Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1984), 3-13.

4For specific details refer to the appropriate sections of the Bibliography.



1.3 The Question of Authorship

While he still remains, in many respects, an enigmatic figure, detailed
biographical studies of Bakhtin do exist. The major biographical
monograph by Clark and Holquist’ is to be singled out as the most complete
and competent, but one should also mention other studies, including
especially the pioneering article by Kozhinov and Konkin,® and Todorov's
biographical introduction to his study of Bakhtin.? Practically all other
biographical writings foliow or are based on these works, especially cn the

first two.8

Although Lotman the man is no stranger to many of his colleagues
inside ana outside the Soviet Union, no one as yet has undertaken to
present him to the broader pubilic, i.e. to those not fortunate enough to have

been his student or colleague, or to have attended one of the famous

SKaterina Clark and Michal Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, (Cambridge, Mass. and London, England:
Harvard University Press, 1984).

6v. Kozhinov and Sergei Konkin, "MuXxana MuxafiaoBHY BaXxTHuH: KpaTkHH ovyepx
MHIHH H  AeAT€ABHOCTH,” in[IpOONCSMEl MOITHKHM M MCTOPHH _JUTSDPATVDEL.
(Coopnuk cTater). K 7S—germio co AHA POMACHHA M SO—JeTHIO HAYYHO—
[ed3roTHYeCKOoH AISARHOCTH Hxayna Mux aX Ed. Sergei S.
Konkin, (Saransk: Kafedra russkoi i zarubezhnoi literatury, Mordovskii gosudarstvennyi universitet
im. N. P. Ogareva, 1973), 5-19.

TTsvetan Todorov, The Dialogical Principle, ch. 1, "Biography,” 3-13. Todorov's main contribution
seems to be the questionable division of Bakhtin's life into a number of periods.

8See also the much briefer bio-article by Holquist in Handbook of Russian Literature, ed. Victor

Terras, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1985), s.v. "Bakhtin, Mikhail Mikhailovich."

- -
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"summer schools" or other symposia led or attended by him. A . ..irt
biographical essay was prepared for the Festschrift dedicated to him on the
¢ 1sion of his 80th biniiday,% but it is more like an annotated curriculum
vitae than a biography.'® The scant biographical references in Ann
Shukman's monograph on Lotman and Soviet semiotics also stay within the
context of his curriculum vitae.'1 The brief bio-article by Victor Terras in
Handbook of Bussian Literaturel? is even less helpful. Terras is first of all
unacceptably terse in treating such a major figure. More importantly,
however, in this rather brief paragraph he makes a number of misieading or
incomplete statements, for example: "Lotman has expanded his structural-
semiotic approach to some areas beyond literature, such as the theater, film,
the visual arts, and general culture.” Given the crucial importance and
abundance of Lotman's general culturological studies, especially after 1970,
it is inappropriate to dispose of them in this way or to group them together
with his far more limited, if important, studies of fiim and visual art. Terras
refers to a journal he calls JTrudy po russkoi i slavyanskim literaturam, which
sounds like a mistransiation back into Russian of an English translation of
the real title which is ITpyadsl 10 PYCCKOHW W CcNaBAHCKOHN
dHa0a0ryyu .13 Similarly he incorrectly cites and annotates a journal he

YB. F. Egorov, "K 60—aeTuro I0pusi Muxainosuya JloTmaHa.” in Finitis Duodecim

Lustris: CO6OpHHK craTted X 60-—gaerHio npodecopa 0. M, JflormaHa, Comp. S.
Isakov, (Tallin: Eesti Raamat, 1982), 3-20.

10This is not a criticism of the article, simply a statement of fact.
11Shukman, Literature and Semjotics, passim.
lzﬂamk_of_ﬁumnmm s.v. "Lotman, Yury Mikhailovich,” by Victor Terras.
13 &
.8, YYeHrle 3anycKy TApTYCKOIC rocvpapcTREeHHOro VHHUBepCcHTIEeIa,

BHNyck 139, Tpyanl 1o DYCCKOH H cAARAHCKON HAoANQLHY, VI, 1963, ed. B. F.
Egorov, V. F. Adams, A. B. Pravdin, Iu. M. Lotman,



calls Semeiotike, which is really the first word in the title of the series usually
known as TpyAal 1o 3HAKOBRIM cHcTemMmaM, to which he refers
elsewhere in this brief paragraph. One wonders if Terras has ever actually
seen the journals he is writing about. This points up the need for some sort
of authoritative scholarly biographicai work on Lotman.!'4 He has become a
major figure in the semiotics mcvement, known, respected, studied and
translatec throughout the world; however his biography, except for the terse
details of his scholarly career, largely remains to be written. Nevertheless,
Lotman the man, while largely unknown, though still ziive, seems less
enigmatic or problematic than the figure of Bakhtin, recently deceased and

quite extensively researched.15

Since | have nothing new to contribute, | do not wish to take up strictly
biographical concerns except for one key aspect of Bakhtin's biography
which any study of his work must confront. This is the question of the
authorship of certain works variously attributed to Bakhtin and/or certain of
his friends and interlocutors, in particular P. N. Medvedev (1891-1938) and
V. N. Voloshinov (1894-1936). Medvedev and Voloshinov were members of

the so-called Bakhtin circle cr circles, also known as the Bakhtin School. 1t

140f course it also raises questions about Teiras' editorship of the Handbook,

151 have no doubt that somenae is busy compiling materials for a biography, authorized or otherwise,
but until such time as one is written, Lotman remains largely unknown as a man. "YHHKaAbHEe
ieJqoBedecKkHe KavecTBa Opus MuxannoBHYa BHAHKH TOABKO JAHYHO €ro
SHAOIUHI, HO €ro HayYHHH OOAMK H3BECTEH BeCcbMa IUHPOKO: OCHOBATEAb
H TrJaasa TAapTYCKCH HAY4YHOH IUKO4AH AHTEepaTYpoBEeAYECKOTI O
CTPYKTYyPa/iH3r1a, OAWH H3 ITHOHEPOB CEMHOTHYECKOro H3YYeHHs HCKyccTBa,
KPyNnHeHWHA TEOpPeTHK —KYJAbTYpoaor, aBTOp dyHAaMEHTaABHEIX

}1{9(:33eA0BaHHﬁ MO PYCCKOH KYyabType U aurepatype XYVHHH~XHX Bs.” Ibid,



was not an organized entity, being more like a regular gathering of friends
and fellow-spirits. While it has come to be referred to as the 3akhtin circle in
recent years, at the time it was meeting it was inforrmal and collegial. It "met"
at various times 'n Vitebsk, Nevel, and Petrograd/Leningrad during the early
yeais of the Soviet period, i.e. until such gatherings became practically
impossible due to the threat and/or fact of arrest and similar inconveniences.
Its members included at various times a number of outstanding individuals -
thinkers, artists, and scholars - such as L. V. Pumpian’skii, M. B. ludina,
B. N. Zubakin, M. I. Kagan, 1. I. Sollertinskii, Marc Chagall occasionally, N
Klinev, K. K. Vaginov, M. i. Tubianskii, i. Tubianskii, and I. . Kanaev.
Topics of discussion and study included a wide range of questions in the

areas of philosophy, theology, the ans, sciences and politics.

As noted, the first mention of the circle many years after it and most of
its members had ceased to exist was by A. A. Leont'ev in a short work on
psycholinguistics.1® Almost in passing he devotes about twc pages to the
Bakhtin circle and Voloshinov's Marxism and the Philosophy of Language in
particular.' The circle and its works did not attract a great deal of attention

until 1973 when Viach. Vs. Ilvanov burst upon the scene with his article "On

16A. A. Leont'ev, Icuxoauureuctuka, (Leningr: * 1967), 86-88. For the history and other
details of the circle(s), including information on the m: ,mbcrs/pammpams see Clark and Holquist,
Mikhail Bakhtin, passim, Ann Shukman, "Introduction,” in Bakhtin School Papers, Russian Poetics
in Translation, 10 (1983), 14, Todorov, The Dialogical Principle, 3ff., and "M. M. BaxTun u
M. H. Karan: (JTo maTepuanamM ceMeiHOTO apXHBa). My6auxkauusa K.

HeBeasckon,” [Iarissk 4, (Moscow, 1979, Paris, 1981), 249-52.

171t should be noted that in so doing he set something of a trend. I refer to the fact that most of the
concern with the Bakhtin circle and the disputed texts centres around this work which is, I would

contend, although without the support of a real statistical analysis, the most quoted and referred to of
all of "Bakhtin's” works.



the Significance of Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin's Ideas on Sign, Utterance,
and Dialogue for Modern Semiotics,” and his claim therein for attributing the
authorship of the disputed texts to Bakhtin.1® Since that time, it has become
a major issue, although it is questionabile whether anyone has faced it in its
full implications.’® Irwin Titunik quite aptly summed up the general state of
the question in 1976 and again in 1984, when he made the following
statement concerning the Bakhtin scholarly legacy:

In its full dimensions this problem turns out to be so fraught with
puzzles, enigmas, contradictions, unanswered--even unasked--
questions on so many different levels (including that of straight
biographical and bibliographical information) and so charged with
hidden (whether real or imagined) political implications (sub specie

sovietica) as to boggle all but the mind unusually adept at what are
usually called 'byzantine intrigues'.20

18Vyach. Vs. Ivanov, "On he Significance,” 366-67, nl. Note that this anicle was based on an €ssay,
apparently unpublished, read in 1970 on the occasion of a scholarly meeting ceiebrating Bakhtin's 75th

birthday. Ibid., 343. See also O. G. Revzina's untitled report of the meeting in Bonpocrn
H3RIKO3HAHMA, 2, 1971 (March-April), 160-162.

191 am surprised no one has undertaken to do a computer based statistical-stylistic analysis of these
texts. While it is doubtful it could produce definite results, still that would seem to be one of the
procedures which need to be pursued if the question is to be resolved, assuming it is resolvable. For a
discussion of the current state of computer analyses of style in authorially disputed texts, see A. Q.

Morton, "Authorship: The Nature of the Habit,” The Times Literary Supplement, No. 4, 481,

(February 17-23, 1989), 164, 174.

201rwin Titunik, "Bachtin &/or Voloshinov &/or Medvedev: Dialogue &/or
Doubletalk?” mLMQL&nd_UIgmw_Iﬁggm_m_ﬂganﬂka ed. Benjamin A.
Stolz, I. R. Titunik, Lubomir Dolezel, Papers in Slavic Philology, 5, (Ann Arbor: Department of
Slavic Languages and Literatures, University of Michigan, 1984), 535. See also idem, "M. M.

Baxtin (the Baxtin School) and Soviet Semiotics,” Dispositio 1, 3 (1 976), 327-338. At least as

10



Today, in 1989, the situation remains essentially the same as Titunik

described it 5 years ago.

The list of which works are "disputed” forms part of the controversy,
and varies significantly.2! The woiks with which | am most concerned are
those by Voloshinov and Medvedev, and especially - because of their
importance - Voloshinov's books on Freudism and on Marxism and the
philosophy of language, and Medvedev's bocok on formalism.22 It is worth
noting that the fluidity of the list is a significant point against accepting the
arguments put forward by those who would attribute all or conceivably any of

them to Bakhtin, as it points up how questionable and frequently ad hoc

their arguments are.

late as 1986 his opinion remained unchanged, even, or especially, after reading Clark and
Holquist's biography. " ... Nothing | have read in that book has persuaded me to alter the
attitude of skepticism expressed there [i.e. in "Dialogue &/or Doubletalk™.” idem, "The Baxtin
Problem: Concerning Katerina Clark and Michael Holquist's Mikhail Bakhtin,” "Forum,” Slavic

and East European Journal XXX, 1 (Spring 1986), 94.

21Clark and Holquist, Mihhail Bakhiin, give their list on pp. 356-57, Ivanov, "The Significance of
Bakhtin's Ideas,” gives his on pp. 342-3, while Titunik, "Dialogue &/or Doubletalk,” gives a summary
of lists on pp. 536-37. It should be emphasised that everyone seems to have his/her own list, but
these are representative.

22pavel Nikolaevich Medvedev, PopMaNbHEA MeToa B AHIEPAaTYPOBEeAEHMH:
Kpurxyecxoe BBedeHMe B CONMOAOILHMYECKYIO NOITMKY,. (Leningrad: Priboi, 1928,

reprint, Hildesheim, New York: Georg Olms Verlag, 1974); V. N. Voloshmov. Mapxecuam o

1 € A )
w 2nd ed., Lemngrad n.p., 1930, reprint, The Hague, Pans Mouton, 1972);
idem, Freudism; A Mamxist Critigue, tr. I. R. Titunik, ed. I. R. Titunik and Neal H Bruss, (New York:
Academic Press, 1976).

11



While it is obviously crucial to the fullest understanding of Bakhtin to
be able to delimit his opus and identify its components, given the status quo,
I would contend that in the case of Bakhtin, this is, strictly speaking, not
possible at present. Although respected scholars have made bold
statements, proclaimed possession of incontrovertible evidence, and put
forward various arguments in favor of attributing authorship of the texts to
Bakhtin, the evidence is essentially missing, and the arguments are
specious at best but more often non-existent. On the other hand, thiose who
argue for non-attribution or diminished attribution of these texts to Bakhtin
make more plausible, common-sensical, and text-based arguments, and
they have the obvious advantage of not having to produce documentation
beyond the names of the authors found on the published texts. This latter
point is, as | see it, the crucial one, despite its surface banality. 1 will outline
some details of the problem presently, but let me say at the outset that |
would strongly contend that if there is no persuasive evidence - hard
documentary evidence - to back up a claim for authorship, it should not be
made. However, when made, it should be considered a hypothesis or

speculation, not a fact.

My position, therefore, is the exact opposite of Claric and Folquist's.
when they say " . . nothing has established that Bakhtin could not have

written the disputed texts and published them under friends’ names."23

23Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, 147. Though this is not their first, nor necessarily their
favorite argument, it is indicative of the sterility of their desire to prove or uphold their point. What is
more, they repeat it in idem, "A Continuing Dialogue,” "Forum," Slavic and East European Journal,
XXX, 1 (Spring, 1986), 96-102.
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Such a remark fiies in the face of the tundamentil tradition of Anglo-
American jurisprudence established over several hundred years according
to which innocence is presumed until guilt is proved. Surely the burden of
proot is on those who would revise the apparent 'facts’. lf there is new
information contrary to the situation v-hich is held to obtain, then it must be

produced and shared. Let me turn to a brief review of the question.

In his seminal and ground-breaking essay of 1973, Viach. Vs. Ivanov,
in his closing footnote, ciaimed the testimony of witnesses and inter-textual
corroboration for the then startling assertion that Bakhtin was the author of
the disputed texts.24 He did this in an almost offhand manner, and since that
time, i.e. during the last fifteen years or'so, although he has trequentiy
repeated his slaim,25 he has not advanced his case materially, logicaily, or
in any other way. The so-called inter-textual corroborations are in need of
much support and elaboration, and ultimately, are anything but clear, as he
would have it.26 The witnesses he mentions have never been named?7 and
there are no apparent reasons for their remaining secret, as this is not at all
a hands-off matter in the Soviet Union.28 Ivanov once compared the
purported publishing by Bakhtin of his works under other's names with

Secren Kierkegaard's use of pseudonyms.29 This is ludicrous almost beyond

24See note 18 above.

25E.g. Viach. Vs. Ivanov, "0 BaxTHHe ¥ 0 CE€MHOTHKE," Rossija/Russia, 2 (Torino, 1976),
284; and idem, OYepPKXH 110 HCTOPHH CeMHOTHKH B CCCP, (Moscow: Nauka, 1976), 215.
26Cf. Titunik, "Dialogue &/or Doubletalk," 560-61.

27¢y. Todorov, Mikhail Bakhtin, 7. "As far as the 'witnesses' whom Ivanov never identifies are
concerned, one may well doubt their existence.”

28Unless, of course, they do not exist.

29vanov, "0 BaxTuiue," 284.
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belief. First of all, the Dane's pseudonyms were just that, pseudonyms, and
secondly, the complex psychological and philosophical reasons for his use
of them30 really bear no analogy to the Bakhtin situation no matter how one

assesses it.

Besides Ivanov, a number of commentators and scholars have
devised ingenious ways of accounting for or supporting the unusual
publication practices posited by Ivanov et al. Albert J. Wehrle3' makes
several "contributions” to the discussion. He relates an experiment
conducted by a certain V. N. Turbin in 1965 (1).32 The intent was to try to pin
down Bakhtin on the question of who had written TIhe Formal Method.
Bakhtin had already apparently prcvided several responses which were
somewhat at variance with each other. Turbin quietly "laid a copy of The
Eormal Method on the table without a word. Bakhtin said nothing, but his
wife exclaimed: 'Oh, how many times | copied thati™3% This is apparenily
taken as evidence in support of Bakhtin's authorship. Of course, it proves
nothing, and what is more, it follows a reference to the fact that the Bakhtins
and the Medvedevs were living together communally at the time the book

was being written.34 This circumstance suggests that even if Mrs. Bakhtin

30gee Walter Lowrie, A_Short Life of Kierkegaard, (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 1942).

31Albert J. Wehrle, "Introduction: M. M. Bakhtin/P. N. Medvedev,” in P, N. Medvedev/M. M.
Bakhtin, The Formal Method in Litera arship: A Critical duction to Sociological Poeti
tr. Albert J. Wehrle, (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973), ix-~xxiii.,
321bid., x. This is the only reference in the literature to anyone considering the question prior not only
to Ivanov’s article but even prior to Leont'ev’s mentioning of the Bakhtin circle in 1967. It should be
noted that the reference is not supported in any way.

33bid.
341bid,, ix.

14



did copy it, it need not have been Bakhtin's. Waehrle also refers to the
somewhat authoritative statements by Vadim V. Kozhinov that the disputed
texts were writien "on the basis of conversations with Mikhail Mikhailovich:."35

Webhrle, it would seem, wants it both ways.36

He proceeds to conjure up a scheme according to which Pushkin’'s
flopectH bBegxuna, with its complex relations between levels of speech,
forms an analogy with the Bakhtin/Medvedev/Voloshinov situation. Because
his argument is totally devoid of logic - he himself calls it speculation - it
could only be reproduced word for word, and | will forego that exercise.
Independently of his argument, he arrives at the conclusion that "the works
of the Bakhtin school can be seen as the realization of a dialogic
interaction.”37 This not very astounding conclusion does not speak to the
problem of authorsihip as it could refer to any such interactive endeavor. He
then suggests a possible framework for a stylistic analysis of the texts, but it
is rather supe:ficial.38 He refers to correspondence from Kozhinov in which
the latter notes "it is a long story."39 He relates that V. N. Turbin feels that
Bakhtin gave the text to Medvedev " . . . as a gift, in the communal spirit. This

interpretation keeps alive the ethos of the early days of 'Marxist

351bid., x.

36As he puts it, "the speculations that follow are based on the premise that it is less likely that one of
these accounts is erroneous than that both are somehow accurate within the situation as a whole."
Ibid., x. He does not really confront the question of how that could be possible.

371bid., xii.

381bid., xii-xiv.

391bid., xiv. Why not tell the story?
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Romanticisii'."40  Finailly, he likens the Bakhtin school to a Renaissance
studio where the master oversees and plans the whole and assigns parts for

realization to his students.4?

Most scholars seem contant to defer to the authority of lvanov and/or
of Clark and Holquist in the mzuter. Examples include B. Schnaiderman,42
Clive Thompson,*3 and Thomiz: ‘Winner,44 who in addition to the authority of
lvanov, refers to private conversations he had with Bakhtin during which the

latter is claimed to ha.g curfirmen iv3 own authorship.

Tzvetan Todorov has made a number of statements on the subject but
his "final” word would appear to reside in his most elaborate discussion of
the question to date.#S He looks quite thoroughly and evenly at most
aspects of the question and arrives at the following ccnclusion: "In the

absence of truly convincing external evidence, . . . | would prefer to say that

401bid., xiv. Again, this is pure speculation. Indeed, “sdvedev had some 35 published works by
1928! See the discussion of Perlina's analysis of Medvedev's authorship below.
411bid., xxiii. This is, of course, conceivable, if just barely, but it is far from being dialogical.
42 Schnaiderman, "Semiotics in the USSR: (A Search for Missing Links)," Dispositio VI, 17-18
(Summer-Fall 1981), 103.
43'I’hompson, "The Semiotics of M. M. Bakhtin,” 12. "But Ivanov produced evidence to support his
belief that three works published in the 1920's under the names of V. N. Voloshinov and P. N.
Medvedev were in fact largely the work of Bakhtin. [vanov's startling contention has been corroborated
by both M. Holquist and T. Todorov, even though there is still considerable mystery . .." This short
passage contains at least three large errors: first, concemning Ivanov's evidence, of which there was and
is none, at least in this context; second concerning the number three, which should be six; third,
concerning Todorov's corroboration, for which see below. Accordingly, the word "corroborated” should
be replaced by "repeated” or "echoed.”
44Thomas Winner, "Russian Theories of the Twenties and Thirties,” Les littératures de langues
: iécle: ‘auj i. Série D: ive criti i€tique.
Cahier I, 1984, (Travaux du groupe de recherches international "1900"), Carleton University, 86 nl,
and idem, "Jan Mukarovsky: The Beginnings of Structural and Semiotic Aesthetics,” in Sound, Sign
and Meaning: Ouinquagenery of the Prague Linguistic Circle ed. Ladislas Matejka, Michigan Slavic
Contributions, No. 6, (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1976), 451n.

45Todorov. The Dialogical Principle, xi, and ch. I, "Biography,” 3-13 passim.
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these texts were conceived by the same a :) but that they were written,
in part or in whole by others."#® However, that does not work very well for
him, and he must perform some "dialogical” acrobatics4? which permit him to
include the disputed texts in Bakhtin's bibliography and therefore in his
biography. Accordingly, Todorov is able to devise a scheme for

representing Bakhtin's development in terms of six periods, the second of

which is described thus:

1926-1929: methodological and critical writings, aggressively
Marxist, none signed by Bakhtin; this is the 'sociological' pericd.

Working out of the ideas that will be the basis of the texts of the next
period.48

The following period, dependent as he says on the preceding one,
includes the Dostoevsky book (1929). This dependency is on a period
characterized by works which Bakhtin did not write - according to Todorov -
and includes a book on Dostoevsky which he probably began to conceive -
according to just about everyone, including Todorov4s - as early as 1922, i.e.

prior to this second period. If this were not already dubious enough, he then

proceeds to the foilowing conclusion:

The existence of these definite periods in Bakhtin's life is
undeniable, even if their exact boundaries ars at times subject to
uncertainty. And yet one can state, a. the same time and with equal

461pid., 8.
47ypid., 10-11.
481pid., 12.
491bid., 4.
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validity, that, properly speaking, there is no development in Bakhtin's
work.50

Todorov's picture is rather confusing, since he does in fact say that
Bakntin both did and did not author the disputed texts, and did and did not
develop over time, but at the same time, he does present a valuable review

of the issues at the heart of the question.

Ann Shukman, in her brief "Introduction” to a coilection of writings by
members of the Bakhtin school, takes a more restrained approach: "The
problem of the autihorship of these works has aiready been fully and
frequently aired and is probabiy ultimately insoluble."5' She looks at both
sides of the debate, and arrives at a position according to which a resolution
resides in the realm of context or dialogue,52 which is to say there is room to
discuss the texts within the context of the Bakhtin circle without establishing

the ur-author.

I would like to turn to Clark and Holquist's treatment of the question,
but before doing so | willi digress somewhat and take up another
controversial aspect of Bakhtin's biography. This is the gi:estion of the role
and place of religion in Bakhtin's life and thought, and, in particular, Clark
and Holquist's version of it. The reason for turning to it at this point is that it

highlights serious methodological and scholarly deficencies in their

SO01bid., 12.

51Shukman, "Introduction,” 2. Cf. Titunik, "Dialogue &/or Doubletalk,” 535, where he refers to the
"unanswered - and even unasked - questions” involved in this issue.

321bid., 2-4.
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monograph.53 They devote an entire chapter entitied "Religious Activities
and the Arrest">4 plus numerous scattered references throughout the work to
the matter of religion in Bakhtin's biography. They have no reliable
documentation to support anything they say on this subject, other than that
he and his associates had an interest in religion and theology, some of his
associates and friends were committed to religious beliefs, while others
were atheists, and there were a number of religious organizations and
movements in the Soviet Union during the first decade after the Revolution
with which Bakhtin was in fact not connected, although he may have shared
some of their views but for the most part he did not. This chapter abounds in
contradiction, circumlocution, speculation, and truly questionable

scholarship at the same time as it hypostatizes speculation and possibility.

We read, for example, that "Bakhtin was a religious man. [...] He
was known in intellectual circles of those days as a cerkovnik . . ."55 Their
source for this is a 1978 interview with Viktor Shklovskii, who "may have
exaggerated Bakhtin's involvement in the church."$6 As if it had any bearing
whatsoever, they believe they can strengthen their case by introducing the

foliowing information:

53Note that Titunik also points to this in "The Baxtin Problem,” 91-93.
54Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, ch. 5, 120-145.
551bid., 121.

56Ibid., 370 nl. Elsewhere (376 n9) they also question Shklovskii's reliability as a witness, although

they are far from consistent in this since they cite him as a firm authority in a closely related matter
placed between these two notes, 375 n3.
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But as iate as April 19, 1925, Bakhtin's mother and sisters
opened their Easter letters to Nikoiai in Paris with the Russian Orthodox
Easter Greeting 'Christ is risen!’57

This is obviously totally irrelevant if not tied to Bakhtin somehow,

which it is not. Clark and Holquist go on:

This term [cerkovnik] does not mean that he was a churchgoer
but implies simply that he was ideolcgically committed to the church.
Although he later became less involved in religion, he remained a
believer in the Orthodox tradition all his life. [...]

But Bakhtin was never a conventional Russian Orthodox in the
sense of conforming to an organized religion. [ ... ] His religious views

came not so much from traditional Orthodox thinking within the church

as from the religious revival in the early twentieth century. {...]Indeed
he was not interested so much in religion as in the philosophy of
religion. He and the other members of his group did not separate
religious from other philosophical concerns.58

The first statement ("Bakhtin was a religious man.") is seriously
contradicted by the last one, and in between there is a strong gradation from
one to the other. One wonders how they did not see what they were in fact
saying here. None of this is supported by documents of any kind except the
reference to the Shklovskii interview which they themselves call into
question. And the remainder of the chapter does nothing to improve the

situation.

57Ibid., 370n1.
581bid., 120.
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To the best of my knowledge, there is only one extant document
which can be said to affirm Bakhtin's religicus views.5° In this report we
learn only that in the debate Bakhtin stood on the side of religion, but that he
was not totzaily against socialism, his reservations being voiced in terms ot
the concern that socialism does not have provisions to look after the dead.
Clark and Holquist refer to this text but not in their discussion on religion. it
is referred to in an earlier context, and no reference is made there to
Bakhtin's religious views.80 Perhaps this is because this unique document
does not enlighten us as to Bakhtin's views on religion beyond implying that
he had some, and its sarcastic, polemical and not very literate tone does not

lend it much authority or credibility.

Further serious contradictions begin to emerge when the claims made
in Cilark and Holquist's biography are compared with statements made
elsewhere by Holquist. In one piace, for example, there is a totally different
modality in reference to this question: "If there is something like a God
concept in Bakhtin, it is surely the superaddressee, . .. "61 In another place
Holquist's presentation of the religious dimension is even less probable
when he makes the following undocumented and certainly unsupportable

assertion: " .. .the theoretical epicenter of his work - [is] how to reconcile

59Moa0T, December 3, 1918, NO. 47, quoted in "M. M. BaxTteu u K. H. Karawn,” 273-
274n6. It is a nevsspaper report of a debate on the topic of "Gad and Socialism” in which Bakhtin took
part and which was held on November 27, 1918,

60Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, 43, 362n15.

61Holquist, Michael, Introduction to Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin, Speech Genres and Qther Late
Essays, r Vem W. McGee, ed. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist, (University of Texas Press
Slavic Series, No. 8, (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986), xviii, (my emphasis, AR.)
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modern linguistics with the biblicai assurance that the Word became flesh . .

-“62

This lengthy though not exhaustive excursion into Clark and
Holguist's presentation of Bakhtin's religious views and activities was
necessary in order to establish that the question of authorship is not the only
aspect of Bakhtin's biography to show the effects of inadequate standards of
scholarship and hypostatized speculation. Since other scholars rely so
extensively on their presentation, together with Ivanov's version of the
question, these things have a way of pervading the entire discussion in a
manner which is deleterious to any attempt to arrive at a valid or true
evaluation of the problem. In order to emphasize the extent to which this
unscholarly methodology colors their discussion of the disputed texts, |
reproduce the following passage from the chapter entitled "The Disputed
Texts.”

After the closing of the Russian Contemporary in 1924, Bakhtin
realized that he was not going to _ 2 able to publish his work. He thus
had no other adequate source of income unless he published under
others' names. Medvedev and Voloshinov were sufficiently cynical to
see no harm in such a thing. Moreover, Medvedev, who was already
helping Bakhtin out financially, was ambitious for his own academic
and publishing career and wanted an impressive book to add to his

dossier. An attack on the Formalists would be agspecially timely. He
therefore contracted with Bakhtin for Bakhtin to write the Formalism

in

62Holquxst, chhael James "Bad Fanh Squared The Case of MIkhanl Mxkhaﬂovnch Bakhun

Berkely, Calif Berkely Slavic Specxahtxes 1982), 223,
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book, in return for which Medvedev undertook to help get Bakhtin's
Dostoevsky book published. Bakhtin later deciared that the Dostoevsky
bock weuld never have been pubilished in 1829 if it had not been for
Medvedev's help.” The cynicism was not all on Voloshinov's and
Medvedev's side. Bakhtin was himsel!f a great lover of rascals and
would have taken delight in pulling off so large-scale a hoax.63

The entire passage is, first of all, undocumented, except one
reference - which | have marked here with an asterisk (*) - to an interview
with Viktor Shklovskii, and he is here identified as a witness of questionable
credibility.64 Secondly, except for the last sentence, or more properly the
last clause,85 the entire passage is written in the indicative mood, which in a
serious biography suggests factual narrative. In fact, it is pure invention and
has no place in a serious scholarly bicgraphy. Unfortunately, the discussion
of their presentation of the question of religion and the discussion of this
passage cast a great shadow of doubt on their entire enterprise, and

especially on what they have to say about the question of authorship.

They have a number of arguments for attributing the disputed texts to
Bakhtin. They clearly admit - although they do not always take it into
account - that there is no documentary evidence toc decide the matter once
and for all. Bakhtin's own behavior and statements in the 1960's and 1970's

were highly ambivalent as they relate it. For exampile,

631bid., 151.
64see note 56 above.
65Which, incidentally, Titunik takes up at some length in "The Baxtin Problem," 93-94.
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In 1975 Bakhtin assented to the preparation of a document to
ciarify matters for VAAP, which states that Bakhtin wrote the three
disputed books and one of the articles. .. . But when this documsant
was presented to Bakntin for his signature, he refused to sign it. At the
level of legal evidence, this only deepens the mystery.66

All of this leaves room for considerable doubt, and not only on the
level of legal evidence. Likewise, there are conflicting and unsupported
eyewitness reports,57 many of which are questionable and none of which
comes even close to meeting common standards of documentation. Clark
and Hoiquist refer at some length to the communal spirit of the Bakhtin circle
and their methods of notetaking and notekeeping as an explanation of how
the texts could have come to be published under names other than
Bakhtin's,®8 and they even repeat, almost literally, and without the traditional
footnote to recognize their source, Wehrle's analogy of the Renaissance
studio.® They examine at somewhat greater length questions of style and
ideology, but their arguments are of a very poor quality, and frequently ad
hoc.7®  They apply very subjective categories and judgements to the effect
that the better the material the more likely it is to have heen written by

Bakhtin as opposed to Medvedev or Voloshinov.71 They suggest a text-

66Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, 147.
671bid., 147-48.

681bid., 148-50.

S91bid., 150.

70 -g. Ibid., 157, the paragraph beginning "Viadimir Propp . .

71For an important examination of questions of style, in pamcular see the discussion below of Nina
Perlina’s article "Bakhtin-Medvedev-Voloshinov: An Apple of Discourse,” University of Ottawa

Quarterly 53, 1 (January-March, 1983), 3547. I will also note some of Titunik's arguments
conceming ideology, in particular Marxism.
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based strategem for using methodology as a criterion, but it turns out to be
extremely shallow. They refer to a feature which they characterize as
an autheriai strategy which was a hallmark of Bakhtin's longer
publications, [including ion-disputed texts]. This feature is an opening
section which sets up two contrasting approaches to the subject at

hand, . . . and then advances the author's own position as one that
avoids the mistakes of either extreme.72

If Clark and Holquist had looked back to their reading of Aristotle, they
would likely have recalled that "The Philosopher” used the same technique,
which he probably developed by refining certain features of the typical
Platonic-Socratic dialogue?3 or dialectic, and which has been used in
various forms countless times since, and is usually called dialectic, whether

in deference to Hegel, Marx, or the Greeks.

In the following section, | will discuss the views of Perlina and Titunik
who offer views that take up major questions raised by Clark and Holquist
and propose methodologies and solutions which are in sharp contrast to
those of the biographers. It is worth noting beforehand that Titunik and
Perlina do not arrive at totally compatible conclusions, though they do not
totally contradict each other eithei. This highlights the need for an inclusive
and more embracing methodology, but leaving aside that desideratum for
the moment, an examination of their approach and arguments shows they

are both, first of all, more thorough, secondly, more scrupulous, and finally,

72Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, 158.
73Bakhtin's discussion of synchrisis in IpoSaemu moaTHKH focToeBcxore, fourth edition,

(Moscow: "Sovetskaia Rossiia,” 1979), 127, merits comparison here.
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more objective than Clark and Holg..ist in particular, and practically all the

other scholars who follow and share the latters' views in this matter.

In Nina Perlina’s article, which is to be found in a special adition of the
University of Ottawa Quarterly, which is to say it is not easily accessible, she
is concerned that Clark and Holquist's assertion that Bakhtin 'ventroliquized’
his works through his friends undermines the differences among the three,
not to mention underrating their respective contributions. In other words,
while she will admit the possibility of some ventroliquisin on Bakhtin's part,
she adamantly refuses to allow Voloshinov and Medvedev to be called
"dummies."’4 She puts forth a broadly based argument to the effect that
Medvedev's works clearly do belong to him, while leaving room for the
possibility or even likelihood of input, common ideas, and advice from
Bakhtin, who was, after all, the dominant figure in the circle. She has a
three-fold argument based on a broad contextual perspective in which she
considers: "1. Medvedev's earlier articles; 2. some works of contemporary
critics; 3. the works written by Bakhtin during the same period."75 | will

mention just some of the points she makes.

She notes that Medvedev was the author of over 65 published works,
about 35 of which had appeared by the time the Eormal Method was
published.”® It should be born in mind that Clark and Holquist had argued

74pertina, "B-M-V," 36.
751bid., 38.
761bid., 37.
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that Medvedev's publishing career needed a boost!’7 Perlina points to a
definite evolution of ideas through his works, not only in the disputed texts,
but by referring to a large number of others as well, making at least &
reasonable case for continuity of authorship. She shows some of the things
that the three wiiters had in common, but also some things which Medvedev
had in common with cther contemporaries, e.g. Trotsky, Lunacharsky, and
Plekhanov,78 noting that it was for similarities to Trotsky in particular that he
was eventually arrested. The point here is that to look for common ideas,
themes, methods, etc., is only valid if it is done on a broader basis than just

within the triad of Bakhtin-Medvedev-Voloshinov.

The obverse of this is demonstrated when she argues that Bakhtin's
earlier work contra the formalists, i.e. "[I[po6aema coaepMaHus,
MaTepHana U ¢oprmu,"79 differs in significant respects - largely
irreconcilable respects - from Medvedev's Formal Method.89 For exampie,
Medvedev uses quotes in his polemic very extensively, while Bakhtin
eschews these, as he always does. This makes sense within Bakhtin's
theory of discourse, since quotations torn from their context are not able to
engage in meaningful dialogue with the text into which they are inserted.
Again, why would Bakhtin write the Eormal Method, after having completed a

"methodological analysis of central concepts and problems of poetics on the

77Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, e.g. 151.
78perlina, "B-M-V," 39,

79Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhun, “Hpo6nena conep}xa}ms{ narepuana H dopmHu,”

"Khudozhestvennana luetamra, 1975) (heremafterB_.ﬂQ, 6-71
80Perlma, "B-M-V," 40-42.
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basis of general systematic aesthstics."8' The Eqrmal Method, insofar as it is
to a large extent a review and survey, is far less effective, and would seem to
be redundant if written by Bakhtin. She notes some significant similarities
and differences and concludes that Bakhtin's presence is felt, but not to the
extent that he is to be considered the author. There is speculation that he
may have written an introduction to his friend's work, but for political reasons
it came to be impossible to inciude it in its original form, and so Medvedev
incorporated it into the text along with other possible comments from
Bakhtin.82

In reference to Voloshinov, she takes a different aproach. She notes
that if we go by Ivanov's list of works by “oloshinov imputed to Bakhtin, it
follows that the former never published anything. There were such scholars
at the time, and no doubt there are some now, but Voloshinov does not

appear to have been of their ilkk.83 Perlina uses a rather detailed analysis of
terminology to demonstrate that the terminology of Marxism and the
Philosophy of Language is far from unique or original.84 She contends that

through Voloshinov, Bakhtin has appropriated the vocabulary of Bogdanov-

81pakntin, "Tipo6sema cogepranus,” quoted in Perlina, "B-M-V," 40,
821bid., 40-42.

83Ibid., 4244. Clark and Holquist indicate that "Voloshinov graduated from the Philological Faculty
of Leningrad University in 1927 and went on to graduate work under V. A. Desnitsky and N. A.
Yakovlev in a group working on literary methodology at the Institute for the Comparative History of
Literatures and Languages of the West and East. This institute represented a ‘new Marxist approach’ to
linguistic study which challenged such undesirable approaches as the formalist. The topic of
Voloshinov's dissertation was probably 'the problem of how to present reported speech’ (problema
peredachi chuzhoi rechi), which was cited as the topic of his research in an article on the institute
published in 1928 in Literature and Marxism (Literatura i marksizm)." 110. It should not be too
surprising to anyone that Voloshinov should be capable of writing a book on almost exactly the same
topic as he was treating in his dissertation!

84periina, "B-M-V," 44-47.
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Malinovsky and empiriomonism. Her point is to show just how complex the
problem of attribution is and the necessity of basing a resolution on as large
a number of factors as possible. Her final word on Marxism and the

Philosophy of L.anguage is that Voloshinov is responsibie for Part | and the
first chapter of Part I, while the rest of Part 1l and Part lll are Bakhtin's. This is

particularly interesting when contrasted with Irwin Titunik's findings.

Writing in 1984,85 without yet having read the manuscript of Clark and
Holquisi's biography, nor having read Perlina's article, which he appears not
to have known, Titunik begins by presenting a brief but concise review of
much of the issue. He pays his respects to those who claim first-hand
knowledge of the answer, but reserves the right to remain skeptical in the
face of a lack of hard evidence and especially in view of unresoived

contradictions and puzzles.86

He turns to the question of why Bakhtin would have been motivated to
publish under his friends' names. Here he offers samples of answers which
have been proposed and notes that as a group they are highly inadequate
and "bewilderingly various and at variance."7 He then raises a number of
questions, none of which he feels is critical, but each of which is the sort of
itch that insists on being scratched. One of these is the question of quantity:
if we take together all the works Bakhtin is imputed to have written during the

period 1925-1929, it amounts to somewhere in excess of 1700 pages, most

85 Titumik, "Dialogue &/or Doubletalk.”
861bid., 537-42 passim.
871bid., 540.
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of it having been written in the last two years of that period, and the nurnber
of fields of study covered by those pages is also rather remarkable, perhaps

improbable, though not impossible.88

Next, he takes up the matter of a near total absence of cross-
referencing between texts with different signatories. He gives the three (he
says two but gives three) cases of cross-referencing he has located. One of
these is simply innocuous, while the other two are examples of explicit
disagreement of Voloshinov with Medvedev. He poses the question of
whether this is a case of Bakhtin disagreeing with Bakhtin!8® It would seem
to be appropriate to expect cross-referencing when the subjects being
discussed are very cluse or the same. He then very convincingly analyzes
jarring inconsistencies in the usage of key terminology by the three
scholars.90 (The inconsistencies are not so jarring if the three authors are, in

fact, three different people.)

The major concern of Titunik's article addresses the question of
Marxism in the works of all three.®! He points out major inconsistencies in
interpretations by the leading scholars in the field, perhaps the most
entertaining of which invoives Roman Jakobson's preface to M. Yaguello's

French transiation of Marxism and the Philosophy of Language. In it

Jakobson makes it quite clear that he considers the Marxist elements to be

881bid., 542.

891bid., 54344.
90mhid., 54446,
ibid., 546-61.
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an obvious expediency, a necessary evil and not a part of the exposition as
such, while she in turn must delicately assert exactly the opposite in her
introduction which immediately foilows, and in which she wants io claim the
work as a Marxist work. Titunik uses a comparative analysis of the role of
Marxism in three works published and, he would contend, written by
Voloshinov, to produce a very efficient argument (and here the word
‘argument’ is truly applicable) for the evolution of Voloshinov's views
towards a clearly and consistently Marxist orientation which at the same time
is at odds with Bakhtin's own works. Because his argument involves
detailec textological maneouvres it is difficult to reproduce in an abbreviated
form. He does not claim to have solved the puzzle, indeed, he suggests that
there are perhaps now more puzzles, but he has cast the kind of doubt on

the issue -actually more than | have related - which cannot be ignored or
treated lightly.

In the last paragraph of his article, Titunik displays in a somewhat
impassioned manner his genuine frustration with this problem, especially
with those who refuse tu admit there are serious questions to be resolved,
or, on the other hand, impiy they have information which, for whatever

reasons, they are not prepared to divuige.

In sum, how is it conceivable that anybody could possibly accept
the attribution of these and other wecrks to Bakhtin without first learning
the solution to the puzzies that the attribution generates? Good
heavens, these puzzles of the Bakhtin legacy adhere in blatant,
egregious, clamorous matters and issues. Why does nobody -
particularly those "in the know" - seem able and willing to confront them
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squarely? [...] The story still waits to betold. [...] Isn'tit time to let it
all out? Won't we, all of us, be so much better off for the telling of it?92

| have presented this question at some length, because it is obviously
very important. There is compelling, though perhaps not incontrovertible
evidence in favor of leaving the attribution of the texts as they were
published. The Soviet Copyright Agency VAAP does not see it this way, but
I'do. Until proof is forthcoming, which is clearly unlikely, or someone evinces
some more compelling arguments based on extensive textual analysis,
which is also unlikely, ! suggest it is most prudent to assume that Medvedev
and Voloshinov did write the books published under their names, which they
were clearly capable of doing and likely did. It is also likely that they had
some input from Bakhtin, the kind of input from which | suppose we all could
benefit, namely the inspiration and guidance to exceed our limitations and
see things in a way we probably could not achieve on our own. Accordingly,
I will not take the disputed texts into account in my discussion of Bakhtin's

works.

After the above discussion had been written, two new studies of
immediate relevance by prominent Bakhtinian scholars came to my
attention. One of these, (actually the second to appear), is a section of the
introduction to Caryl Emerson and Gary Saul Morson's recent study

dedicated to a critical re-appraisal of Bakhtin and his legacy.93 They present

921bid., 560-61.
93 inki in; i » ed. Gary Saul Morson and Caryl Emerson,
(Evanston, Illincis: Northwestern University Press, 1989), 3149.
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a detailed analysis of the statements of some of the leading participants in
the debate, especially Clark and Holquist, and Titunik. Their discussion is
detailed, precise and well argued, and covers much of the same ground as
my presentation above. In general, they reaffirm the majority of my
arguments. Of course, they touch on a number of issues which | did not

raise,®4 but overall, they arrive, by a similar route, at basically the same

conclusions.

One work they refer to which | did not, is a recently published study by
Perlina® which | had actually discovered just before the Emerson and
Morson work. In this essay, Perlina adds three points of particular interest to
this discussion.% The first concerns an article by |I. Kanaev, "Contemporary
Vitalism,” written in 1926. Clark and Holquist had claimed Bakhtin was its
author and they claimed Kanaev as their socurce. Perlina demonstrates very
convincingly that whether or not Bakhtin had published the article under
Kanaev's name, he had not written it, or at least not much of it. It was in fact
culled and copied from a work by N. O. Losskii, an emigré philosopher, and

in 1926, a persona non grata in the Soviet Union.

Her second contribution is rather light-hearted but at the same time
has very serious implications. She proposes a model for attributing texts to

Bakhtin, and in so doing she points up the folly of such an exercise in the

94E.g. the question of Bakhtin's possible motivations for publishing under others' names, and esp.
some aspects of "what is at stake” in the whole problem.

95Nina Perlina, "Funny Things are Happening on the Way to the Bakhtin Forum," Kennan Institute
for Advanced Russian Studies, Occasional Paper #231, (March 1989).

96Actually her paper makes several new points, but these three are of particular interest here.
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absence of good reasons, and demonstrates just how facile the arguments

of the attributors are.

Her third contribution concerns the question of how it came to be that
so many scholars both in the Soviet Union and outside became invoived in
what now seems to be a serious misrepresentation of fact. {Although her
tone is not that accusatory.)97 She believes there was a conscious effort to
create a "legend.” The reasons for this mifotvorchestvo, as | would call it,
she gives as the need to use Bakhtin's name in order to publish as much
material as possible by other members of the Bakhtin school, to use his
name 1o add validity to current (and competing) trends in literary and cultural
studies in the Soviet Union, and so on. What neither she nor Emerson and
Morson seem to consider is that such a full blown conspiracy - for this is
precisely what it would be - implies the tacit co-operation of several Soviet
scholars who were - and this is not hyperbole - bitter professional, and to

some extent, personal enemies.98

Unlikely as this hypothesis may seem, it nevertheless remains the
only one which has been offered, and | can think of noc other. It is
complicated further by the passive acceptance and/or creative
embellishment of the myth by so many western scholars with, up until just

recently, very, very few exceptions. Hard as it may be tc accept or

97Eme -on znd Morson also consider the question in somewhat similar terms. "Rethinking,” 31-32.

98Althougi.  must be mentioned that they (the Moscow-Tartu scholars and the schoilars grouped
around the journal Ko TeKcT) did manage to co-operate on at least one project connected with
Bakhtin, namely the publication of a Festschrift on the occasion of his 75th birthday, [IpoSgemMn

LOITHKH M MCTODPHMH JAMTEPATYPH.
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35
countenance, this seems to be the oniy available explanation. Given
lvanov's nearly obsessive adherence *o his claim and nc indication that
anyone is prepared to divulge any sacrets, it may be some time until we

have a better, more precise explanaticn - if ever we do have one.



. THE STATE OF THE QUESTION

II.1 The Moscow-Tartu Schoo! on Bakhtin

There is a significant number of references to Bakhtin in the writings
of the Moscow-Tartu school including some attesting to, though not
elucidating, his influence on them. This is not unexpected, given that
Bakhtin reappeared in print and in person around the same time as the
Moscow-Tartu school was forming and emerging into prominence. indeed,
some members of the Soviet semiotics movement1 figured prominently in
the initiatives to see Bakhtin's works published and republished and to
otherwise gain professional and official recognition and respect for him.

Nevertheless, almost none of their references are of the kind which would

lEspecially, but not only, Ivanov. See Winner, "Russian Theories,"” 86; Todorov, The Dialogical

Principle, 7; Shukman, Literature and Semiotics, 29.
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help us understand how Bakhtin's thought changed or influenced the
direction of their thinking either on specific questions or in general. Gne

possible exception here is Boris Uspenskii's work on point of view.100

Stili, by virtue of the large number of references to Bakhtin and to
various related events, some of which will be referred to below, we can
establish that Bakhtin was frequently "on their minds.”" He figured in major
respects as a component of their analyses and evaluations of past
developments and the tradition of literary scholarship in the Soviet Union
(and Russia) - what they generally call the "pre-history™ of structuralism.
These discussions or analyses, for the most part, formed part of and took
place within the context of the debates and polemics of the 1960s and 1970s
on the question of precision and scientific methods in the study of literature,
the state of literary scholarship in the Soviet Union, and the changing
assessment of the contributions of Russian formalism to the theory and study

of literature. 101

In most respects, what the members of the Moscow-Tartu school have
written about Bakhtin tells us more about them than about Bakhtin and his
influence on them. As shall become evident, the majority of statements,
some of which are quite extensive, are quite paradoxical insofar as, while

they are generally full of praise for Bakhtin, they still do not say anything

1005ea be)- .

101For the ctails of these polemics and debates see Peter Seyffert,Soviet Literary Structuralism:
Background - Debat: - Issues, (Columbus, Ohio: Slavica Publishers, Inc.), 1983; and Shukman,
Literature and Semiotics, Appendix L.
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concrete or specific about his influence or role in the development of

structuralism in the Soviet Union.102

One more problem further blurs this already largely indeterminate
situation: | am aware of no evidence attesting to any but the most limited
knowledge of Bakhtin's works prior to the republication of the Dostoevsky
book in 1963.193 This is peculiar if one recalls that its original publication in
1929 was debated in print, and it is unlikely that it was totally forgotten.104
The same can be said of the Rabelais work which, though not actually
published before 1965, did create quite a stir when Bakhtin defended it as
his dissertation in 1946.195 This must be seen to include a certain political
dimension as well, since Bakhtin's name appears to have been proscribed
until the early 1960s. Not to lose sight of what is known with certainty,
however, it must be stressed that not only was Bakhtin not mentioned earlier,

but there is also no evident trace of his influence.

The following discussion represents an analysis based on a review of

certain core works of the M- -w-Tartu school19 and a number of historical

1025¢e especially the discussion of Segal's article below.

1031n an article from 1962, V. V. Kozhinov suggests Bakhtin's work on Dostoevsky was known to
many. However, I think it fair to s2y he does not sound very convincing. At the time, Kozhinov was
working to get Bakhtin's book on Dostoevsky republished and to get his study of Rabelais published
for the first time. B. B. KoxuHoB, "HayYHOCThb——3TO CBS3b C MHIHBIO,” Bonpocy

AHTEPATYPEI, year 6, no. 3 (March 1962), 86-87.

140 4. B. JlyHavyapckuit, "O MHOroroAocHocTH floCTOEBCKOro,” HoBrit mMup,

10, 1929. For deuails of its reception, see Clark and Holquist, Mikhai}l Bakhtin,

105For a discussion of Bakhtin's submission and defense of his dissertation, and the attendant

controversy see Ibid.

106 An exhaustive review would be nearly impossible. Karl Eimermacher and Serge Shishkoff, Subject
ibli Vi iotics: - {(Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic

Pubications, 1977), lists over 2,000 entries as of 1977. The 1982 bibliography of Lotman's works
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surveys from within the school which highlight its members assessment of

and attitude towards Bakhtin.

The question of assessing historical developments in Soviet literary
theory is one which has frequently attracted the attention of the members of
the Moscow-Tartu School. it was, and presumably is, felt by Lotman and
others that it is desirable and even necessary to study the trends and
achievements of the past in order to better understand the status quo, and
indeed, to be able to move forward.

The history of literary studies as a discipline is basically
undeveloped and undocumented (with the result that the level of
contemporary scholarship, which sometimes commits careiessly to

oblivion achievements of the past and disregards the level previously
attained, has been lowered.)-107

Clearly, Lotman feels that an understanding and appreciation of past

achievements is not only interesting but a necessary preconditicn for the

development of the discipline.

includes over 500 entries. "CnMCOK TevaTHHX TpyaoB [0. M. Jflotmana:
(Matepuaam x 6ubanorpaduu),” comp. L. N. Kiseleva, et al, in Fipitis Duodecim_Lustris,
20-53. Both lists would be much longer if brought up to date as of 1989.

1971urii M. Lotman, "O. M. Friedenberg as a Student of Culture,” in Henryk Baran, Semiotics and
Structuralism, 257. A short space later he goes on to state: "We would consider it useful to direct

attention to the way structural-semiotic methods formed and blazed a path for themselves within the
framework of different and sometimes conflicting trends in scholarly thought.” 259.
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In a series of papers, one from 1961,198 and itwo from 1967,109
Alexander Zholkovskii ana lurii Shcheglov discuss what they call the pre-
history of Soviet structuralist poetics. In their works these two members of
the Moscow-Tartu School tried to rehabilitate certain core concepts of
Russian formalism which define the literary work of art immanently and
synchronically in terms of its devices and mechanical organization.119 Such
notions are very nearly anathema to some other members of the movement
including Ivanov, D. Segal, B. A. Uspenskii, Lotman, etc., and were also
vehemently and vigorously opposed by Bakhtin.111 These 1967 atticles

provoked cautionary rejoinders and rebuttais by Lotman and lvanov.112

1084 K. Zholkovskii and Iu. K. Shcheglov, "O BO3MOMHOCTSIX IOCTPOEHHSI CTPYKTYPHOR

MO3THKH,” B CIPYKIVPHO=—THNQAOTHYECKHEe HCCJeAQBAHUS, 138-141.

1091dem, "H3 NpeAKCTOPHH COBETCKHX paboT mo CcTpYKTypHOH NO3THKH," TZS III,
(1967), 367-72, and idem, "CTPYXTypHasl IIO3THKAa — TNIOpPOMAaMIasi ITO3THKA,"

Bonpocy J/lureparyps, 11, no. 1 (1967), 74-89.

110"3acayra paunonansHoro B NpUHUHNE NoAXoAa K AMTepaTtype

NPHHAAAEKHT '¢opMaNbHOA IIKOoJe' B PYCCKOM JAHTEPAaTYpPOBESEHHH. . .. B
UeHTp BHHIMAHHSA CTaBHJAOCh BHISBACHHE OTAMYHH 'MO3THYECKOro psiga’ oT
TMPAaKTHYECKOoro'. JlHTepaTypa paccMaTpHBaAach KakKk OCOGHH 06BbexT,

aBTOHOMHHH IIO0 OTHOIUEHHIO K OHTY, PEeAHIHMH, MHPOJOTHH, 6uorpaduu
apTopa H np." idem,"0 BO3MOMHOCTAX,"139. Cf. idem, "CTPyKTypHasi NO3THKa —

nopoxaaroltas IMO3ITHKA," 74-75, for an equally bold statement of the same point with even
greater polemical ramifications.

The first article predates Lotman's involvement in the semiotics movement, and while Ivanov did
respond to it, it is not necessary for present purposes to outline the complex development of his
position on these matters. Note that "CTPYKTYypHas NO3THKa — Topowmaamomas
IIO3THKa," is an expanded version of their 1961 article.

111Most notably in Bakhtin, "llpo6aema cogepmanus.” Compare also Medvedev,

LopMAALHEE MeTo4; and Voloshinov, MapKcHar ¥ $HA0COQHA A3MKA.

112yiach. Vs. Ivanov, "O NpHMEHEHHH TOYHKHX METOAOB B AHTepoBedeHHH,"

Bonpocnl auteparypsr 11, no. 10 (1967), 115-26; Iu. M. Lotman, "O 3agavyax pa3aeqaa

0630poB H ny6GaukauHu,” TZS III, (1967), 363-66; Lotman's article published in the same

number of BOIIPOCEl AHTEepaTYpH as Zholkovskii and Shcheglov's "CTpyKTypHast NO3THKA
— TNopomMaamWas Mo3THKA," should also undoubtably be seen as part of this exchange. Idem,
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While the Moscow-Tartu school was obviously never meant to be under the
hegemony of any particular individual or ideology,?1? it was generally feit
that it had, in broad terms, overcome the type of notions denving from

Russian formalism as were being enumerated and praised by Zholkovskii

and Shcheglov.114

In his editorial .omments preceding "H3s mnpeanicTopuu"115 Lotman
cautions against accepting that version of the history in question as
complete, but we have to look to his 1967 article in Bolpockl
AHTePATVPEL, to learn more precisely what he feels is missing.'1€ Ivanov
ranges widely in his article which takes up a number of dimensions of the
question it addresses without exhausting it. He polemicizes in each case

with varous opponents who are occasionally named (Palievskii, Zholkovskii,

"JluTepoBeneHHe AO0AMHO OHTHP HayKoH," Bolpochl AKTePATYPH 11, no. 1, (1967),
90-100. While his ostensible intent is 1o polemicize with articles by L. Timofeev, P. Palievskii, and

especially V. Kozhinov ("BoamoxHa aM CTPYKIypHasi TO3THXA,” BONpOCH

{HIEPATYPEL 9.n0. 6 (1965), 88-107, and see also Seyffert, Soviet Literary Structuralism, 204-208)
the fact that his aniicle follows Zholkovskii and Shcheglov's both in position in the journal and in
content is significant. Notably, when referring to predecessors of structuralism, he mentions in the
first place its deep traditions in relation to V. Propp, P. Bogatyrev, M. Bakhtin and A. Skaftymov. He
goes on to mention Iu. Tynyanov, B. Tomashevskii, B. Eikenbaym, G. Gukovskii, V. Grib, L.
Pumpianskii, G. Vinokuz, S. Balukhatov, and A. Kukulevich, 92. The absence of Shklovskii and
Eisenshtein from his list is striking in the context of comparison with the other article.

113See e.g., "OT peaaxuuu,” IZS II, 1965, 5.

1141yrii Lotman, "0 pa3rpaiH4YeHHMH AHHIBHCTHYECKOTrO M JHMTIEpaTypoBeA$€ecKoro

TMMOHATHA CTPYKTYpH," Bollpocun A3rixXo3daHugA 3, (1963). 44-52 and idem, JleKlUHHU,
BBeaneHHe, 3-12.
1151 ¢. in Lotman,
116Note also his prefatory remark to a statement quoted above, in n106: "Adopting a view of the

prehistory of structural poetics somewhat different from that sketched by A. K. Zholkovskii and Iu. K.
Shchegiov, . . ." Idem, "O. M. Friedenberg,” 259.
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Shcheglov) but for the most part remain anonymous, though not likely

unknown to the informed reader.

Confining the focus of attention to points relevant to the present
discussion, it can be said that lvanov has both restrained praise for the
formalists!17 and their heritage and harsh, aimost unrestrained criticism for
Zholkovskii and Shcheglov. He callis their essay and the methodology it
embodies unscientific, outdated, semiparodic, and sterile.11®8 He decries
their misrepresentation of Eisenshtein by foregrounding the "HanmMeHee
OpHI'HHaJbHO€ H coaepwaTeJsqbHoe" of all his ideas to which, moreover,
they themselves subscribe.® Most importantly for the matter at hand, he
presents Bakhtin as the model and inspiration for more adequate and fruitful

studies of literature.

In particular, he refers to Bakhtin's trans-(meta-) linguistics and to his
inter-relating of various cultural phenomena - history, social context, popular
cr folk consciousness, etc, - with literary phenomena. Typically, however, he
does not speak of Bakhtin's influence, only his achievements, which, it is
implied, anticipated current studies in semiotics.129 The case of Zholkovskii

and Shcheglov demonstrates cleariy that significant differences of opinion

U7Ivanov, "0 npumenenun,” 124-25.

1181bid., especially p. 126.

1191pid., n1.

120E g, he suggests Bakhtin's studies of polyphony and internal dialogue preceded the appearance of
these phenomena in modern literature (p- 126), but does not say that or how his ideas on these
questions influenced contemporary literary scholarship or how contemporary scholars may have found
confirmation or amplification of their ideas in Bakhtin.
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did (and do) exist inside the Moscow-Tartu School, and suggest that the

appraisal and appreciation of Bakhtin is an important part thereof.

In view of this, Dmitri Segal's bold statement that "no author can be
compared with Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin as far as influence on modern
Soviet Semiotics is concerned"121 has a problematic ring to it. Segal, now in
Israel, was a key figure in the rise of Soviet Semiotics and thus was in a
privileged position to make such an assessment. However, he makes no
attempt to substantiate the exact nature and modalities of this putatively
incomparable infiuence, indeed, he does not even suggest what it may have
involved. He does stress, without going into detail, the importance of the
rediscovery of fhe works of the 1920s and 1930s. In reference to Bakhtin he
simply defers to the above mentioned article by Ilvanov from 1973 on
Bakhtin's significance.122 He makes no real contribution of his own to the

discussion beyond the unsupported statement just quoted.123

lvanov, in his article, attempts to establish Bakhtin as a precursor or,
more precisely, anticipator of Soviet semiotics who made major discoveries
in the field of semiotics which parallel the discoveries of other more recent
scholars and anticipate the work being done by Soviet semioticians and
especially by western scholars. He uses expressions such as anticipates, is

analogous with, parallels, precursor, had in common with, etc., or

121Dmitri Segal, Aspects of Structuralism in Soviet Philology, Papers on Poetics ard Semiotics, 2,
(Tel-Aviv: Tel-Aviv University, 1974), 120. See also E. M. Meletinskij and Dmitri Segal,
"Structuralism and Semiotics in the USSR." Diogenes 73 (1971), 88-125.

1221vanov, "On the Significance.”

123For an analysis of the two articles and their interrelationship, see Irwin Titunik, "M. M. Baxtin
(the Baxtin School) and Soviet Semiotics," Dispositio I, 3 (1976), 327-338.
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occasionally such exceptional formulations as "virtually word-for-word
correspondence with."124¢ He sesems to characterize his method in his
paraphrase of G. Dumezil, who noted in 1969 that "the return to what had
been discovered fully thirty years ago and then remained unnoticed has
become normal in the humanities."'25 The re-discovery of a community of
semiotic precursors from the 1920s and 1930s, including Eisenshtein,
Vygotskii, and Florenskii, is seen as a positive factor in the current direction

of investigations being undertaken within the Moscow-Tartu school.

lvanov's aim, therefore, is to demonstrate the existence of a body of
organic scholarly study in the 1920's and 1930's which both anticipates
current work and which can make a contribution to it. However, on one level
he makes little effort to demonstrate how the theories of Bakhtin,
Eisenshtein, Florenskii and others arose and therefore he fails to contribute
to our understanding of the historical process!26 which could have led in turn
to a fuller understanding of the real relationship between Bakhtin and Soviet
semiotics, wiiether in terms of legacy, anticipation, parallels or influence. On
another level, practically all the parallels pointed to refer more to semiotics

as it is practiced outside of the Soviet Union, or by other so-called

1241vanov, "On the Significance,” 316.

1251bid., 316.

126Examples of studies which do open up in this direction include Michael Holquist, "Bakhtin the
Scientist: The Role of Physiology in His Thought,” (abstract of an unpublished paper), in Mikhail
Mikbailovich E in. His Circle, His Influence: Papers Presented at the Intemational Coloqui 1
Igeta, "Ivanov - Pumpianskii - Bakhtin,” in

“ LN 201 0
: ] : 12ESS Q avists, Sofia. Septembe 88, ed. Japanese Asociation of
Slavists, (Tokyo: College of Arts and Sciences, University of Tokyo, 1988), 81-91; Farlina, "Funny
Things are Happening”; and Simoneua Salvestroni, "Bachtin in Soviet and West European Semiotic
Research,” in Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin, His Circle, His Influence, 197-221.
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precursors, especially Eisenshtein. While lvanov has a very sympathetic
attitude towards Bakhtin, it is clear from this essay and from his large work of
1976 entitied Q4epKH 110 HCTOPHH ceMHOTHKH B CCCP,127 that he is, at
least as a scholar, more interested in Eisenshtein than in Bakhtin.128 Of
course, he is fully entitled to such a position. The only sense in which this is
problematic is the manner in which lvanov almost seems to use Bakhtin's
name to make his points about Eisenshtein. This same deference to the
classic film-maker is even more evident in at least two other essays, one
"dedicated to the eternai memory of Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin,"129 and

the other being Ilvanov's contribution to the 1973 Saransk Festschrift
dedicated to Bakhtin.130

While both Segal and lvanov obviously have a clear sense of
Bakhtiri's genius and importance, their reader gets very little sense of how
they view his relationship to Soviet Semiotics in specific terms, and, in
general, gets confusing signals from both of them in this regard. There is, for

example, reference to his acknowledged influence on Boris Uspenskii, 31

127Viach. Vs. Ivanov, QUEePKH 110 _HCTOPMHM CEMUOTMKM B CCCP, (Moscow: Nauka, 1976).
128Cf. "One should avoid giving the impression, however, that such well-known . itecedents of Soviet
semiotics as Baxtin, Bogatyrev, Vygotskij, and Veselovskij, or less prominent figures like Florenskij
and Spet, occupy the central stage in Ivanov's work. In fact their several entrances and exits in the first
chapter and a few lines in the closmg scenes constitute their entire role. The true hero in Ivanov’'s
Essays is Sergei Eisenstein. He is, in effect, the raison d'etre of the work." R. and G. Vroon,
"Ivanov's Essays on the History of Semiotics in the USSR," (Moscow Nauka, 1976}, 10 D:.msmsz
I, 3 (October 1976), 356-360. See also Grete Neumann, " xgns on Signs on Rigns on Signs.”
Review of Viach. Vs. Ivanov, Qcherki po istorii semiotiki v SSSR, in Semjotica 21, 374 (iY77, 339-
56.

1291dem, "The Semiotic Theory of Carnival as the Inversion of Bipolar Oppesites,” in Carnival, ed.
Thomas E. Sebeok, Aproaches tc Semiotics, 64, (Berlin, New York, Amsterdam: Mouton, 1984), 11.
1301dem, "H3 3aMeTOX o CTpOeHHH H OJYHKUMSAX KapHaBaabHoro obpa3sa.’in

UH AHTEPATYPH, 37-53.
131jvanov, "On the Significance,” esp. 322, 331, 350n. On Uspenskii's work, see below.
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but there is little if anything to show how their discovery (or re-discovery) of
Bakhtin changed, complemented, or reinforced particular areas of research
or theory. Again, we look in vain for indications of how or if his published
writings of the 1920's and 1930's were absorbed and handed down,
whether via Soviet channels or via roundabout routes through Czech
structuralism or French literary and anthropological studies, or combinations
thereof. For example, are the similarities between Bakhtin's study of binary
oppositions in camival and Levi-Strauss' study of them in myth a result of the

mediating influence of Roman Jakobson or simply coincidence?132

Ivanov's presentation leaves the reader wondering if, by virtue of
anticipating - as he calls it - the work of an enormous number of outstanding
scholars in a wide range of fields, 133 Bakht, i:; just a curiosity or is there
something more important to be discovered? Given their privileged position
and their implicit and explicit acknowledgement of the importance of the

question, it is unfortunate that Segal and Ivanov fail to take up the challenge

1321pid., esp. 336-7. Any accounts of the meeting of Jakobson ?.nd Levi-Strauss which I have seen

fail to mention the name of Bakhtin. Cf. Howard Gardner, W i
Cognitive Revolution, (New York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1985), 235-236; and Thomas E.

Sebeok, "Vital Signs,” American Journal of Semiotics, I, 3 (1985), esp. 11-15.  Note that in
another essay, Ivanov claims that Jakobson spoke often in America about Bakhtin and L, S. Vygotskii
in the 1940s and 1950s but no one paid attention. Perhaps he did, - Ivanov typically gives no
references - but there is no evidence for this, no historical trace: it reads more like wishful thinking or
invention than anything else. A survey of the respective indices of the seven very hefty tomes of
Jakobson's Selected Works produces no references to Medvedev, four passing references of no substance
to Voloshinov, one paragraph in which he simply notes that "Voloshinov raised a certain question,”
and four passing references to Bakhtin. The results of such a cursory survey clearly do not support
Ivanov’s claims, and again raise questions about their veracity. The point is that one really does not
know what to make of all the claims he makes in the 1973 essay. See Ivanov, "Roman Jakobson:
The Future,” in Aﬁhmﬂmm&mm, (Berlin, New York, Amsterdam: Mouton,
1983), 47-57.

1331 will forego providing a list of these, but it is important to note he does cover a lot of ground.
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of providing a more penetrating and meaningful analysis of the relationship

between Soviet Semiotics and Bakhtin.

Boris Uspenskii, in his key work [To3THKa XOoMIO3MUHE, 134
published in 1970, pays his respects to Bakhtin's role in opening up the

area of point of view or perspective in relation to literature.'35 Although he
extends it to painting as well, Uspenskii deveiops his project both on a more
limited scale and on a more technical level than Bakhtin. He outlines four
planes of point of view in literature: the ideological, phraseological, spatio-
temporal, and the psychological. The one which is most directly related to
Bakhtin's contribution, the ideological plane, is the one which he deals with
the least. This is arguably because Bakhtin has already covered the ground,
although more likely Uspenskii's interests are simply not in that sphere.
Uspenskii clearly sees his work as dependent on contributions by Bakhtin,

whose work receives a positive appraisal within a limited context.

While there appears {0 be no hard evidence of Lotman having direct
knowledge of Bakhtin prior to the republication of the latter's study on
Dostoevsky in 1963,136 two points in particular made the establishment of

contact around this time significant and fruitful. First of all, Lotman's training

134Boris Uspenskii, [Jo2THKa KoMnosuuuy: CTPYKTYPA XV AQKECTREHHOIO TeKcTa
H_THIOOAOTHA KOMIIOIHUMOHHON ¢$opME, (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo ‘Iskusstvo’, 1970).
1351bid., 11. He also mertons Voloshinov, V. V. Vinogradov, and G. K. Gukovskii, but Bakhtin
aggears to be thc major fig:*: and is given credit for influencing Voloshinov in this field, as well.
1361 am assuming that he did read the Dostoevsky book about this time insofar as its publication was
something of an event. The earliest reference to Bakhtin by Lotman is in "Xy aoxecTBeHHas
cTpykTtypa EprenHs  OHeryHa," Y4deHHe 33NOHCKM TapIvcxoro
LOCYNaPCTBEHHOLO VHHBEPCHTETa, vyp. 184, Tpyakl no PYCCKOR M CAABAHCKOH
¢Huacaorui, IX (1966), 6 n2.
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as a literary and cultural historian - as opposed to a stylistician or a
prosodist, for example - made him highly receptive to Bakhtin's broad
historical and cultural perspective.'37 Lotman had recently - beginning in
the iate 1950's - made the move towards a structural-semiotic approach to
the study of literature (including close textual analysis), by concentrating on
the recognition of various levels within the text, their functiona! dependence
on mutual inter-relationships, including the consciousness of the author and
reader, and the broad cultural system to which they relate referentiaily or
“contextually.” Like Bakhtin, Lotman, ir appropriating aspects of the
scholarly tradition of the 1920s and 1930s, had rejected the hegemony of
the dualistic form-content distinction, the absoluteness of the synchronic-
giachronic distinction, and perhaps most importantly in our context, he
rejected the notion of literature as being, strictly speaking, a phenomenon of
natural lariguage use.'38 Bakhtin had proceeded similarly, and his focus on
dialogue and communication, the cognitive and referential relations of
literature to reality, and the overall semanticity of literature also echoed

Lotman's own position.

One key factor in Lotman's appraisal of Bakhtin has been the latter's
analysis of literature and culture in terms of various levels and oppositions,

the tension between them, and the process of their neutralization in

137Cf. Shukman, Literature and Semiotics, 2, and Appendix I which lists his "pre-structuralist works."

138See e.g. Lotman, "0 pasrpanuvenun.” See aiso the discussion of this

question and its importance be'ow.
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ambiguous texts.'392 Lotrnan stresses this very cften in his references to
Bakhtin and the importance of this concept in the work of both scholars is not
to be underestimated.140 Although there are as yet too many missing pieces
to assert anything categoricaily, it would appear that cne of the key factors in
the development of Lotman's thought during the five or so years between the
pubiication of his first and second major monographs?4! may well have been
his discovery of and familiarization with Bakhtin.142 This period also marks a

movement away from Lotman's expressed desire for finding new

139"}{ecnorpﬁ Ha H3BECTHYIO YIpOIE€HHOCTh IlpegaaraermMod THHSHOBHM
cXemH, emMy TNpHHaANeWUT OeccnopHasT YecTh TepBOH IOMHTKH OIIHCAHHA
MexXaHKE3Ma AHAXPOHHOIo ABHMEHHA AHTEpPaTYpH. BepuinHohn
pPacCMOTpeHU S AMHaMHKH JAHTeparypu Kak 60pb6ul, HaNnpsaAXMeHHS MeXAy
KYABTYPHHM ‘Bepxosm’ H 'HH30mM', HeHTPadAH3aUHHK J3TOr0 HANpAMEHHA B
aMOHBaJeHTHRX TeKCTaXx H COOTHOWIEHHS 3IToro mnpouecca ¢ obmen
IBOAWUHEH xynbrypu 6eccnop1{o 40 CEX TIOp OCTaércg XHHra M. M.
BaxTHHa TBO] : a Pabae 3 Hasd KV 1HEeROKOREL
u___PexeccaHga.’ Lotman "0 co,aep)xa}mu H CTPYKTIYpe TIIOHATHSR
'XyAoMecTBeHHAss AaHTepatypa'” in IpoGAemMul WOITHKM M MHCTORHUH
Adiepatypr, 390.

140E.g. Lotman, "Gogol and the Correlation of "The Culture of Humor' with the Comic and Serious in
the Rusian National Tradition,” in Semiotics and_Struciuralism, 297-300; idem, "HecK0abKO
ZameyaHHH @0 IoBody cTareH Inped. Mapuun P. MaHeHoBoH, TloaTHka B
pabotax TapTycckoro YyHHBepcHTeTa' ™ Russian Literature, 6(1974) 82-54; idem,
XYAO)KGCTBeHHaH npnpona PYCCKHX Haponnmx KapTHHOK," in H_a,p_g_;m

(Moscow: Sovetskii Khudozhnik, 1976), 247-67; idem, an
Texcra, Brown University Slavic Reprint IX, (Providence, Rhode Island: Brown University Press,
1971), esp. 300-301; etc.

1411 ouman, Jexuuu, 1964, and CIPYXTIYpa, originally published in 1970.

142Here 1 remind the reader of the assumption implicit in this analysis that Lotman probably read
Bakhtin for the first time around 1964-1965. [ should also repeat the fact mentioned above that
although flexiiuy was published in 1964, it was composed between 1958 and 1962.
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applications for the use of statistical and mathematical methods in literary

research,14® which was, of course, anathema to Bakhtin.

Lotman has not made specific references to Bakhtin as anything like a
formative influence. However, he has m~de many comments in which he
clearly attempis to define his position relative to Bakhtin's, thereby
estabiiching the nature oi his great respect for the latter's ideas and
acknowledging the need to define his own position in relation to them.144
Clearly, he considers him to be an important part of the heritage of Soviet
semiotics and of his own position. He has also made explicit the need to be
cautious and to avoid exploiting Bakhtin's narme and ideas in an imprudent

and non-scientific manner.145

This demonstrates above all his sense of closeness to Bakhtin, and
his sense of having come to terms with the latter's ideas in a dialogical
sense. Frequently, he tries to develop Bakhtin's position, or to go beyond
it.146 In this context we might be able to speak of influence, which is surely

an element here and elsewhere with Lotman and Bakhtin, but not the

143 o 1bid., 6, 9-10.

144ge¢ (he references above and the discussion in the following sections/chapters.

145~ This last point is especially vital, since we find more and mere often that there is a tendency not
to develop or interpret Bachtin's ideas, but mechanically to extend them into areas where their very
application should be a subject of special investigation. [...] Bachtin's complex and controversial
ideas have been oversimplified and made into a handy d.coration of scholarship.” Iurii M. Lotman and
Boris /L. Uspenskii, "New Aspects in the Study of Early Russian Culture,” a review of D. S.
Likhachev and A. M. Panchenko, “Smekhovoi mir" drevnei Rusi. in The Semiotics of Russian
Culture, 51 n5. Cf. also p. 37.

146g g. lurii M. Lotman, "TekcT B TekcTe,” TZS XIV (1981), 3-18; idem, "AuHaMeveckas
rogeap CEMHOTHYECKOH CHCTemH,” JZS X (1978), 18-33; idem, "Or pegakuru: K

npo6saerme IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOH CEMHOTHKH,” TZS XIX [IpocTpaHcTIRO, 3-6; and idem,
"Gogol and the Correlation.”
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51
dominating factor of the relationship. [t is probably best to view the

relationship as a case of shared concerns, attitudes, values and methods. |
would prefer to say that Bakhtin and Lotman have theoretical orientations

which are compatible and mutually supportive or reinforcing on many levels:

how and why remains 0 be shown.



.2 Bakhtin on Soviet Semiotics

Clearly, analyzing the manner in which Bakhtin has been appraised
by the Moscow-Tartu School reveals more about the appraiser than about
the appraised. It is significant that certain divisions, trends, and perhaps
sndrieomings within the Moscow-Tartu School emerge from the analysis,
&rii it is precisely the attitude of the Moscow-Tartu scholars to their own past

which renders divisions among them concrete.

Despite his contacts with members of the Moscow-Tartu School,147
and their fondness as a group (with notable exceptions) for him, Bakhtin, in
his typically unpredictable fashion, had aimost nci“- 1 to say, at least in
print, about Soviet semioticians. In fact, | have located only three definite
references to Lotman and his school,148 All three should be considered

within the context of the debates which were taking place in the Soviet

1475ee above.

148Mikhail M. Bakhtin, "Otper Ha Borpoc pesaxumn Homoro mupa.” 328-35, (originally
published in the journal muup_ under the title "Cmeaee noabr30BaATHCSH
BO3MOMHOCTAMHU."); idem, "H3a 3anHcen 1970-1971 ToAoB," 339; idem, "K
MeToA0n0rHH TYMaHHTApHHEX Hayk," 372. All three selections have been puolished in
idem, Mmm (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1979), hereinafter referred 1o
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Union betweesn the structuralists and their various opponents during the
1960s and 1970s.149

The debates concerned, as mentioned above, questions of the
applicability of precise methodologies in the study of literature, the
evaluation of past contributions to the theory and study of literature in the
Soviet Union, and other related questions. It should be remembered that the
debate and polemic had dimensions which were not only theoretical, but
political and economic as well. Like structuralism, tha debate actually began
in the mid-fifties during the post-Stalin thaw, and questions of the control of
institutions, access to print media, and contact with western scholars and
institutions were at stake. Bakhtin was not actively involved in these
cebates, although his HoBHH__MHup essay did bring him into the arena
somewhat. He was, however, implicitly involved in two respects. First, his
name occasionally appeared in articles written by other scholars, not just in
the articles by Lotman and lvanov mentioned above, but in others as well.
Secondly, he published several essays!50 in the annual journal KoHTeKkcT,
which was in most respects an anti-structuralist publication. However, the
debate and polemics of the period interest us !.2re only as background, so |
will not go into detail about any particular events or processes which formed

and characterized it.151

149See Seyffert, Soviet Literary Structuralism.
1500r allowed them to be published. See the discussion on this question below.

15 1Again, Seyffert has gore into considerable detail in presenting many of the conicerns and essays that
conditioned and comprised the debate. Cf. also Shukman, Literature and Semiotics, appendix III.
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The question which had been put to Bakhtin by the editors of Hoprli
MHP was "KaKk aA OLEeHHBAI COCTOSHHE JAHTEPATYpPOBEAEHHS B
HalH AHH."152 Wihile recognizing a significant tradition - he mentions
Veselovskii, Potebnia, Tynianov, Tomashevskii, Eikhenbaum, and Gukovskii
- and an existing infrastructure, his overall evaluation is that literary studies
in the Soviet Union are not in a good state, and are not taking advantage of
their potential. He decries the lack of risk taking, bold hypotheses, and solid
astablished methodologies. He does acknowledge that there is no shortage
of truisms and clichés. He adds that one can find good work being done,
occasional profound articles, and so on, but there are three large and
relatively isolated positive phenomena to which he wishes to direct special
attention: N. Konrad's book 3amag H BocTok, D. S. Likhachev's book
[JooTHKa gpeBHepycckoi AHTEepaTYpL, and "Tpy sl MO 3HAKOBRIM
CHCTeMaM, YeTHpe BHNYcCKa (HampaBAeHHE MOAOABIX
HCCcaeAoBaTeNeH, Bo3raasageMulx 0. M. JlotManor)."153 Bakhtin
then indicates he will look at only two aspects of the study of the history of
literature, ignoring other questions for the moment, and especially questions

related to the study of contemporary literature and its history.

1523CT, 328. The question was put to ten scholars between November 1970 and June 1971. Seyffert,
i i ism, 295. Judging by Seyffert's work and other indicators, only Bakhtin's

reply has retained any lasting interest.

1533CT, 329. Konrad's book does not appear to be particularly well known, at least outside its rather

specific field, Likhachev's book has become a classic text in the study of old Russian literature and

culture, and, of course, continues as a vital part of the

publishing activity of the Moscow-Tartu school.
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[Ipexxae Bcero JgAHTepaTypoBeAeHHE AOAMHO
YCTaHOBHTH ©6osee TECHYIO CBSI3b C HCTOpHEHN KYJAbBTYPH.

JlutepaTtypa — HEOTPHBHad 4YacTh KYJ/ALTYPH, €€ Heab3d
NOHATb BHE HEJO0CTHOr0 KGHTEKCTAa BCeH KYABTYPH JAaHHOH
SMOXH. E€ HeaonycTHMO OTPHBAaTb OT OCTaAbHOH

KyAbTYypH H, KakK 3TO YacTo AeqNaeTcs, HeNoCcpeACTBEHHO,
TaK CKa3aTh, 4Yepe3 To040BY KYJABTYPH COOTHOCHTb C
COLIHANbHO —3KOHOMHUYHCKHMH (aKTOpaMH. 3TH dakTopu

BO3AEHCTBYIOT Ha KYABTYPY B €€ LleaoM H TOJBKO Yepes
Hee a BMSCTE€ C Helo Ha JaHTepaTypy.!'54

He goes on to stress that it is insufficient both to study the specificity of
literature - a remark directed at formalism and certa.. aspects of its heritage -
and to study the history of literary movements in isolation. Here again, he
would appear to be referring in the first place to the *armal school and similar
tendencies, but his criticisms also direct themselves to official notions of
literature and culture. He goes on to expand and qualify his remarks and

then confirms that Konrad, Likhachev, as well as Lotman and his schoeol

MpH BCeM PpPa3AHYHH HX METOACAOTHH OAHHAKOBO He
OTPHBAIOT JHTEepaTYpPH OT KYABTYPH, CTpeMATICS IOHSATH

AHTepaTypHHE SBJAE€HHA B AHPPepeHUHPOBAHHOM €AMHCTBE
BCEeH KYABTYPH 3MOXH.!55

This point, which could fairly be said to refer to the synchronic
dimension of the question, i.e the view from an intersystemic perspective, is

essential to Bakhtin's understanding of literature, and cannot be ignored.

1545¢T, 329.
1551pid., 330.
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However, "elé 6oaee mary6Ho 3aMHKaTh JHTepaTypHOEe SIBJAEHHE
B O0AHOH 23MoXe ero co3gaHHA, B e€ero, TakK CKa3aTh,
coBpeMeHHOCTH."156 This, then, is the diachronic perspective. Bakhtin
says that great literary works are prepared by centuries, that it is necessary
to see their past, and how they grew into the future, enriched by new
meanings.
firTOp - MAESHHHK CBOE€H 3TMOXH, CBoeH
coBpemeHHOCTH. [Ilocaeanyolliie BpeMeHa OCBOGOWAAIOT €ro

H3 23TOro mnfeHa, H AHTEpaTypOBedeHHE TNPH3IBAHO IMOMOYb
3TOMY OCBOGOMAEHHIO.!57

Further, he speaks of each individual culture being not closed but
open, and part of human culture.158 While | could go on to present more
individual statements he makes in this essay, this is its major point and
thrust. It is important to see that it could almost be a manifesto of much of
Lotman's writing from the periods both before and after its appearance.
Much of the following chapters wiil be devoted to juxtaposing Lotman’'s and
Bakfitin's ideas with regard to their compatibility, so | will not endeavor at
present to provide quotes from Lotman to show precise details of how
Bakhtin's program aligns with his. For now, it is important to stress that at
this point Bakhtin feels that Lotman is carrying out a program which satisfies

the criteria he is putting forward. | would add that of the three literary studies

1561bhid,, 331.
1571bid.,, 332.
1581pid., 333.
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he mentions, Lotman's comes the closest to realizing Bakhtin's methodology

and proposals.159

At approximately the same time as Bakhtin's essay was being
published, he recorded in his notebook remarks referring to Lotman which
are sharply and peculiarly at odds with what he stated in the essay. These
notes were not published until 1979,160 but that part which concerns us here,
or a variation thereof, was repeated in print much earlier in the essay which
will be taken up next. It should be remembered that the notebook records
are just that: they are jottings, ideas recorded by Bakhtin without great
regard for thematic unity, argument, cohesion, or flow. Some of them are
reflections, others are criticai observations of various phenomena, still others
are ideas stored for further development. They must not be uncritically

accepted as well-defined or definitive.

The reference to Lotman which interests us here occurs in the

following fragment.

Hayyenue xyabrypu (M Tol HAM HHOA e€é 06aacTH)
Ha yposHe CHCTeMH H Ha 6oaee BHCOKOM YpOBHE

OpraHHYeCKoro egHHCTBA: OTKPHTOIro, CHOCOOHOro Ha
rubear u o6HoBJAEHHe, TpaHCUeHAHpywolero cebs (To ecTh
BHXOASULET O 3a CBOH npeaens.) IToHurMaHHe

MHOTOCTHABHOCTH EBreHud Oderuyga (cm. y JloTmaHa) kak

mepexogHpoBaHHA (poMaHTH3Ma Ha peaaHaM H Ap.)

1591 otman even found it appropriate to quote from this essay for help in explicating certain aspects of
his theory which had come under attack. Lotman, "Heckoa»Ko 3amedyaHuH Ino noBoAy
ctaTtbd [Ipod¢. Mapuu. P. Mastenonomn," 87.

» 336-360.
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NIPHBOAHT K BHIAACHHIO CaMOI0 BaMHOTO AHa/JA0IHYEeCKOIO
MOMEHTa H K (peBpallleHHIO AHAaJAO0ra CTHAEH B IpocToe
COCylleCTBOBAHHE Ppa3HEIX BEPCHH OA4HOTO H TOro Me. 3a
CTH/AEM UeabHas ToYKa 3peHHS LeAbHOH JauyYyHocTH. Koa
peAnosnaraeT KaKyl—TO TOTOBOCTh CoOJ€pHMaHHA H
OCYIIE€CTBAEHHOCTh BHOGOpa MeMAy AaHHHMH KoaamH.!6!

Obviously, the passage is somewhat less than clear, or, to put it more
directly, it is, at least in places, opaque and disjointed. We are not dealing

with prepared lecture notes or a diary intended for other readers.

The reference to Lotman is to an article from 1965 published in
muwwgn Il, i.e. to a part of the phenomena
which Bakhtin so eagerly and openly praised in his HoRRIH mMup essay.162
Why Bakhtin singled out this and only this particular article for criticism in his
private notes is unclear, especially since by the end of 1970 Lotman had
over 200 publications.1€3 |In this article Lotman wants to demonstrate how
meaning is produced in different kinds of semiotic systems. He refers to
what he calls internal (simple and multiple) transcoding and external (binary
and multiple) transcoding. | will not go into detail on all of these variations,
especially as Lotman does not sufficiently elaborate all aspects of the
distinctions he makes between these processes. This is typical of Lotman:
frequently he will raise a question, analyze it in terms of certain distinctions,

and then take up only those aspects which concern him at the moment,

1615¢T, 339.

1621 otman, "0 npobaere 3HaAYEHHH BO BTOPHYHHEIX MOAeNHPYIOLUHX CHCTemax,"
TZS 11, (1965), 22-37. The article was incorporated into CIpYKTvpa, 44-64.

163"Cnucox mevatnmx Tpysos 10. M. SlotMana.”
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leaving the reader to either take his word for the viability of the distinctions,
or put his imagination and/or his own analytical skills to work. If the reader is
unaware of this tactic, it can be quite confusing, but otherwise it is simply a

means of getting to the heart of a problem as quickly as possible.164

As an example of multiple internal transcoding Lotman turns to
romanticism, which he calls a closed semiotic system. By "closed,” Lotman
means it is inward-looking while claiming for itself ur.iversality, a monopoly
on world views, and that it has a distinctively non-pluralistic perspective. He

takes the example of the opposition

genius - crowd

and shows how its meaning is received from its relationship to certain other
concepts in the system of romanticism, which are all variants of an invariant

archeseme or archemeaning. These variants can be arranged as follows:
greatness lowliness
uniqueness, exceptionainess banality, mediocrity
spirituality  materiality
creativity baseness
rebellion submission!€5

164Cf Alexander D Nakhlmovsky and Ahce Stone Nak}umovsky, preface to Ihg_Ss_mmugs_Q_f

Alexander D Nakhun0vsky and Ahce Stone Naklumovsky wnh an lntroducuon by Boris GaSparov
(Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1985), 8: "The rules of academic discourse in the
Soviet Union are different from those of the West. In the Soviet Union, the primary mode for
communication is oral: conversations, seminars, talks. A published article is a record of thoughts that
have been put forward elsewkere. It is accepted as a kind of shorthand for work in progress, and the
way it is written--as opposed to what it says--is not subject 1o pamcular scruuny Lidiia Ginsburg is a
writer of great elegance, but Lotman and Uspenskii do not try in their writings for a particular
precision cof expression, nor do they see it as their task to do so.”

1651 otman, "0 npo6aerme 3HaYeHHH," 25-26. (BesaHyHe — HHYTOKECTBO\
HEOOHYHOCTb, MCKAIOYHTEABHOCTh — IIOLIAOCTh, 3aYpPSA4HOCTH\ AYXOBHOCTH -

MaTEepHAABHOCTh \ TBOPYECTBO — MHBOTHOCTD \ MSITE€H — IIOKOPHOCTH).
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To get a more precise sense of the meaning of these concepts within
the romantic conciousness we can contrast them with yet . iher series of
similar antithetical pairs which go into making up the semiotic system of
romanticism. What results is several intersecting series of oppositions, all of
which generate and elucidate the meaning of each of the variants and
uitimately their invariant archeseme without there being any need to actually
step outside the system.166 | est there be any doubt that Lotman holds that
these concepts are the same for any and all romantics, he had already
addressed the problem of the need to determine the distinct meaning of
such concepts for individual thinkers or writers within a semiotic system as

early as 1963.167

Lotman next turns to external transcoding. He takes an example from
EBreHufi OQOHeruH in which he says Pushkin is looking .+ u.nanticism as a
realist, i.e. located outside of it, and tries to reveal the meaniig of the former
by transcoding it into the contrasting style of realism.168

lloka3aTrenbHo, YTO poMaHTHYECKAH dpa3eonorug

JleHcKOro BEICTYNaeT KaK BHpayeHHe, a aBTopckasl pe4yp —
KaK e€ o6beKTHBHOE cogepHaHHe. CTpykTypa =He

1661pid.

167Lotman, "0 pasrpanudenun.” There he looks at the differes:t content of the concept "natural
state” for various 18th-century thinkers.

1681 enskii's romantic text runs: "OH MmCanT: Byay e cnacurear. /He morepnar,
4To6 pasBpaTHTenr /OTHEM H B3AOXOB M IOXBas /Maagoe cepaue ucKymiaq;
/49T06 4YepBb Npe3peHHNA, SAOBHTHH /Touyna aHaen crebeaex; /4Yro06
ABYXYTPEHHHH UBeTOK /VBsa emé NoNYypacKpHTHHA'. /Bce 3To 3HayHso,
Apy3pst: /'C npusitTeaem cTpeasiroch .'" A.S. Pushkin, EBreyusi  Oxerusy, VI, 17,
quoted in Lotman, "0 mpo6saere 3HaYenuH," 26.
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POMAHTHYECKOT O INOB@CTBOBAaHHA BOCHPHHHMAETCHd 34eCh He
KakK OAHH H3 MHOTHX BO3MOMHHX CIH0CO60B BHIpaMEHHHA, a
KakK cogepyaHHe, CTPYKTyba CaMOH AEHCTBHTE/NbHOCTH.!6%

What was Bakhtin thinking about when he made his riotes about
Lotman? He is clearly mistaken about Lotman's undertaking in the article on
meaning.170 |-ere are somz of the dimensions of his error. 1. Lotman is not
talking about EBrequii OHerun as a whole, he is simply using one stanza -
actually only part of it - to illustrate a point. | would say he is quite successful
in doing so, but he would not extend his limited analysis to the whole of the
work without major amplification, and even then it is quite unthinkable. 2.
He has not even tried to deal with the meaning of the entire stanza. He
always stresses the need to base a reading on as complete an analysis as
possible of all levels, internai and e:ternal. He has simply shown one way
in which meaning is produced on the level of style. 3. In principle, Pushkin
is being quite monologic nere, yet there is still much dialogue, none of which
Lotman denies. in fact, and it is this that is rmost incomprehensibly iacking in
Bakhtin's reading of Lotman's essay, a good deai of the remainder of
Lotman's article looks at much more complex forms i extsrnal transcoding
in Lermontov, especially in his [epoii_ Hauiero BgemeHH.'’' 4. Finally,
Bakhtin's last sentence in ihe Gquoted fragmant impiies somehow thai code,

for Lotman, equals /angue, which it most certainly does not.

1691bid., 27.

1701f it is too much o say he is mistaken, then he is at least being unfair, although I would hold to
the former.

171Egp. Ibid., 31-33.
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Between 1970 and 1973, Lotman and various members of the
Moscow-Tartu school were involved in a number of high- profile activities,
including public relations, publishing, and other scholarly endeavors. to
honor Bakhtin as a significant scholar, to aizseminate his ideas and theories,
and to further and deepen the study and understanding of his ideas and
contributions.72 It would seem that this period actually represents the peak
of such activity, which neither started nor stopped there. This background
makes something of a puzzle of Bakhtin's rather uncharitabie assessment of
Lotman and company in the publication entitled "k MeToa0AOTrUM
FyMaHHTapHHX Hayk," which was published posthumously.173
According to the editors, it was based on a sketch Bakhtin had put together
in the 1930s or early 1940s. What was published had been compiled by
Bak!tin in 1974, and called '3armeTKH' by the editors.174 V. V. Kozhinov had
prepared a special edition for publication in KoHTeKcT 1974,175 which
Bakhtin purportedly approved but which appeared after his death.176 it
differs in many respects from the originai, a situation whicn adds one more

chapter to the puzzies associated w:th the Bakhtin legacy, one which could

1721 have in mind e.g. the special session at the univer<ity of Moscow in 1970 to ceiebrate Bakiitin's
75th birthday, Ivanov's article "On the Significance,” .. the special Festschrift dedicated to Bakktin in

1973 10 which Lotman, Ivanov, and Toporov were significant contributors (IpoSaemMil MOITUXH
H_MCCTOPHY ABTePaTYDH).
1733¢T, 361-373.
1745¢T, 409.
175 (Moscow: 1975), 203-212. It appeared under the title "K MEeTOAOAOTHH
JIHTepaTypoBeAEHHSA."

. 409,
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possibly illuminate the roie of some of Bakhtin's editors in shaping that
legacy.177

There are two passages in the notes which mention structuralism and
Lotman is mentioned in one of them. In the first,'78 Bakhtin says that
contemporary literary scholars, especially structuralists, posit an ideal
listener and an ideal author thereby losing all dialogue, personification,

interaction, etc. He does not say that this refers to Lotman, and, of course, it

can not. Later on, | will take up Lotman's mode! of communication and other

aspscts of his theory which demonstrate that interaction is the key to
understanding his notion of the relationship between author, text and reader.
indeed, it is this concern that informs his refinement and substantial

modification of Jakobson's well-established and broadly accepted model of

communication.178

in the second passage,120 Bakhtin makes a number of remarks which
appear to be under the heading "Moe OTHOUIEeHHE K
CTPYKIypaausmy.” He declares himself first of all "mpoTHB 3amMEKaHHA

B TekcT," which is also programmatic for Lotman. He then refers negatively

177 There are three or, acually, four texts: The 2C°{ version, the Kontekst version, the original
authorial text from the 1930s or 1940s, presumably held in Bakhtin's archives, and the text given in
the notes to CT (409-411) which is said to be the original, and is entitied "K ¢HA0COPCKUM
OCHoOBaM rymaun'rap}mx HayYkx"™ and which the editors reprint "¢ HEKOTOPHMH

coxpame}mﬂnx Ibid., 409. Cf. also Ladislav Matejka, "The Roots of Russian Semictics of
in The Sign: Semiotics Around the World, ed. R. W. Bailey er af, Michigan Slavic

Comnbuuons No. 9, (Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications, 1978), 168-169, where he relates a
similar publishing history concerning versions of "TIlpo6aema cogsepHaHusa.”
1781mid , 367-68.

179This will be discussed in detail below.
1803¢T, 372.73. All references in the following section are to this passage.
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to "opposition” as a mechanical category, which it is not for Lotman, and
which Bakhtin himself has used very successfully and non-mechanically,
especially in his study of Rabelais (Bepx u HHu3s, etc.). Similarly, he reters
to "cmMeHa koa4oB,” which | have never seen anywhere in Lotman or
anyone else, but « - . is likeiy meant to be equated with
‘nepexoAHpoBaHHe, . & he refers again to Lotman's work on EBreHui
QHerHH in "O npobaeme 3HaYeHHH." The shortcomings of his reading of
this article have already been discussed above. He then turns once more to
the problem of "anenepcoHaau3auusa,” this time associated with
formalization and logic, but again opposed to dialogicity, which has also
been referred to above.'®! Before he reformulates that opposition in terms of
precision and depth, there is a sentence which reads "Bricokue OLEeHKH
CTPYKTypasaH3Ma,” and which makes no sense in or out of context. Finally,
there is a paragraph which, to some extent, expancds his comments on inter-
subjectivity and personalism, concepts which are idiosyncratic in relation to
Bakhtin's own theories, and properly so, but which are also present in
Lotman’s theories, and so insofar as they are intended as criticism of the
latter, they do not land solidly on him. More could be said about Bakhtin's
comments in these notes. However, just as the notes themselves seem to
have a somewhat ad hoc character, most comments are also of that nature.
There is also Bakhtin's unfortunate lack of differentiation between

structuralism and its practitioners, which is, after all, no less important than

181And see the discussion below of personality in Lotman's theory.

64



distinguishing between /angue and parole, code and text, monologue and

dialogue.

¥Yvhile | will not try 10 reduce Lotman to Bakhtin or Bakhtin to Lotman, i
will, | believe, be able to demonstrate ihat Bakhtin's original assessment of
Lotman in the 1970 article is the most valic, and | will also demonstrate that
while Lotman does not practice Bakhtinian dialogism as such - in reality,
only Bakhtin does - and despite a marked difference in use of terminology,
Lotman is actually very close to Bakhtin. Indeed, | will show that he shares
not only Bakhtin's central concern for "depth of penetration™ as opposed to
"precision”"182 put also a number of other very profound concerns touching

on literature as cognition and communication.

influence is an informative concept where it can be shown to be
operative. In the case of Bakhtin and Lotman, its operativeness cannot be
established, at least not yet. Nevertheless, there is a deeper dimension of
interrelationship, one | have called compatibility, and it is this | will endeavor
to demonstrate as forging a bond between the two theorists and at the same

time setting them apart from a majority of sthers.

1823CT, 372. In"K METOA0AOrMH T'YMaZHHTapHHX Hayx," this opposition does not play
anywhere near the role ascribed to it by Kozhinov in the KOHTEKCT version.
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1.3 The Bakhtin-Lotman Connection in Western Scholarship

Non-Soviet works have nct devoted a great deal of attention to
analysis of the relationship between Bakhtin and the Moscow-Tartu School,
and even less to the more specific question of the so-cailed Bakhtin-Lotman
connection. When the question is raised it is usually deferred to the works
by Ivanov and Segal cited above.83 |n 1976, Irwin Titunik could write:

. . . the relationship between Soviet semiotics and the Baxtin

legacy is something of a problem, and a problem, what is more, the
airing of which remains peculiarly untried.184

Littie has changed up to the present in this respect. The main thrust of
Titunik's very interesting and well-arqued article is to show the
inconsistencies and non-sequiturs which abound in the two articles by
lvanov and Segai.'® Of course, he does add a number of constructive
comments which indicate some possible directions for inve ‘sating the
question of the relationship between Bakhtin and Soviet Semiotics, tut for

the most part, these do not come very close 10 the present problem. One

183366 below.
184 Titunik, "M. M. Baxtin (The Baxtin School),” 329.

185"Owing to the unavailability of numerous key facts and the everpresent peril of sticking one's
finger into God knows what, no auempt will be made here to come to grips with the problem on such
a scale. Instead, zttention will be directed only to a few points of a conceptual nature, having to do
with the approach to 2~ * appreciation of M. M. Baxtin by V. V. Ivanov and D. Segal, in the hope that
thereby the disc: ssion might be at least opened.” Ibid.
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exception is a reference to the notion of primary and secondary modelling
systems as proposed and employed by Lotman. Here, Titunik feels
Bakhtin's position is diametrically opposed to the position of the Soviet
semioticians and especially of Lotman.86 | will take up this question below
in @ manner which is at odds with Titunik's interpretation. It should be noted
that besides the fact that Lotman's primary and secondary modelling
systems are not incompatible with Bakhtin's notions of language and artistic
activity, which | will try to demonstrate below, Titunik is relying for his
assessment on texts which he himself does not believe Bakhtin wrote.187
This is acceptable insofar as he is referring to the Bakhtin school, but he
speaks cf the "Bakhtin theory" and "the Bakhtin point of view"188 and cites

textual support from Voloshinov's works, although he himself has shown

they are not equivalent.

As mentioned, the overriding tendency seems to be to defer to
lvanov's article (and less so to Segal's) on the guestion of Bakhtin's
influence or connection with Soviet semiotics and Lotman. Stephen Rudy's
detailed (if not exhaustive!89) survey of Soviet semiotics is an example of
this tendency.'%0 Boris Schnaiderman, a Brazilian semiotician, similarly

defers to lvanov in his search for the antecedents of Soviet semiotics.19?

—

186bid., 333-34.

187See the references to Titunik in the discussion on the disputed texts above.

188Titunik, "M. M. Baxtin (The Baxtin School),” e.g. 332.

18%He concentrates primarily on the Moscow branch of the "school.”

190Stephen Rudy, "Semiotics in the USSR,” in The Semiotic Sphere, ed. T. A. Sebeok and J.

Umiker-Sebeok, (New York and London: PLenum Press, 1986), 555-582. On Bakhtin see esp. 561-
62, 564, 565.

191Boris Schnaiderman, "Semiotics in the USSR.” The discussion of Bakhtin is on pp. 102-106.




Schnaiderman’s line of thought is often hard to follow when he sets out on
his own. For example, he considers Bakhtin's criticisms of the formalists to
be "rude” since

these theorists of ‘'material aesthetics' were the ones who tcox

up his theses again and perceived that they contained valuable arc
innovating material for literary and semictic studies.192

It wouid appeai’ he has in mind - despite the use of the plural - Jakobson,
who, he says, "stands out as the one who contributed most to a revival of
Bakhtin's ideas."193 Naturally, he gives no references to illustrate this
questionable claim, but one suspects the influence of Ivanov here, with

whom Schnaiderman has had "talks.”194

Boris Oguibenine, in his retrospective essay,195 seems so dependent
on lvanov (and less so on Segal), as to give the impression that he has not
read Bakhtin.196 Still, he does offer something of an original proposition
according to which at the source of Lotman’'s notion of two models of
communication'97 lie Bakhtin's notions of dialogue and polyphony.198 The
chain of reasoning by means of which he arrives at this point is simply

unclear. There is, however, good reason to sympathize with his conclusion,

192ppid., 105.
1931hid.
1941pid., 104. See above for Ivanov's speculations about Jakobson and Bakhtin

195Boris Oguibenine, "Linguistic Models of Culture in Russian Semiotics: A Retrospective View,"
PTL 4 (1979), 91-118.

1961pid., esp. 111.

197\urii. M. Lotman, "0 aByx mMoseasx KOMMYHHKAaUHN B CHCTeMe KyABTYpH,"
IZS VI (1973), 227-243, and see below.

1980guibenine, "Linguistic Models,” 114-115,
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and | wili be following a similar line of thought below. Moreover, he also
seems to intuit Lotman's push to transform Jakobson's model of
communication to ailow for something like dialogue (he says polyghony
here).199 While i would change influence to something like reinforcement, it
certainly seems he has opened the discussion of an important aspect of the
Bakhtin-Lotman connection, although regrettably, he subsequently

reformulates it somewhat in terms of a consumption/reception position.200

Henryk Baran notes that through writings but even more so through
personal contact, the Moscow-Tartu school has had the unusual experience
of having had contact and influence with such scholars and progenitors as
Bakhtin, V. la. Propp, P. Bogatyrev, and "most important” Roman
Jakobson.201 He might have added that, although some of the Soviet
semioticians did know Bakhtin, they never worked with him or even
participated in conferences and seminars with him. They did work very

closely with the other three scholars he mentions.

Ann Shukman, although she has written a great deal on both Lotman
and Bakhtin, not to mention many aspects of Soviet literary theory and

semiotics,292 has been surprisingly silent on the question of the Bakhtin-

1991%id ., 115.

2Oorbicl., 116. It should aiso be added that his overall position in this article (in terms of influence or
predecessors) is to show nok only the role of Bakhtin, but zlso of Jakobson, setting them off as the
metalingnistic and linguistic backgrounds respectively. While I do not feel he is totally successful, it
is an interesting and necessary balance that he seeks 10 find.

201genryk Baran, Introduction to Semiotics and Suucturalism, ix-x.

2023ee gitle~ listed under her name in the bibliography, which is neither exhaustive, nor does it include
ali of * i extensive transiating and editorial contributions.
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Lotman nection. One indication - negative - she gives of her position is
in her discussion of the origin of Lotman's concept and use of the notion of
opposition. She claims he arrived at it through the works of Trubetskoy and
Jakobson on structuralist phonology which Lotman discovered in the
19605293 and in another place she says that a second source was the notion
of binary opposition in computer language.204 There is nothing
objactionable in what she says; it is what she does not say that is
problematic: namely, her omission of the contribution of Bakhtin's notion of

opposition, especially as he employs it in the Rabelais book.

Gitta Hammerberg's article on Tynianov and Jakobson seems to hold
promise of revealing important findings relevant to this question insofar és its
subtitle reads "(With Some Thoughts on the Baxtin and Lotman
Connection)."205 it is disappointing, within the present context, of course, to
learn she has in mind connections between Roman Jakobson and each of

Bakhtin and Lotman, and not between the latter two themselves.

Also promising in its title is D. W. Fokkema's article.206 However, he
sticks right to his title, and offers no indication oi the role of Bakhtin in the
picture he portrays - with one exception, that is. Here he fails under the

influence of Ivanov, or at least cites him as authority in claiming that

203Ann Shukman, "Soviet Semiotics and Literary Criticism,” New Literary History IX, 2 (1978),
193,

2041bid., 196.

205Giya Hammarberg, "A Reinterpretation of Tynianov and Jakobson on Prose (With Some Thoughts
on the Baxtin and Lotman Connection),"” in Language and Literary Theory, 379-401.

206p, w., Fokkema, "Continuity and Change in Russian Formalism, Czech Structuralism, and Soviet
Semiotics,” PTL, 1(1976), 153-196.
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Lotman's notion of the impossibility of making a sharp distinction between
expression and meaning is drawn from Bakhtin.207 Since this notion is
already present in fleK1HH,298 we can almost certainly rule out any
possibility of influence from Bakhtin.208 Finally, Krystyna Pomorska identifies
Bakhtin and L. Vygotskii as two outstanding adversaries and critics of the
theories of OPOIAZ,210 but, she says there is also a third.
Jakobson was not merely a member and cofounder but the
group's critic and "corrector” as well: it is thus natural that Jakobson's

theories, rather than those of Baxtin and Vygotskij, underlie the system

of the Tartu-Moscow school, which is the continuation and corrective of
the OPOJAZ today.211

Apparently feeling it to be self-evident, she simply lzaves it at that.212

Another scholar who has taken up the question of the connection
between Bakhtin and Lotman or, more specifically, Soviet Semiotics, is
Thomas Winner. Winner clearly senses a significant connection between
Bakhtin and his school and the Moscow-Tartu School. However, he is

unable to establish unariviguousiy what the nature of that connection is. In

2071bid., 182-183.
2081 ouman, JleKuuy. e.g. 4143,
209since Fokkema gives no page reference to Ivanov ("On the Significance™) and his page references to

Lowman are to the Geman translation of CIpYKTYpa, it is not a simple matter to follow through and
check up on what he <15 he has inferred.

210K rystyna Pomorska, "Poetics of Prose,” in Verbal Art. Verbal Sign, Verbal Time, by Roman

Jakobson, ed. Krystyna Pomorska, Stephen Rudy, (Minneapolis: University of M:innesota Press,
1985), 169.

2111bid. 1 think it is very likely she is polemicizi—g with someone, but she gives no indication who
that may be.

212Tomas Venclova mentions Bakhtin as an important influence but does not develop his

observations. HeycToyunoe pamHOBeCH:. e.g. 15,17,18
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1977, in a paragraph which refers to three works by Bakhtir (including one of
the disputed texts), Winner refers to at least eight important aspects of
Bakhtin's theories, lumps them all together, and concludes that "Baxtin's
ambitious approach underlies the later Tartu-Moscow scholars' complex
analyses of culture texts of all types."213 Not only is this not particularly clear,
but it lacks any sequence of ideas which wouid enable the reader to make
the causal links between Bakhtin and the later Soviet Scholars. In the
subsequent discussion he does not in any way illuminate the matter. There
are other problems with Winner's article, but for the present ciscussion it is

not necessary to take them up.

in a later article, also a general overview, Winner makes statements

which are not only somewhat unclear but unambiguously wrong.
While Formalism focussed attention on the text and lies at the
base of the early logocentrism of Soviet Semiotics, it is M. M. Bakhtin

who, as early as the 1920s, laid the foundations for the broad
intersystemic approach of contemporary Soviet semiotics.214

The statement about formalism and logocentrism is questionable on
the grounds that it seriously equivocates the significance of logocentrism as
applied to Russian formalism and Soviet semiotics respectively, and ignores

other factors, most notably the influence of Prague structuralist theories,

213Thomas G. Winner, "The Semiotics of Texts and its Application to Contemporary Poetics,” in
i vi i ; ed. Benjamin A. Stolz, (Ann Arbor:

Michigan Slavic Publications, 1977) 309.

21413em, "Russian Theories of the Twenties and Thirties,” 86.
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about which Winner, as a specialist in the field, is well aware.215 The notion
that Bakhtin could have "laid the foundations” for a major movemerit which
emerged and established itself at a time when he was practically unknown,
is both untenable, and carelessly made.2'® The whole notior. of foundations
is highly problematic. Taking Ilvanov as an example, we see his
unquestionable if unclear admission of Bakhtin's influence. but in his
idiosyncratic manner he also includes others, especially Eisenshtein, and |
would speculate that his answer to the question who actually laid the
foundations for Soviet semiotics would put Roman Jakobson ahead of
Bakhtin, as long as it is understood that the question refers to foundations.
But Winner himself is unsure of what actually composes those foundations.
In 1977, he had already made the claim that
the fertile ideas which originated in Prague in the thirties laid the
foundation for modern semiotics, shaping the Tartu-Moscow school of

sem.otics, the Polish and Czech schocls, and much of the semiotics of
Western Europe, the Western Hemisphere and Israel.217

There is a great need to distinguish between foundations and
influence, and of the two, only the latter can possibly be applied to Bakhtin,

and even then only in a proper chronological and conceptual perspective.

215Cf Idem "Jan Mukarovsky The Begmmngs of Structural and Semiotic Aesthetics,” in Sound.
I , g e, ed. Ladislas Matejka, Michigan

Slav1c Publxcauons, No 6, (Ann Arbor Umversny of Mlchlgan, 1976) 433435,

216¢f,, e. g. Rudy, "Semiotics in the USSR," 556, where he makes the comment that Toporov and

Tvan0v "laid the foundations for the development of semiotics in the USSR.” Though not

disputable, it surely is a inuch more reasonable position.

217Winner, "Jan Mukarovsky,” 443. Incidentally, this statement is probably much more defensible
than the one concerning Bakhtin.
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The same kind of problems inhere in Winner's assertion that Lotman's
concept of primary and secondary modelling systems "evolved"” from
Bakhtin's views.218 This is a no less blatant and careless anachronism than
the previous assertion. Clearly, Winner fails to make the effort to distinguish
between what may be ccinmonly heid by the two groups or their
representatives, and what may be considered genuine influence.219 To an

important extent this is precisely what this dissertation will seek to establish.

Caryl Emerson has also posited an influence of Bakhtin on Lotman.
"It is likely that Lotman's move from Structuralism to cultural semiotics was
inspired in part by the powerful ideoclogical field generated by Bakhtin's
work."220 Unfortunately, she does not elaborate. Again, the fact of Bakhtin's
influence at this particular moment is almost unquestionable, but what is
more important is how Bakhtin's ideas fused with Lotman's given the latter's

deep roots in broad intersystemic thinking.

The most precise statements | know of concerning a connection
between Bakhtin and Soviet Semiotics, with particular emphasis on Lotman,

have been made by Simonetta Salvestroni.22! Her poini of departure

218Winnc.ar, "Russian Theories,” 87. Compare this with Titunik's statement above concerning the
essential incompatibility of the notions of primary and secondary modelling systems with Bakhtin's
views.

219There is also the fact that something like a notion of secondary modelling system exists prior to
Lotman's association with the Soviet semiotic movement, and prior to any discernible influence of
Bakhtin. See Dmitri Segal's article from 1961 quoted below.

220Caryl Emerson, Foreword to i i in's_" in,” tr. with an
introduction and notes by Sona Stephan Hoisington, (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1988), xi.

2215imm9nena Salvestroni, "Bachtin in Soviet and West European Semiotic Research,” in Mikhail

Mikhailovich Bakhtin, His Circle, His Influence, 197-221.
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concerning this connection, in particular, is formulated as follows. "The work
cf Michail Bachtin, .. .is undoubtedly a fundamental rsicrence point for
research carried out in recent years in the Soviet Union."222 Nete the crucial
difference in her statement as compared with Winner's where Bakhtin is said
to have laid the foundations for Soviet theories. She further points out that
while there is a convergence of ideas between Bakhtin and various trends in
western scholarship, they likely developed independently, due above all to
common concerns and interests.223  The major focus of her wide-ranging
and perhaps overly eclectic discussion is on epistemology, questions of the
growth of knowledge, and the philosophy of science. Whiie her presentation
of these questions is not flawless - in particular, | would mention her failure
to separate Einstein and Einsteinian relativity from quantum theory,224 she
makes a number of very interesting and perceptive points. | will not be
concentrating on technical aspects of epistemology any more than Bakhtin
or Lotman do, and certainly not on Salvestroni's level of abstraction and
generalization. However, these questions are highly pertinent to the broader
question of a Bakhtin-Lotman connection and must be raised if not

resolved.225

I know of no other studies which take up the question of a connection

between Lotman and Bakhtin although passing reference to it is made

2221bid., 197-8. And she makes a special reference to Lotman.

2231bid., 198

224154, 207, 211.

2";'-SComparv.a Shukman'’s treatment of the question of epistemology in Lotman, which is for the most

part at odds with Salvestroni's, in "The Canonization of the Real: J urij Lotman's Theory of Literature
and Analysis of Poetry,” PTL, I (1976), 317-338.
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occasionally, usually, as mentioned, in the context of ivanov's and Segal's
articles. | would like to avoid the type of error committed by Winner, as well
as that made by Titunik - a normally cautious scholar - so | would repeat that
I do not intend to try to prove Bakhtin was a formative influence on Soviet
Semiotics or on Lotman. It is a more prudent and probabilistic strategy to
argue for tne existence of a common outlook and aporoach based on
fundamentai pririciples and methodological orientation, and manifesting
itself in a profound and somewhat unique body of theoretical and applied
studies on literature and culture. Much of what | have to say may not be
altogether new or revolutionary as bits of information, but | see my task as
putting these things together in a manner which will bring new light and new
understanding to the work of these two scholars and by exterision to the
object of their studies, in particular, literature as communication and

cognition.
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. LITERATURE, LANGUAGE, AND LINGUISTICS

in this chapter | will examine relationships among the key notions of
literature, language and linguistics in the theories of Russian formalism,
Prague school! structuralism, Roman Jakcbson, Bakhtin, and Lotman. | wiil
attempt to demonstrate that these are the notions which more than any
others separate the theories of Bakhtin and Lotman from those of their
immediate predecessors. Insofar as "logocentrism” has been characteristic
of so much of twentieth-century criticism and litarary theory - formalism,
structuralism, pest-structuralism, deconstructivism, etc. - this must be seen as
a crucial area for detecting and understanding differences and similarities.
The decision concerning which theoretical positions were to be examined
was motivated by two primary considerations. First, both Lotman and
Bakhtin made serious and significant efforts to clarify their positions and
define a stance relative to Russian formalism. while the Prague school is

obviously clcsely related to the latter. The historicai-genetic and
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geographical link is therefore manifest. Secondly, other major traditions
such as the French schools of Kristeva, Barthes, Todorov, and the
deconstructivists, for example, as mentioned above, simply do not have a
great deal in common with the theories of Lotman and Bakhtin. Thus a
principle of exclusion applies here.

The characterization of each school or position will necessarily be
somewhat general, however, it is hoped that the points of primary
significance will emerge with sufficient clarity so as to illuminate the crucial

differences upon which my argument rests.

1



ill.1. Russian Formalism and the Question of Literariness

(1HTepaTypHOCTB)

Russian formalism arose as a movement or school in the middle of
the second decade of the twentieth century.226 |t was in effect a hybrid of two
separate groups of young scholars, the Moscow Llinguistic Scciety, founded
in 1915, and the O611eCcTBO H3YYEeHHSA TOITHYECKOTO SI3HKA (OPOIAZ),
founded in St. Petersburg (Petrograd) in 1916. They considered the current

state of literary studies to be, in general, unsatisfactory, especially inscfar as

226For the history of the movement the standard work is Victor Erlich, Russian Formalism: History -
Dogctrine, Third Edition, Slavis:ic Printings and Reprintings, IV, (The Hague, Paris: Mouton, 1969).
See also Medvedev, $opMaARkNA MeToq; Hansen-Love, Aage, "Russian Formalism,” tr. Alison
Herford, Essays in Poetics VI, 2 (1981), 54-62; Krystyna Pomorska, Russian Formalist Theory and Its
Poetic Ambiance, Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, 82, ed. C. H. van Schooneveld, (The Hague,
Paris: Mouton, 1968); Tony Bennett, Formalism and Marxism. (London and New York: Methuen and
Co. Ltd, 1979); and Introduction to i i ificism; , tr. and with an
Introduction by Lee T. Lemon and Marion J. Reis, (Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska
Press, 15685), ix-xvii. For concise information concerning the biographics and bibliographies of
leading members of the formalist school see Igor Chernov, "Brief Biographical and Bibliographical
Notes on Leading Formalists,” tr. Ann Shukman, Formalist Theory, Russian Poetics in Translation.
4, 1977, 1-12. See also, in the same volume, idem, "A Contextual Glossary of Formalist
Terminclogy,” tr. Ann Shukman and L. M. O'Toole, 1348.

For many of tiie basic texts of Russian formalism, see [oaTHXA: COOPHHMKH TQ TeopuH
TO3THYECKOTO g3y a, St. Petersburg: np, 1919. Reprint, Bibliotheca Slavica, INo. 1, Reprint
Series, (Zug, Switzeriand: Inter Documentation Comparty Ag., 1967), (hereinafter referred to as
COopHMKH); Texie der Russischen Formalisten, Band I, Texte zur Allgemeine Literaturtheorie und
zur Theorie der Prosa, mit einer einleitenden Abhandlung herausgegeben von Jurij Streidter, ed. Witold
Kcsny, (Munich: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1969); Texte der Russischen Formalisten, Band 11, Texle zur
Theoriz des Verses und der poetischier Sprache, Eingeleitet und herausgegeben von Wolf-Dieter
Stempel, ed. Inge Pauiman, (Munich: Wiihelm Fink Verlag, 1972), (hereinafter referred to as Texie |
and Texte IT); and Russian Poetics in Translation, 4.
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it did nct seem to be an independent field of inquiry and study.22’7 They
perceived a need to establish a branch of learning with its own principles,
methods and object of study. With this end in mind they set out to discover
and establish the specificity of literature and literary studies, i.e. what they

called literariness or 1HTEpaTypHOCTb.

Current theories of literature were found seriously wanting. In
particular, the young formalists rejected the popuilar theories of Aleksander
Potebnia (1835-1891), especially his insistence on the notion of poetry as
thinking in images,228 while, as Erlich points out, they owe a large and
largely unacknowiedged debt to his - Potebnia's - affirmatiocn of the need to
align poetry with linguistics and see it as a special form of verbal
behaviowur;229 they also took issue with the position of Aleksander
Yesgiovskii (1838-1906), especially his genetic approach, ailthough his
recognition of the need to define a science of literature and his interest in
identifying constant motifs and ‘formulae’ in literature were very important
stimuli for the formalists;230 and they rejected sociological, utilitarian, and
ideologically oriented theories of all varieties. At the same time it should be

noted that they found the theoretical studies of Russian symboalists - which

227 And lacked scientific reliability. See e.g. lurii Tynianov, "0 AHTepaTypHOR IBOAOLMH,” in

ings i i icS: i . comp. Ladislav Matejka, second revised edition,
Michigan Slavic Publications, No. 2, (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, Department of Slavic
Languages and Literatures, 1971), 10C.

2283ce Erlich, Russian Formalism. 23-26, and Viktor Shklovskii, "HCKycCTBO Xak mpHéM,” in
COOpPHUKH, esp. 101-102, snd idem, "TTote6us," in COOPHHKH, 3-0.

22%¢y, Erlich, Russian Formalism, 23-26, an? for an example of how his influence was realized cf.
Boris Tomashevskii, "TeMaTuka,” in wmzm_ﬂmma. fourth edition,

(Moscow and Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel'stvo, 1928, Reprint, The Slavic Series, 6, New York
and London: Johnson Reprint Corporation, 1967), 131-204.

230grlich, Russian Formalism, 26-32.
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were strongly influenced by the theories of Potebnia - aimest totally
unacceptable, objecting in particular to the emphasis of the symbolists on

inspiration, transcendentalism, the image, 'impressionism’, and so on.231

Under the influence of the linguistic theories of Bauduocin de
Courtenay?®2 and Ferdinand de Saussure,233 the philosophical impetus of
Husserlian phenomenology as presented especially by Gustav Spet,234 and
to a great extent the poetic practice of Russian futurism, especially of Velimir
Khiebnikov and Vladimir Maiakovskii, with whom some of the formalists had
close personal contacts,235 they identified literature as a linguistic activity
with a specilically ae..netic function.23¢ |n this way, they sought to rid
literature of the burdens of reiigious, philosophical and other ideological
trappings,237 as well as relieving its study of the need to pursue causal or

ger.atically oriented studies. Literature was se¢::n0 as a specially organized

2315ee e.g. Shklovskii, "Hl<Ky: STBO KaK mpuém.” 102-103, and Boris “Eikhenbaum. "Teopus
‘bopMmanpHOro metoga’, nQ_axdrepatrype: PaGornl pasHmnx aer, (Moscow:
Sovetskii Pisatel’, 1987), :05- 106 112-115. Fe: a very brief description of symbolist poetics see
Erlich, Russian Formalism, 33-41.

232See Edward Stani ‘ewicz, mwmmmmmw
PdR Press Publications in the History of Linguistics, 3, (Lisse: Peter de Ridder Press, 1976), and
Erlich, Russian Formalism, esp. 60-62.

233See Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, ed. Charles Bally and 4 !bert Sechehaye,
with Albert Reidlinger, tr. Wade Baskins, New York: Philosophical Library, 1959), fonathen Culler,
Ferginand de Saussure, revised edition, (I{thaca, New York: Cormnell University Press ' 86), and
Erlich, Russian Formalism, 65.

234Er)ich, Tbid., ~sp. 61-63.

235¢y, Erlich, Ibid,, 41-50, Pomorska, Ryssian Formalist Theory, esp. 77-92, and for an example of
shared concems of formalists and ruturists, see Vladimir Maiakovskii, "Kax aesaTe cTHXH?" in

5 vol. 5, (Moscow: Biblioteka "Ogonek,"
Izdatel'stvo "Pravda,” 1968), 466-500.

236"/lutepaTypa . . . OTHOCHTCH K CJ10BECHOH AEATEASHOCTH YenoBeKa." Boris

Tomashevskii. KpaTKHH XYPe MOITHKH, (Moscow, Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’ stvo,

1928; second edition, Russian Study Series, No. 70, Chicago: Russian Language Specialties, 1969),
18.

237E.g. Viktor Shklovskii, "Bockpewrense cacsa,” in Texte, II, 8-10.
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linguistic activity,238 which was to be distinguished by its formal,232 and not
its ideational or cognitive aspects. It was deamed important in this respect to
study literature not in relation to other systems of idr ‘s or other social and
historical processes or series, but immanently, in terms of its own particular
formal organization and linguistic functioning,240 i.e. in terms of its
devices.24? It needed to be freed from its subjugation to other disciplines
and interests. A colorful analogy put forward by Roman Jakobson in 1921
illustrates the formalists' view of the prevailing situation and why it was in

need of being overcome.

Takum o6pasv.: wite: 1€TOM HayKH o auTepaTtype
ABJASCTCA HE€ JAHTepaIv: ., a JAHTepaTyYpPHOCTb, T.e. TO, 4TO
R AaHHCeE NMpoOH3BEeAEHHE AHTEepaTYypPHHM
iy 2 M @HHIHM. Memay Tem, A0 CHX TMOp HCTOPHKH
L4707 UYPH MPEeHMYMIECTBEHHO YRoA4060AA4HCh TOAHIIHM,
KG+ 5, HMes UeAaABI0O apecToBaTh ollpegeieHHOEe JHIO,

3aXxBaTHaAa OH Ha BCAKHH cay4Ya@ Bcex M Bce, YTO
HaX0AHAOCE B KBapTHpPe, a TaKWe CJAYYaHHO NpOXOAHBUIHX
o yaxue mHMoO. Tak H HCTOpHKaM JHTepaTyps BCe Ilao
Ha norpeby — O6HT, NCHXOAJrHA, MONMTHKA, dHNOCOPH .
BrecTo Hayk. o aHTepaType coasaBaacs KOHraomepart
AOMOPOIUEHHNX LHCUHNAHH. Kak On zabnBaJgoc. YTo 3TH
CTaThH OTXOAAT K COOTBETCBYIOU[HM HayKaM — HCTOpPHHU
dHAOCOPHH, HCTOpHH KYABTYER, ICHXOJAOTHH M T. A., H
iTO TMOCJ/AeaHHe MOryT ecTeCTBEHHO MHCIOAb3OBATL U

238g g. Lev Izkubinskii, "0 mo3THYeckoM rnoccerMocoseTaduu,” in COOPHHUKH, 12, and
idem, "0 3BYXaX CTHXOTBOPHOro $s3HKa,” in COOPHHMKH, 37, and compare Shklovskii,
"HckyccTBOo kak mpuem," 102-103.

23%dem, 113.

" *J8tiklovskii, "TloTe6Hs," 6, Tomashevskii, KpaTxug xypc. 18-19.

241shkiovskii, "HCKYCCTBO XaX mpHém,” and Tomashevskii, KpaTkuii_Kypc, 20

82



JAMTepaTypPHHE NaMATHHKH, KaK A€PeKTHHE, BTOPOCOPTHHE
AOKYMEHTH. Ecau HayKka o0 JaHTepaTyre XodeT <CTaTh
HAYKOH, OHAa TpPHHYMA2eTCHA TNPH3HATEL MpuemM' CBOIM
€LMHCTBEHHHM 'Tepoem'.242

While the so-called Formal school evoived significantly from its
maximalist position as declared in the first five years or so of its existence,
and not all its members shared that position equally,243 no attempt wili be
mezde he'? to outline the full development of the schcz! or all its
achievements and contributions. The major contribution of the school wzs
surely in its re-orientation of literary studies by attempting to determine the
specificity of literature and study it within the contexi of human linguistic
activity. The political =iiuation in the Soviet Union did not permit formalism to
evolve and deveiop it. enormous potential. instead, as a movement, it was
definitively halted by about 1928, but in many respects even earlier. At any
rate, the present fazus of attention is an the innovations and insights brought
forward by the formalists precisely ‘- relation to the matrix of literature,

language and linguistics.

Having established to their own satisfaction the basic linguistic nature
of literature, the formalists held that, within the field of linguistic phenc~ ~=a,

the further necessary distinction of literature from non-literature244 was made

242Roman Jakohson, "HoBeiiast pycckast noasus. Ha6pocok mepBmA: Beamamiip
Xaebuuxkos," in Texte, II, 30-32.

243Cf. Erlich, Russian Formalism, 70f¥.

2""‘E.g.: "Co3naHHe HAYYHOH TFO3THKH AOAKHO OGHTIP Ha4YaTo ¢ (aKTHYECXOIw
Ha MAacCCOBHX ¢aKTaX HNOCTPOSHHOIr0 TIpH3HAHHSA, 4YTO CYIECTBYOT
Mpo3aHYeCcKHA' M 'MO3THYECKHH' SASHKHM, 3aKOHH KOTOpPHYX pa3fHYHHE, H C
aHaAH3a J3THX Pa3AXYMH.” Shklovskii, "TloTebHa,” 6. See also " ~mashevskii, KpaTKUH
Kypg, 18-19.
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largely through the teleological notion of function (e.s): literature had a
different function than other linguistic phenomena.245 Within a given work it
was necessary {o recognize that there might be other functions as well, but
the aesthetic or poetic functiuzn was the 'dominant’ one.246 Thus poetry or
litevature is not equal to its poetic iunction, but is dominated, or determined

by it.

Having identified the notion of aesthetic function247 and of the
dominant it was possible to recognize a hierarchy of functions within the
poetic work248 and the specific characteristics of the aesthetic function.249
Thus the aesthetic function is what makes the work literary (antistic) and the
aesthetic functicn is rianif2sted within the work in or through various formal
artistic devires. These devices are used "YToOH 3TH Belu (i.e. poetic
works, A.R.) O BO3MOMHOCTH HaBepHSIKa BOCIPHHHUMAMAHCBh, Kak
XyaoHecTBeHHEI¢."250 This can best be understood in the context of a

general definition of art:

245¢y, €.g. Iakubii....:. "O 3B¥KaX CTHXOTBOPHOTO $sI3HKa," in COOpHHUKH, 37, and Roman
Jakobson, "What is Pu.iry,” in Semiolics of Art: Prague School Contributions, ed. Ladislav mateika,

Irwin R. Titunik, (C . =bridge, Mass., London, England: The MIT Press, 1976), esp. 174.

246¢f. Roman Jakobson, "The Dominant,” in Readings in Russian Petics, 82-4.

247The terms 'aesthetic function’ and ‘poetic function’ are essentially interchangeable here, as are the
terms 'poetic language' and literary language’. These pairings, especially the latter, reflect a peculiarity
of Russian usage not nearly as strongly evidenced in English, in my expenence. However, while the
distinction poctic language - prose language generally refers to literature - non-literzture, for the
formalists and not only for them, there is a cuestion of how literary prose relates to poetry on the one
hand and non-literary prose on the other. The distinction varies among theoreticians, but I will
somewhat arbitrarily - where it is not strongly counter-indicated by context - use literature for literary
language and non-literature for non-literary language, thus hopefully avoiding any unnecessary
misconceptions. The reader should have at least a preliminary awareness of these distinctions, although
their full ramifications do not impact on the present discussion.

248yarobson, "The Dominant,” 84.

24914em, 85.

250snkiovskii, "HeKyccTBO Kax npuém,” 103.
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Hesnbo HCKyccTBa sSBJAdETCS AaTh OILMylU{eHHe BellH,
KaX BHAeHHe, a He XakK Yy3HaBaHHe: NPHEMOM MHCKYCCTBa
dABaAgeTcd TpHEM ‘OCTpaHeHUS' BellleH H TIpHeM
3aTpyAHEHHOH QOpMH, YBeAHYHBAIIIHH TpPYAHOCTb H
LOATOTY BOCHPHATHSA, TaK KaK BOCIpHHHMATE: “HH
fpouecc B HCKYCCTBE COMOLEefNeH H AO0AMEH OHTb MNpoAJeH:
HCKYCCTBO €CTb CMOCO®H TNEpeMMTh JAenaHbe BEWmH, a
caefnaHHOE B MCKYCCTBE He BamHO.23!

Thus devices function to make the reader aware of them, of form, of

language; they do not point to something else, but to themselves,252 to the .

organization of the work. They are self-ieferential. Literature should be

analyzed in terms of these devices.253

At a later period some of the formalists expanded their horizons
somewhat and went beyond linguistic and formal analyses,254 but this can,
in a sense be considered a transition out of or beyond formalism strictly
viewed. The important point of this cursory presentation of Russian
formalism is that all significant concepts and conclusions revolve around
language - around literature as a linguistic phenomenon with a dominant

aesthetic function realized through creative manipuiation of formal devices.

251pid., 105. The extent to which all members of the so--alicu formal school shared Shklovskii's
"definition” is debatable. Nevertheless, it does point up a generally held emphasis on the aesthetic

function as a part of a perceptual process and as a defining feature of poetry, and the overall
aestheticism of the movement.

252¢f. Takubinskii, "0 3ByKax,” 37,and "O NIO3THYECKOM FAOCCCEMOCOYETaHHH," 12, and
“Eikhenbaum, "TeopHusa," 384-85.

253gee e.g. Shklovskii, "HckyccTBO KakK TpHéM," and Tomashevskii, "Temartuka.” for
theoretical statements of this principle, and e.g. Shklovskii, "lIlapoaHAHHHA pomMaH.
Tpucipam Ilenan CrepHa,” in Texie, I, 244-298, and “Eikhenbaum, "Kax caeaaH
'Hinueasp' Toroasd,” in Texte, I, 122-58 for applications to specific literary texis.

2544 good indication of this expansion of interests is given in “Eikhenbaum,"Teopha,” esp. 408.
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By 1928 formalism had become a well-entrenched term of vilification
in the Soviet Union and, indeed, up until relatively recently, it has been used
to cover a number of the gravest sins, often where nothing eise seemed to
be strong enough. Formalism as such ceased to exist, while the now ex-
formalists either recanted - sincerely or otherwise - and/or turned to less
conspicuous or less potentially Jangerous investigations such as more
general literary historical scholarship, biography, or literary prose. Some
emigrated. In 1928 Roman Jakobson and lurii Tynianov published a brief
manifesto of sorts which it has become customary to refer to as the "1928
theses."255 In this publication they broke officially with a number ot
problematic tenets associated with the formal method dating from its origins,
most notably with the notion that literature evolves on its own and can be
studied synchronically and independentiy of other cultural phenomena. In
other words they rejected both the purely synchronic and immanentist
positions associated with formalism. They did not, however, which is
obvious even from the title of their essay, reject the notion of literature as a

fundamentally linguistic phenomenon whose specificity is in its self-

255turii Tynianov and Roman Jakobson, "[Ipo6aeME H3YYEHHS AHTEepaTypH M SH3HKa,"
in Texie, I, 386-90. It would be inieresting and probably enlightening to leamn the circLmstances and
motivations for this publication. It has been customary to publish the theses without the ninth and
last paragraph, which calls for the revival of OPOLAZ under the leadership of Viktor Shklovskii. This
paragraph changes significantly the torality of the entire text (while not changing its substance to a
great degree) and suggests it was written at least as much for polemical and especially practical rezsons
as for the expression of theoretical considerations. Readings in Russian Poetics, Russian Texts, does
not print paragraph 9, without explanation. In their introduction (no page number) to Russian Poetics
in_Translation, 4, where the theses can be fcund in English translation, 49-51, Shukman and OToole
emphasize that theirs is the first full translation of this work, referring, of course, to paragraph 9.
Perhaps these editorial peculiarities reflect a trend to amplify the relatively positive reputations of

Jakobson and Tynianov as opposed to the somewhat ambiguous reputation of Shklovskii. Atany rate,
such editorial interference is not acceptable.
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referentiality (the aesthetic function). This avowed acceptance of literature's
relationship to other cultural series was a major step in the direction of a
fuller understanding of literature but literature and literary scholarship still

remain dominated by considerations of technique (device) and s~lf-

referential language use.
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ll.2. Czech Structuralism and the Aesthetic Function

At about the same time as formalism was being woun+i down, the
Prague linguistic circle was forming in Czechoslovakiz.256 It arose out of a
felicitous collision of several factors not least of which were the personal
contacté of the Czech scholars with some erstwhile members of the Russian
formalist movement who had relocated temporarily or permanently during
the twenties to Czechoslavakia, in particular, one can mention Poman
Jakobson - who, at the age of thirty, was already active in founding his
second schooll, as well as Prince N. Trubetskoi and Petr Bogatyre'+.25" The
Prague school made a number of highly significant contribuiions to
linguistics anu literary studies, not the least of which was to further the

interrelationshin between the two branches of siudy.

256peter Steiner gives the date as October 6, 1926, The Prasue School: Selected Writings. 1929-

1946, ed. Peter Steiner, tr. John Burbank, Olga Hasty, et al, University of Texas Press Slavic Series,
No. 6, (Austin: University of Austin Press. 1982), 3. For a description and history of the Prague
school, see 2.g. Peter Steiner, "The Roots of Structuralist Esthetics.” in idem, The Prague School,
174-219; René Wellek, The Literary Theory and Aesthetics of the Prague Schoci, Michigan Slavic
Contributions No. 2, (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan , IDepartment of Slavic Languages aud
Literatures, 1969); Erlich, Russian Formaiism, esp. 153-163; Sound, Sign and Meaning; Ladislav
Matejka, "The Socioiogical Concerns of the Prague School,” in The Prague Schooy and Its Legacy in
Linguistics. Literaiure. Semiotics, Folklore. and the Arts, ed. Yishai Tobin, (Amsterdam: anc
Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Comypany, 1958, 2:12-26: aud Fokker:a, "Continuity and
Change.” For collections of Prague Circle writings =2e e.g., Prag«vne_Sgge Basic and Less Known
Aspeets of the Prague Linguistic School, ed. and tr. Josef Vacuux, »ed Lirgse . ruskova, wiws an
introduction bty Philip A. Luelsdorff, (Amsterdam and Phiiacelphia: - = Be: .mins Publishin,,
company, 1983); and Semiotics of Art; Prague School Comsibuitg..,, . Ladistr “ateika anc “rwvi.
R. Titunik, (Cambridge, Mass. and London, England: The MIT Press, 1. 5 ar. . Bar.. 56 0ok i
257ge2 c.g. Sieiner, "Roots,” esp. 174-75.
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One of the most characteristic features of the Prague -.chool . . .

is the close association between linguistics and liters:  studies. . . . it
was based on a clear perception of the eszend. ' tv of goals and
research methods in the two areas. [...] Tk -ntial unity of

linguistic and literary studies is, in iy opinic.:, i~ most precious
heritage of the Prague school.258

Some even consider it to be a watersh~ ! in the intellectual
development of the twentieth century,258 which is piobably not unreasonable
given its enourmous influence not only on linguistics but alsd given the
rmethodological example it provided for other disciplines.260 Here we wili not
be interested in particular achievements of Prague schoo! members in
linguistics per se, but in their thecry of and apprcach to literature. They saw
literature as an integrai part of linguistic research. They had a fundamental
"conviction that language analysis without regard to poetry is as incomplete

as an analysis of poetry without regard to words."261

To what part of language, then, does literature belong? "Functional
linguistics views language as a sum of expedient means which are defined
by various functions cf the language,”262 or, in other werds, "language is a
totality only when viewed from the angle of purpose.”283 They distinguished

between intellectual and emotional characteristics of utterances, with

258 1 ubomir Dolezel, "Narrative Worlds,” in Sound Sign and Meaning, 542.

259y e.g. Peter Steiner, "To Enter the Circle: The Tunctionalist Structuralism of the Prague
School.” in The Prages: School, ix.

260 g. Caraner, The Cognitive Revolution, 200202,

261 pchgslay Bavranek et al, "By Way of Introduction,” in Recycling The Pragre School, ed. M. K.
Johnsten, (Ann Arbor: Karoma Publishers, 1978) 39,

262 Manifesto Presented to the First Congress of Slavic Philologists in Prague," in Recycling, 26.
263Havranek, "By way of Introduction,” 33.
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intellectuai speech being addressed to scmecone (communication} and
emotional speech being sometimes addressed and sometimes riot (possible
communication). Communication is necessarily social, but the social
function of language distinguishes utterances by their "relationships to
extralinguistic reality."264 |f the utterance is aimed at an object its function is

communicative, if it is aimed at itself, it is pcetic.265

"Each functional language utterance has its own system of
conventions - its own language (/angue)."266 Therefore, the different
functicns are not related like /angue and parole. Poetic language must be
studied in such a way as not to confuse it with communicative language, but
any poetic expression (parole) should be evaluated in relation to both poetic
and communicative languages,287 this being in accord with the standard

structuraiist strategy of defining features dynamically in terms of

relationships.

The individual levels of poetic language, whether morphological,
phonetic, grammatical, or whatever, are much more closely linked together

than in communicative language. The levels are ascribed independent

values:

Poetic language aims at expression in and of itseif and . . . ali
levels of a language system that have oniy an ancillary function in the

264"Manifesto," 9.
2651bid.

2661big.

2671hid., 13.
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communicative idiom acquire more or less independent values in the
poetic language.268

Nevertheless, from the point of view of analysis, they cannot be
considered in total isoliation from one another. Ar, here literary art, is
characterized primarily by this concentraiion on verbal expression, on the
sign itself.269 Also, poetic language is to be understood and investigated not
in reference t~ other phenomena, whether historical, sociological,
psychologizal, etc. but "in and of itself, . . . [i.e. not in terms of] mysticism, of
caucal relationships between heterogeneous systems."270 The means by
which the poetic function is achieved is called ‘foregrounding'27! which is
roughly, though not totally, equivalent to what the formalists called

defamiliarization (ocrpanenue).

The progress achieved by the Prague school in comparison with the
formalists, at least as far as the subject of this discussion is concerned,
seems to be precisely in terms of the relation of literature to language in
general. Their notion of the rcle of function in language makes it easier,
from the formalist-structuralist point of view, to see where literature fits into
the system of language. This is obtained by maintaining the notion of

dominant function, particularly as it pertains tc the communicative and

2681’bid., and also Havranek, "By Way of Introduction,” 34.

269"Manifesto,” 26, and Jan Mukarovsky, "Standard Language and Poetic Language,” in A_Prague
School Reader, 22. Cf. Jan Mukarovsky, On Poetic Language, tr. and ed. John Burbank and Peter
Steiner, PdR Press Publications in Poetic Language, 1, (Lisse: The Peter dec Ridder Press, 1976): " . .
. poetic discourse has expression itself as its aim," 11.

270 Manifesto," 27, .nd Mukarovsky, "Standard Language and Poetic Language,” 22.

2-“IL{avranek, "The Functional Differentation of the Standard Language,” in A Prague School Reader,
9ff, and Mukarovsky, ibid., 19ff,
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aesthetic functions, and by the differentiation between poetic language and
other types, especially the standard language (also called the standard
literary langage). While the poetic and standard languages are defined in
terms of each other, and they interact in manifold ways at various levels, they
belong to different fields. The Prague scholars do not make their point
unambiguously, but it is possible to distili a clear trend. Havranek's
staement that "the regular foundation of poetic language is the standard,"272
may have statistical validity, but it is in no way a valid definition with
normative or prescriptive status. The standard is less extensive than the
poetic, since the latter "has at its disposal .. . ail the forms of the given
language. - often of different cevelopmental phases thereof,"273 and they
both constitute different 'langues'274 bearing in mind the structural notion of
separate but related.275 While the definition of the standard language which
the Prague schoo! presents276 is in some ways controversial, especially the
prezuppositions it maintains concerning culture, language and social

class,?77 it contributes a great deal to establishing and clarifying the school's

position.

Despite advances made on many fronts, in terms of a linguistic
approach to literature and the notion of the dominant determining influence

of the so-cailed aestietic function, the Prague school added little to the

272Havranek, "Functional Differentiation,” 3.

273Muka.r0vs;ky, "Standard Language and Poetic Language,” 17.

274ct. esp. "Manifesto,” 9.

275Cf. Mukarovsky, "Standard Language and Poetic Language,” 28-30.

276Havranek, "Functional Differentation,” and "Manifesto,” 10-12.

277Ibid. B
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position already taken up by Russian formalism.278 Steiner isolates five
main contributions of Russian formalism to Czech structuralism, beginning
with that which has already been mentioned: "The most important for
poetics was the use of linguistics as a tool for the study of verbal art."279 The
second point of influence concerned the functional approach to
language,280 including the crucial notion of the aesthetic function, and
something which was stressed by the Prague school, namely, multi-
functionality, originating with Jakobson's notion of the dominant. The third
point he mentions is the notion of ocrpaxHenue "as the principle of artistic
form."281 This, as we have seen, is closely bound up with the emphasis on
the notion of art as device.282 What emerges from this, and it is confirmed in
the writings of the school, is a view of art which maintains the notions of sali-
referentiality and aestheticism - albeit in a somewhat diminished form. This
seriously impedes, and in the case of the Prague school, arguably
prevented, a more satisfying approach to the fullness of verbal art, which will
be seen to be located precisely in its communicative, referential and

cognitive functions.

While | have not presented anything like a complete picture of the

Prague school, especially having foregone a discussion of their interests in

278C.ompare Steiner "The Roots of Structuralist Esthetics:" "The emphasis on the material of art,
traditional in Czech esthetics, was a factor that spurred a spontaneous acceptance of the Russians'
linguistic approach to the analysis of the material of verbal art.” 181.

2791bid., 198.
2801phid., 198-99.
2811pid., 199.

282geiner's other points do not directly relate to the present topic as closely as the first three, and
therefore I have chosen not to deal with them here.
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semiotics and later concerns with communication and dialogue, what | have
presented remained central to their aesthetic and literary theory, and of their
worldview, throughout. The Prague school ceased to exist officially by 1948
as a result of poiitical changes in Eastern Europe, but its considerable
legacy has not yet ceased to grow and is felt in many spheres of scholarly
activity.283 An example, negative in my view, of what can happen when the
notion of the self-referentiality of iiterature is taken one step farther is to be
found in the work of Lubomir Dolezel, who emergec from the Prague school
tradition. His work on narrative worlds takes the self-referentiality of literary
texts to a very high level of abstraction in which all contact with the worid of
reality is fundamentally severed,284 certainly severed to an extent much

greater than was attempted by the formalists or the Prague scholars.

283There are many testimonials to the vitality and importance of the Prague school today, but for just
one example, cf. The Prague School and jts Legacy.

284 g. Dolezel, "Narrative Worlds;" idem, "Truth and Authenticity in Narrative,” Poetics Today, I, 3
(1980), 7-25.

94



11.3. Roman Jakobson - Poetry and Linguistics

The name which comes up most often in all these discussions is, of
course, Roman Jakobson. He was a key figure in the rise of Russian
formalism, and again in the Prague school, and from the 1940s has been a
towering figure in linguistics as well as literary and folklore studies in the
United States and, without exaggeration, throughout the world.285 Aithough
he died in 1982, his influence continues to be felt to an enormous extent.286
From almost the very beginning up to the end of his career, Jakobson held
that the study of literature was the purview of the science of linguistics.287
Moreover, he held that what made literature literature, i.e. literariness
(AMTepaTypHoCTs), was precisely its determination as ve;bai expression or

language use with a dominant aesthetic, or self-referential, function. This is

285 As far as I know there is no definitive biography of Jakobson to date, although I have not tried
overly hard to locate one, but there are many briefer references concerning his life and work. For a
small sample of the esteem in which he was and is held by his peers see A Tribute to Roman
Jakobson, 1896 - 1982, (Berlin, New York, Amsterdam: Mouton, 1983). There have also, of course,
been numerous Festschriften and collections of articles including, e.g. Roman Jakobson; Echoes of
His Scholarship, ed. Daniel Ammstrong and C. H. van Schooneveld, (Lisse: The Peter de Ridder Press,
1977), and Roman Jakobson, Yerbal Art. Verbal Sign, Verbal Time, ed. Krystyna Pomorska and
Stephen Rudy, (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1985).

286Cf. Krystyna Pomorska and Stephen Rudy, Preface tc Verbal Ant, Verbal Sign, Verbal Time,:
"Roman Jakobson . .. ranks among the seminal thinkers who shaped the 'human sciences' in the
twentieth century.” vii.

287¢. Ibid., viii, C. H. van Schooneveld, "By Way of Introduction: Roman Jakobson's Tenets and
Their Potential,” in Roman_Jakobson, 1, and Rosnan Jakobson, "Tl023usA rpaMMaTHKH M
rparraTHKka mOS3HH,” in Poetics. poetvka, poetika, (Warsaw: Panstwowe Wydawnictwo
Naukowe; Gravenhage: Mouton & Co.'S, 1961), 397-417.
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arguably the leitmotit which unites his early writings, ("[lo33Hs2 ecTp 3K

B €ro 3CTeTHYeckoh PYHKIMH." 1921)288 his contributions of the 30s
and 40s

Only when a verbal work acquires poeticity, a poetic function of
determinative significance, can we speak of poetry. But how does
poeticity manifest itseli? Poeticity is present when the word is felt as a
word and not a mere representation of the object being named or an
outburst of emotion, when words and their composition , their meaning,
their external and internal form acquire a weight and value of their own
instead of referring indifferently to reality. (1933-34),289

his model of communication2%® which he apparently developed in response
to the inroads made by the new science of information theory,291 and many
cf the other numerous contributions he made to the study of literature,

linguistics, and related disciplines.292

Here | would simply like to refer to his model of cemmunication and
then briefly to his notion of the relationship between linguistics and poetry,
i.e. literature. Jakobson's model of communication is essentially a
schematic representation of the multi-functionalist theory of language held
by members of the FPrague lingistic circie arnd, to a certain extent, by the

Russian formalists - with the addition of notions of how communication is

288yakobson, Hopeduuad pyccKad 1023ud, 30.

2895akobson, "What is Poetry?,” in Semiotics of Art, 174.

290see especially Jakobson, "Linguistics and Poctics,” in Style in Language, ed. Thomas Sebeok,
(New York: John Wiley, 1960), 350-77.

291¢y, "Linguistics and Como::nication Theory,” in Selected Writings, 11, (The Hague: Mouton,
1971) 570-571. Iam speculating about the causal relationship, but it seems probable.

925e¢ aiso Jakobson, "The Dominant,” and Linda R. Waugh, "The Poetic Function and the Nature of
Language in Verbal Ari. Verbal Sign. Verbal Time, 143-168.
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organized which he appropriated from the then relatively new science of
communication theory or information theory.293 Within the context of the
present discussion, it is not what is new in this modei which stands out, but
what is o0ld.294 Jakobscir's theory of the dominant - which in some form or
other secems to have come to be accepted and employed by a great variety
of scholars involved in the study of literature - along with the notion of the
aesthetic function, have been given a new graphic representation. For the
purposes of identifying the specificity of literature, literary texts are stili those
which are self-referential, in other words, those in which the aesthetic

function is dorminant.

As concerns the relationship between linguistics and literature,
Jakobson never appears to have substantially altered or modified his
earliest position, i.e. that the study of literature is part of the study of
language, or in other words, that poetics is part of linguistics. Certainly, at
first look, this is hardly controversial or problematic. However, an anlysis of
the positions of Bakhiin and Lotman on this question will reveal how very
problematic it is. Essentially, it is bound up with a definition of literature

which depends on the concept of the aesthetic function, that is to say, that

293And cybemetics. I have in mind such fundamental notions and terms as sender, receiver, message,
medium, code, channel, and so on. A comparison of Jakcbson's model with Shannon and Weaver's is
very suggestive, aithough I am not aware of any studies in which the two models are confronted. Cf.
Warren Weaver, "Recent Contributions to the Mathematical Theory cf Communication,” in Claude E.
Shannon and Warren Weaver, The Mathematical Theory of Communication, (Urbana: University of
Ilinois Press, 1949), esp. 98.

2941f one were rying to reconstruct the history of communication theory models as aplied to fields
outside of their traditional domain, it might be seen as a revolutionary achievement, (although Weaver
had already anticipated the applicability of the theory {0 practically all sorts of communication,
including, as he said music, photography, and moving pictures. Weaver, "Recent Contributions,"” 95.).
However, from our perspective, it is simply a restatement of longstanding irdeas, dating back to the
Prague school era, if not earlier.
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literature is not primarily communicative or referential, i.e. that it is not

primarily about something other than itself, which for Bakhtin and Lotman it

most surely is.295

What | wish to demonstrate in what follows is that Bakhtin and Lotman
in turn assumed positions which are fundamentally at odds with the notions
of literature as self-referential verbal expression, and explicitly rejected not
only the hegemony i =i the primacy of linguistics in the study of
literature. Furthermore, ir. 2o doing they d(fee . s.o¢cd and theoretical
positions which are very close to each other and are highly compatible. The
key factor in their strategies is their recognition of the dominant
communicative and cognitive aspects of literature (and all of art) and the
concommitant and concurrent rejection of the notion of self-referentiality.
They stress the content, meaning and ideological levels of literature, the
notions of world-view, and the inter-relationship of literature with other
cultural series and with "life" or extra-textual reality. In order to arrive at such
fundarnentally different positions, they have to take as their ultitnate starting
point the rejection of literature as a functional component of natural
language. At the risk of being repetitive, their starting point is the rejection of
the starting pcint of the other schools and scholars discussed above, which

for them had been critical in their development.

2951 have not raised the question of the inherent absurdity of any language being considered self-
referential, but it would most certainly have to be raised sooner or later. Of course, this would involve
an incursion into post-structuralism and deconstructivism, which would be a detour, since Lotman and
Bakhtin find different means of dealing with the problem.
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The notion of the importance of a starting point is often
underestimated, but even small differences at the origin can eventually lead
to enormous divergences. Some recent discussions in mathematics and
related sciences have termed this factor the "butterfly effect,” basing it on the
realization or discovery that:

tiny differences in input could quickly become overwhelming
differences in output--a phenomenon given the name "sensitive
dependence on initial conditions.” in weather, for example, this
translates into what is only half-jokingly known as the Butterfly Effect--

the notion that a butterfly stirring the air today in Peking can transform
storm systems next montn in New York.296

In a strange twist, as Gleick indicates for the emerging science of
chaotics or chaology,297 the butterfly effect was the starting point, i.e. the
recognition of the importance of the starting point was the starting point.298
Bakhtin and Lotman also demonstrate an awareness of the importance of
the starting point, and, | would contend, this is a major consideration in
establishing what sets their theoretical positions apart from those referred to
above and others like them. Formalism and Prague schoo! structuralism
began from the notion that the specificity of literature is in the fact that it is a

special form of language use.

2%63ames Gleick, Chaos: Making a New Science, (New York: Viking Penguin Inc., 1987), 8. See
also, ch. 3, "The Butterfly Effect” and passim. Gleick notes the traditional roots of this notion,
locating it even in folklore: "For want of a nail, the shoe was lost;/For want of a shoe, the horse was
lost;/ For want of a horse, the rider was lost/For want of a rider, the battie was lost;/ For want of a
battle, the kingdom was los!!” 23. Indeed, it really is all-pervasive.

297For unknown reasons, while he names the subject matter, i.e. chaos, he never names the discipline,
but it has been called both chaotics and chaology.

298Gleick, Chaos, e.g. 8, 20, 304.
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Bakhtin and Lotman begin not oniy by rejecting formalism and its
narrow understanding of the aesthetic function, but by affirming the need to
study and understand literature in a broadly based context.299 So, while the
term butterfly effect is used in the context of the study of chaos to highlight
the crucial importance of even the smallest initial differences, it still can be

us 2d to refer to the larger scale differences we are dealing with here.

299Mikhail M. Bakhtin, "TIpobaera coaep®aHHs,” and Lotman, JeKlUH, esp. 3 and ff.



it.4. Bakhtin - Content, Material and Form

While the formalists and Czech structuralists made it their cleariy
defined objective to determine what the specificity of literature was, B3akhtin
set out to do almost the exact opposite. Poetics, or literary theory, according
to Bakhtin, must be founded on a general systematic aesthetics, and only
then can one look at the specific nature of literary ant.300 Although it seems
reasonable to expect to find a discussion of the relationship of literature to
language and linguistics in some of his later essays which bear titles
ostensibly alluding to such topics, for example "Ca0Bo B pomaHe"301 or
“llpo6aema pevyeBHX MaHpoB,"302 this is not, in fact, the case. In these
later essays he is primarily concerned with questions of discourse and
dialogue in general, the novel as genre, and related questions, but he does
not specifically take up the question of how literature differs from other verbal
evenis or texts. To a great exient, the later works assume the principles and
framework he establishes in the early works. What he has to say in these
essays does bear on the present question but it is first necessary to turn to
one of his earliest works to find his only systematic attempt to present his

views on the question of what literature as a whole actually is.303

300Bakhtin, B3, 6.

301 Bakntin, "CioBo B porane,” in BAD, 72-233.

302 akhtin, "Tipobaera peyeBHX MaHpoB,” in ICT, 237-280.
3031¢. "Tipobaema cogepmanus.”

101



In many of his subsequent writings he discusses the question of the
novel as differentiated from cther speech genres, but, even though Bakhtin
may occasionally give the impression of believing it, the novel is not

coterminous with literature. | will return to the question of Bakhtin's theory of

the novel below, but it will not be at the centre of the present inquiry. As -

Caryl Emerson has pointed out in her most recent work,304 Bakntin actually
does take up the question in another place, i.e. in the essay "ABTop H
repod B 3CTETHYECKOH AedATeabHOCTH,"305 however, it is not developed
at length, and is largely formulated on the basis of the ideas set out in the
essay "Tlpobaema cogepwaHusa." The archivists/editors are not sure when
"ARTOp H Trepo#” was written,306 byt it dates from the same period as the

finished work "Tlpo6aema coaepwaHusa.”

This raises the question of why "TIpo6aema cogepmanua” has been
almost totally ignored, and certainly never discussed at any lengtt. it was
omitted from the English translation of the volume in wkich it was
published307 because it did not relate to the question of nuvelistic
discourse,308 and it has never recovered the status it surely should have

had, and perhaps otherwise would have. On the other hand, it was

304Caryl Emerson, "Problems With Bakhtin's Poetics,” Slavic and East European Journal, XXXII, 4
(1988), 505.

305M. M. Bakhtin, "ABTOp ¥ repod B 3CTETHYECKOA AEATEABHOCTH," inICT, esp. 170-
175.

306EST, 384.

307M. M. Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays, ed. Michael Holquist, tr. Caryl Emerson

and Michael Holquist, University of Texas Press Slavic Series, No. 1., (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1981).

3081pid. , xiii.
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translated into French,309 but has not fared better in French language
discussions than it has in English. Cary! Emerscn and Gary Sau! Morsen, in
their re-evaluation of Bakhtin,310 write as if the work did not exist, directing
all their considerable skills and efforts to unfinished fragments containing,
alongside more powerful ones, "hazy and inadequate” formulations which

Bakhtin subsequently "abandoned."311

Finally, it should be pointed out that Bakhtin did complete
“Mlpobaema coaepmaHHa" by 1924, and that it did not appear in print only
because the Journal in which it was to appear "mpexpatHa cBoé
cyumrecTBoBaHHE" as the editors of B.f13, so euphemistically put it.312 it was
one of the first works which Bakhtin worked on and authorized for
publication during the 1970s, appearing in abridged form in the journal
Kontexcr313 under the title "K 3cTeTHke caoBa.” However, Bakhtin's
anti-formalist and anti-structuralist editors may have been or indeed likely

were pushing him to get this work out in a hurry 314

In a certain sense, i.e. insofar as it contains at least one of the central
rcots of his later thinking, we can turn to his first and briefest pubiished work,

"HckyccTBO H oTBeTCTBeHHOCTB" (1919)3'5 to find a concise, if almost

30%Esthétique et théorie du roman, 21-82.

310Emerson and Morson, "Introduction.”

31pig,, 2.

31270 H3aaTesabcTBa,” BAD, 3.

313kontexcr. 1973: JuIepatypHo—TeoperHYyecKe HCCAEAOBAHH. (Moscow:
Izdatel'stvo "nauka,” 1974), 258-280.

3145ee the discussion above.

315Bakhtin, "HCcKYcCTBO M OTBeTCTBEHHOCTB,” in ICT, 5-6. Cf. Caryl Emerson, "Problems
with Baxtin's Poetics,” 504, and Clark and Holquist, Mikhail Bakhtin, 55-57.
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aphoristic statement of what art and - by implication - literature, are for
Saknhtin. Here he formulates his notion of the three axioclogical domains of
culture, i.e., science or cognition, art or the aesthetic, and the practical or
ethical, which together “obpeTaTaloT €AHHCTBO TOABKO B JAHYHOCTH,
KoTopass mnpHoGH[aeT HX X CBOeMY eaAHHcTBY."3'6 His search for
integration and unity within human subjectivity or personhood, which will
cccupy an enormous portion of his energies for the rest of his life, here
receives a very terse, yet, in context, very forceful formulation: "HckyccTBo
H ¥U3Hb He OAHO, HO AO0AMHE CTaThb BO MHE €eAHHHM, B

e/AHHCTBE MOEH OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU."317

The significance of this essay only reaily becomes clear in the light of
his later writings, but it is important to note how early he had arrived at some
of his most fundamental ideas. In his early essay on the problem of content,
material, and form, he formulates his fundamental theoretical position
concerning the nature of art, its reiation to the other fields of human culture,
the specific nature of literature, and its relation to language and
linguistics.318 It is extremely important to note that his point of departure is a
criticism of Russian formalism, which was at the height of its development,
and of the formalists' notion of the linguistic specificity of literature.31® As
mentioned, Bakhtin locates aesthetic activity within the unity of human

culture, the three domains of which must be understood in relation to one

316Bakhtin, "MCKYCCTBO H OTBETCTBEHHOCTB,” 5.

317bid., 6

318Because this essay is so little knrown and discussed. and because its argument is rather complex, or
at least complicated, I will present it here in some detail following the text for the most part.
319Bakntin, "TlpoSaema coaepmaHusa,”8.
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another. They are not to be understood as three separate fields, but as
boundaries, or limits, where cuiturai activities meet or come together. Given
the notions of culture and aesthetic activity, poetics should be considered
within this unity, and therefore should be seen as an aesthetics of verbal
artistic creation.320 As such it must be dependent on a general systematic
aesthetics. Approaching literature from the point of view of linguistics as the
formalists and their fellow travellers do leads to a narrow and unsatisfactory
materialist aesthetic. This is similar to trying to found a theory of music on
accoustics, of architecture on geometry and dynamics, of painting on optics,
and so on. Such an aesthetics sees man's aesthetic activity directed only at
the material of art, in this case language, and excludes all other possibilities,
including the notion that artistic and creative activity is axiological and is
intentionally directed at the world, at reality, at man, at his sociai and other
ethical relations.32' Bakhtin readily grants that materialist aesthetics, such
as that practiced by the formalists is very productive and has yielded
important results in technical studies on such questions as rhythm and
metrics. However, in this positive light it must be viewed only as a "working

hypothesis."322

Perhaps it is necessary to point out that Bakhtin is uphoiding a key
distinction in the context of the philosophy of science or methodology. What
he has in mind by the notion of a working hypothesis is a concept or

proposition which makes no claim to veracity. It is capable of producing

3201pid, 10.
R21pig, 12.
322mbig, 13.
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results within a narrowly defined sphere, but if its propr~ents attempt to
apply it in any general sense, it cannot be maintained. Bakhtin opposes this
notion to a general theory which purports to be capable of explaining ail of
the phenomena within its purview. In other words, while the so-called
working hypothesis may be capable of prcducing significant results, it can
be shown to be demonstrably false by the general theory. The argument
has had numerous manifestations throughout the history of philosophy and
science, but ultimately it can be reduced to the question of whether the
theoretician is primarily concerned with results or with truth. Bakhtin, like
Galileo and Copernicus, belisves his theory is a true description of the
phenomena it would describe, whiie he implies that formalism is simply a
convenient hypothesis for resoclving certain limited problems, but is
ultimately false, or at least can make no uitimate claims to truthfulness.323 In
this regard, Boris "Eikhenbaum’'s statement that "8 cBoel HayuHOH
pa6oTe MH LSHUM TEOpPHK TONbBKO KaK pabouyio TrHraoTe3y,"324
is both a confirmation of the basis of Bakhtin's criticism, if not a justification
for it, as well as a fairly adequate restatement of the medieval notion of
apparentes salvare, as held by such figures as Ossiander and Galileo's

antogonist, Cardinal Bellarmino, and which Karl Popper has redubbed

instrumentalism.325

3235ee "Foreword by Andreas Ossiander: To The Reader Concerning the Hypotheses of This Work,"™
in Nicholas Coperricus, Complete Works, II, On The Revolutions, ed. Jerzy Dobrzycki, tr. and
commentary by Edward Rosen, (Warsaw - Cracow: Polish Scientific Publishers, 1978), X VI.
324Eikhenbaum, "Teopus 'dopmanbHoro Meroaa’,” 376.

325¢f. Karl R. Popper, Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge, (New

York, Hagerstown, San Francisco, London: Harper Torchbooks, 1963), esp. ch. 3, "Three Views
Conceming Human Knowledge,” 97-119.
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Bakhtin gives a number of reasons whv a materialist aesthetics is
deficient as a genuine theory of aesthetics. 1) It cannot ground or provide a
basis for artistic form. Form here can only be a relationship to material, while
for Bakntin it defines an attitude which includes higher valorising
emotional-volitional activities of the artist or perceiver. Ultimately, for
materalist aesthetics, aesthetic experience is simply one of pleasure, i.e. as
organized material a work of art can only be understood as having a
practical, utilitarian determination, as a stimulus to a psycho-physical
condition, and he notes the tendency of the formalists tc use expressions
such as "oumrymaThb dopmy,” "caesaTsh XyAoOMeCTBeHHOe
npoH3BeaeHHe," and so on.326 As a counter-example Bakhtin notes that in
the case of sculpture, artist and perceiver direct their aesthetic activity not to
the marble but to the valorised human form. The marble, like the sculptor's
chisel, is meaningful, but secondary. The same can be said of other arts:
while in the case of such arts as music or literature the situation may be

more complicated, it is, nevertheless, essentially the same.327

2) Material aesthetics cannot differentiate between the tangibie
external work and its larger manifestation which Bakhtin calls the aesthetic
object. This is what the object of aesthetic analysis is and he defines it
broadly as "cosepmanue 9CTEeTHYECKOH LAEeSATENABHOCTH

(cozepuanns), HanpaBJa€HHOE Ha IIpoH3BeaeHHe."328 He identifies

326Bakhtin, “Iipo6aema cogepmanuua,” 14.
3271id., 15.
328pig., 17.
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three moments or tasks of aesthetic analysis: a) to understand the artistic
uniqueness and structure of the aesthetic object, i.e. its architectonics, that is
to say, its organization independent of its material;329 b) to refer to the work
in terms of its physical, material properties, i.e its strictly cognitive dimension,
independent of the aesthetic object;330 ¢) and finally, to understand the
external, material work as realizing the aesthetic object, as a technical
apparatus for aesthetic completion. This involves a teleological method of
analysis, and the object of this part of the analysis Bakhtin calls the
composition of the work. He describes it as an accumulation of the factors of
artistic impression, the external relations of the intentional whole. Materialist

aesthetics can only deal with the secona of these three tasks.33!

3) Materialist aesthetics cannot differentiate between architectonic

and compositional form.

ApXHTeKTOHHYEeCKHe QGOopMH CYTh GopMH AYIHEBHOH H
TENAECHOH LEHHOCTH JICTEeTHYEeCKOro 4yeqaoBeka, {opMH
MPHPOARI — KakK €ro OXpyWeHHsA, GopMH COOHRITHA B €ro
JAHYHO —HH3HEHHOM, COLHA/bHOM H HCTOPHYECKOM acCHeKTe
H TIpOoY.: BCE€ OHH CYTh AOCTHMEHHS, OCYINEeCTBAEHHOCTH,
OHH HHYEeMYy He CAYHAT, a YCINOKOEeHHO AoBaecT cebe, —
3To GOpMH 3ICTeTHYEcKOoro OHTHA B ero cBoeobpa3uH.

KoMnmo3anuuoHHHe GopMH, OpraHH3ylolllie MaTepHada,

HoCHAT TE€JAEO0JNOTHYECKHH, CAYWHEeOHHH, KakK 6 BI
6ECNIOKOHHEH XapakTep M IMoAqae¥aT YHCTO TeXHHYEeCKoH
OLfleHKeE: HaCKOJABKO AaA€KBAaTHO OHH OCYINECTBALAIOT

3291pid., 17.

330"B ero TNIepBHYHOH, YHCTO NO3HABaTeAbHOH AaHHoOCTH." Ibid., 17.
331id., 17-19.
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apXHTEeKTOHHYECKOoe 3anaHHe. ApXHTEeKTOHHYecKas ¢opmMma
onpesensier BHO6OP KOMIO3HIHOHHOM: Tak, ¢Qopma
TpareauH (popMa COOGHTHA, OTYACTH AHYHOCTH —
TpareyeckHm XxapaxTep) u3bupaert ageKkBaTHYIO
KOMNO3HLUHOHHYIO §OpMYy — 4ApaMaTHYECKYIO. O1cro0aa,
KOHEYHO, He cJgaenyeT, YTO apXUTEKTOHHYecKas ¢dopmMma
CylleCTBYyeT Trg4e—T0 B TOTOBOM BHAe H MOMET OHTb
ocyllecTBJeHa MOMHMO KOMIO3HIHOHHOMN.332

Bakhtin holds that all aris, given the similarity of their architectonic
aims, share analogous compositional forms, although their different

materials differentiate them.333

4) Materialist aesthetics cannot account for artistic or aesthetic visic
outside of art. These are hybrid or impure areas of aesthetic activity, but
materialist aesthetics cannot even approach them since there is a totali

absence of matenal or technique.334

5) Materialist aesthetics cannot ground a history of art. Since history
cannot admit of an isolated series, and materialist aesthetics sees its object
in isolation, separated by virtue of its material determination, and lacks a
general systematic aesthetic, it can at best prodice a pattern of exchange of
various technical devices within a given art over time, but it canr:ut anter the

complexity of history.335

3321pig., 20-21.
3331pid., 22.
3341bid. Bakhtin does not elaborate on how his theory deals with these areas, but I assume it would

involve the directed valorising activities of the perceiver; still, that does not yet even approach a
satisfactory explanation.

3351bid., 22-23. Again, he does not elaborate, but the lack of a diachronic perspective in the formalist
movement is well known. Cf. Jakobson and Tynianov, "Proposals,” for their attempt - only partially
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Having thus cast doubt on the ability of materialist (formalist)
aesthetics to provide a basis for an adequate view of art in general or for any
specific art, Bakhtin then proceeds to examine the three basic phases or
aspects of aesthetic activity: content, material and form. He begins with a
discussion of content, central to which is a restatement of his notion of the
three fields of human culiure - the cognitive, the ethical, and the aesthetic -
which are not to be understood territorially, but in contiguity. They have what
he calls atitached autonomy or autonomous attachment.33¢ Only thus
understood within the unity of culture can any cultural act cease o be a bare
fact and acquire significance and meaning, becoming like a sort of monad,
reflecting everything and refiected in everything.337 An activity of any
member of the cultural triad encounters not a neutral reality, but a reality
aiready valorised by the other two, in an atmosphere of responsive mutual
determination, therefore life or reality "opposed™ to art is always reality
already cognitively and ethically valorised.338 There is no neutral reality

which can be opposed to art or aesthetic reality.339

successful in my estimation - to overcome this, and Tynianov, "0 aAMTepaTypPHOH 3BOAIOLHH,"

in Readings in Russian Poetics, 99-113. True, it was at the same time as Bakhtin was writing this

essay that dic formalists were beginning to move towards a more diachronic and less "formalistic™
sition.

II)Boz«xkhtin does claborate his position on the question of literature and/in history in a much later essay,

namely "OTBeT Ha Bonpoc peaakuux Hoporo mupa.”

336Bakhtin, "TIpo6aeMa coaepMaHHa,” 25.

3371bid. This also has a notable parallel in Lotman's theory of secondary modelling systems as

generalized or universal models of reality, e.g. AHaau3, 42.

338Bakhtin, "Tipo6saema coaepwaHHs,” 26.

339"Hukaxon HeATpaabHOH AeACTBHTEABHOCTH IIPOTHBONOCTABHTh HCKYCCTBY
Henb3sA: TeM CaMHEM, YTO MK O HEH FOBOpHM H €€ JIpOTHBOMOCTaBAAEM
YyeMy —~To, ME €& KaK~To ompedeaseM H OHeHHBae€M: HYMWHO TOABKO NPHHTH
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Bakhtin discusses briefly the differences between the cognitive,
ethical and aesthetic approaches to reality, but does not go into great detail
concerning the former two.340 At present | feel uncertain about entering into
the discussion of the texts where he does apparently expand on the
ethical.341 The matter of these new texts has all the makings of a new
controversy in the fashion of the disputed texts. Certainly, Bakhtin's editors,
Bocharov and Kozhinov et al., have a bad track record and are simply not to
be trusted. Nlna Perlina notes that "when placed next to one another,
Bocharov's highly selective publications impede proper textual attribution
and textological analysis of the whole."342 Further on she notes, for
example, that "in many instances, the epistemological, thematic, and
compositioral connection of "K filosofii postupka” to "Author and Hero" has

to be simply divined.”343 Given the doubts that Emerson and iMorson

B SACHOCTb ¢ CaMHM Cco60K H NOHATb AE€HCTBHTEJABHOE HanpaBJAeHHC CBoOEH
OUEHKH.

Bce 310 MOMHO BEHIpPa3HIbF XOPOTKO Tak: ALCHCTBHTEABHOCTD MOMHO
TIpOTHBOIIOCTAaBHTb HCKYCCTBY TOABKO KaK HeYTo Aobpoe HAH HEeYTC HCTHHHOe

—— Kpacore.” Ibid,, 27. {italics in original). It should be noted that the term ‘beauty’ - kpacora
- is intended as a general referznce to the domain of aesthetic activity.

3401pid., 27-29.

3411e. M. M. Bakhtin"Apx#TeXxTOHHKa nmocrynka,” ed. S. G. Bocharov,

mewmm 1986, 2 (April-June), 157-170; idem, "K dnaocodpun

nocrynka,” ed. S. G. Bocharov, WWMW.

(Moscow: Nauka, 1986), 80-160; idem, "fiBTOp ¥ repoit B 3CTeTHUYeCKOH

AesitenbHocTH (dparment NMepBoH raaBH)," ed. S. G. Bocharov and V. Kozhinov, in
- » (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1986), 5-26;

cf. Emerson "Problems" and Emerson and Morson, "Rethinking."

342Perlina. "Funny Things are Happening,” 7.

3431bid.
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themseives express concerning the textology here,344 it would seem
prudent t¢ aws:.® a thorough textological study such as Perlina has

promised,34> before extensively incorporating these studies into the picture.

One further note, which throws one more wrench into the works,
concerns the question of Kantianism, or anti-Kantianism. While Bakhtin may
have singled out Kant346 as a particular object of criticism, his framework
still owes a considerable debt to Kant and the neo-Kantian tradition,
especially as concerns the division of human cultural activity into the three
fields of cognition, act, and the aesthetic, and this would need to be
analyzed and elaborated. Certainly, the first and clearly necessary step is to
begin the process of analyzing the only complete essay from this early

period so that the ideas it expresses can be brought to bear on any further

discussion.347

Returning to the differences between the cognitive, ethical, and
aesthetic approaches to reality, essentially, he stresses the negative
character of the cognitive and ethical, the fact that they, each in their own
way, operate, at least analytically viewed, independently of the other two.348

The aesthetic, on the other hand, is all-emboracing in its receptivity.

344E.g. Emerson and Morson, "Rethinking,” 2.

345perlina, "Funny Things,” 7.

346Emerson and Morson, "Rethinking,” 6.

347Baknhtin does follow up the distinction between the cognitive and the aesthetic somewhat in the

later essay "K ME€TOAONOTHH TryMAHHTapHHX Hayk,"inJCT, 361-73, however, the problem
itself as well as his approach there are somewhat different.
348Bakhtin, "Tipo6saerma coaepmaHHus," 27-29.
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IlpeaHaxoqHMasqz 3CTeTHYECKHM AaKTOM, OIIO3HAaHHAas H
OUEeHEeHHasi IOCTYNKOM AE€HCTBHTEJABHOCTP BXOAHT B
npoH3BegeHHe {TouHee B J3CTETHYECKHH O06BEKT) H
CTAaHOBHTCA 349Ch HEOOXOAHMHM KOHCTHTYTHBHEM
MOMEHTOM. B oa2roM cMECcae MHEH MOMEM CcKas3arTh:
AE€HCTBHTEABHO, MHH3Hb HAaXOAHTCA HE€ TOJAbBKO BHE
HCKyccTrBa, HO H 3 HEM, BHYTPH €ro, BO BCEH IOJHOTE
CBO€H UEHHOCTHOii RE€COMOCTH: COUHAJAbHOH, IMOJAHTHYECKOH,
I103H2BaTe/AbHOH H ¥HOH. HckyccTBo 6oraro, oHO He cCyXo,
He CMeUHAabHe: XYAOHKHK CHEUHAaJHCT TOABKO KaK MacTep,
TO eCTh V0 bKC MO oTHOIIEHHIO K MaTepHaay.399

Everything enters into art, it rejects nothing. Art transforms reality without
changing its cognised and ethically valorised nature. While cognition and
act create a new reality, ant enriches, embellishes, and fulfills reality. It
unifies the worlds of cognition and act, it humanizes nature and naturalizes

man.350

Art creates new form as a new valorising attitude towards that which
has already become reality for act and cognition. This is the basis for
novelty and originality in art: what was previously valorised cognitively or
ethically is now, by virtue of the free creative activity of the artist and the
perceiver seen and experienced in a new way.35! These and several other
observations especially on the relationship between ihe three areas of
cultural activity, allow Bakhtin to propose the following definition of content in

art:

349id., 29, (italics in original).
501bid., 30.
351mpid., 30-32.
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[ eACTBHTEeABHOCTh ITO3HaH. . 3THYECKOro JIOCTYyNKa,
BXOoAAI[YI0O B CBOE€H OMNO3HAHHOCTH H OLHEHEHHOCTH B
3CTeTHYEeCKHH o06BEeKT H NoABeprapifyloca 34€cCh
KOHKpPEeTHOMY, HHTYHTHBHOMY 06beAHHEHHIO,
HHAHBHAYALHH, KOHKPETH3aLHH, H30ASALUHH H 3aBepLUICHHIO,
TO €CTp BCECTOPOHHEMY XY AOMECTBEHHOMY OQPOPMJAEHHIO C
TOoroIfbK> ONIPeA€AE€HHOr0 MaTepHaJda, MBH——B II0J4HOM
cordqacHH ¢ TpaAHUHOHHNM CJAOBOyHmoTpebJaeHHeM — —

Ha3KNBaeM CodepHaHHeM XYAOMECTBEHHOro IIPOH3BEACHHS
(ToyHee, acTeTHYeckoro obmexra).

CoqepaHHe eCcTb HeOOXOAHMEIH KOHCTHTYTHBHEH
MOMEHT 3CTeTHYeckoro obbpekKTa, eMyY KoppeJasdTHBHA
XyAoHecTBeHHass ¢opma, BHe J3TOH KoppeJasdgUHH HeE
HMepIgass Boobile HHKaKoro cmMiulcaa.352

The artist, in principle, is detached from, does not participate in, or
directly experience this valorised reality. He experiences it in a correlative
way (conepewuBaer).353 From an external position, the aesthetic activity of
the artist imposes an artistic form on the content, according to which the
traditional formulation of form and content is acceptable.354 Thus content in
art is neither form nor material. Content is always informed; the notions of

form and content are separable only for purposes of analysis.35%

3521bid., 32, (italics in original). Note that the aesthetic activity is directed to pre-valorised reality in
its fullness, and not to the material, which is in no need by itself of being unified, individualized,
completed or otherwise altered. Ibid.

3531bid.
354I'bid.
3551bid., 34.
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Bakhtin next sets out three aspects of how content is realized in
artistic creation and perception, and what the tasks and methods of
analyzing it are. 1) It is necessary, he says, to distinguish between cognitive
and ethical moments which are part of content and those which are directed
at or involve the content but do not enter into it. 2) Conient carnot be purely
cognitive, ideed, the ethical is primary in content.56 Content is not an idea,
it must be related to the world of human action.357 3) The ethical moment of
artistic creation and perception must be experienced immediately, not
through theoretical analysis. It is a direct experience between two
consciousnesses: "IYTE€M CONEpEeHHBAHHS HJAH BYYBCTBOBAHHSA H
cooleHKH."358 |t is the relation of the ethical to the cognitive that makes a
judgement or statement within a work of art artistic and not simply

theoretical.

Turning to the problem of material, Bakhtin first notes that material is
to be understood in its strict scientific determination, i.e. without any
embellishments or additions. Leading from this he strictures against those
who would treat language as some sort of metaphysical, rythical, religious,
or otherwise enriched substance. He would include here those who refer to
anything as remote as the biblical /ogos. He also strictures against those
who misrepresent culture as being totally co-terminous with language; both

notions, he says, are greatly deformed in the process.359 Language as the

3561bid., 37.

35Mmid,

358pid.

359Ibid.. 43. No doubt a great number of Bakhtin scholars would do well to reflect on this passage!
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material of poetry must be understocd linguistically.38¢ While an the one
hand, there is no such thing as a neutral statement, on the other hand,
linguistics qua linguistics finds itself forced to ignore the political, social,
ethical, artistic or other values of a statement; it is indifferent to these values.
Any statement is equal for linguistics, whether it be by Newton, Dostoevsky,

or John Doe. Accordingly, without the aid of aesthetics, linguistics cannot

deal with poetry.361

Uniike any other area of culture, literature uses all of language. It
leaves no aspect of language outside of its purview, including not only all
lexical and dialectical aspects, but also sound, intonation, syntax, grammar,
etc. It uses these to the fullest extent, but in dbing so, literature cvercomes
language, this being the fundamental characteristic of their relationship. The
artist uses the material, but at the moment of artistic perception it remains
outside, exciuded. "SA3EIK B CBoeH JAHHIBHCTHYE@CKOH
OIIpeA4ECNEHHOCTH B JCTETHYECKHH OO6BEKT CJAOBECHOIO HCKYCCTBa
He Bxo4Mr1.362 Bakhtin gives examples from other arts illustrating how their
materials do not enter into the aesthetic object as independent, self-sufficient
signifiers, and by extension, he also excludes technique from the aesthetic

object, since it most properly relates to the material.363

3601,
3611pid,, 44.
362Ibid., 46, (italics in original). See the extended illustration from a text by Pushkin on pp- 48-52,

in which he clarifies how it is that the material (language) does not enter into the esthetic object, but
serves 1O create what he calls images.

3631pid., 47.
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The artist does not deal with objects, but with their values as
represented by language. It is not the language (material) which enters the
aesthetic object, but the values and meanings it cocnveys. An aesthetic
object contains ethico-aesthetical moments (co6rTHst) which have been
completely determined and artistically compieted, and these are made of
what he calls images. These "informad moments of conteni™ must be sharply
excluded from any visual association.364

Hrak, 3cTreTHYecKHH KOMIIOHEHT ——Ha30BEM €ro JIokKa
06pa3orM——He eCT HH IIOHATHE, HH CJA0BO, HH 3PHTEABHOE
Ipe4cTaBJA€HHe, a CBO€OOpa3Hoe€ 3CTeTHYecKoe obpa3oBaHHeE,
ocymecrBasiemoe B JIO33HH C JOMOINBK CJA0Ba, B
H306pa3HTEeNbHEX HCKYCCTBAX — C MHOMOIIBIO 3PHTEABHO
BOCIIpPHHH!1aer10oro MaTepHaJa, Ho HHrAe He coBlIajamlee

HH ¢ MarepHa/oM, HH ¢ KaKOH—/AHO60 MaTepHaJbHOH
KoM6HHalyHeH 365

Material is important insofar as the aesthetic object is realized only
through material. In this respect, "TexHHKa B HCKYCCTBe BcCé."366
Therefore technique is not a word with immediately pejorative connotations,
and it is not mechanical except in bad works or in bad investigations. Still,
one must bear in mind what the limitations of technical and material

analyses are: by definition they cannot enter into the aesthetic object itself,

3641bid., 52.
365mid., 53.
3661bid., 55.
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conly into the material objact through which it is realized.387 Such analysis

cannot, as the formalists claimed, "exhaust” the aesthetic object.

The final problem to be discussed is that of artistic form:

XyanowecTBeHHass dopma ecTh $opma CoAEpHAHHS, HO
CNMAOIIb OCYIIEeCTBJAE€HHAasd Ha mMaTepHasne, KaK OH
NpHKpENnJHeHHasi X Hemy. [Toatomy dopma agoamHa ONTH
TIOHsITA H H3YYEeHa B ABYX HaIllpaBJeHHAX: 1) U3HYTPH
YUHCTOIo 3CTETHYEeCKoro o€TexTa, KaK apXHTeKTOHHYeckas
dopMma, UEeHHOCTHO HaNpaBJAe€HHasd Ha CcoAepHaHHe
(RoarMomHCEe COGHITHE), OTHECEHHass K HeMY M 2) H3HYTpPH
KOMMO3HUHOHHOI0O MaTepHaAbHOIO UEA0ro MNpOoH3BEeAECHHS:
3TO H3y4YeHHe TEeXHHKH ¢opMmHE.368

Neediess to say, this division involves some very fine and abstract
distinctions. Bakhtin seems most concerned to point out, first of all, that form
in the second orientation must not be understood as the form of material, but
as form realized "on" and through the material.368 In his discussion,
Bakhtin's intent is to examine form on a non-technical, strictly aesthetic
plane. As such his question is: How can form, being realized entirely on
material, become the form of content, axiologically related to it, or how can
form as the organization of material unite and organize cognitive and ethical

values of the aesthetically active subject in a work of art?370 The resolution

367mid., 54-55.
3681pid., 56.

369"Ha ném M ¢ ero momMombio,” ibid., 56. Bakhtin uses "Ha" here and not the standard "B"
apparently to emphasize the auxilliary - if I can use that word - role of the material. To keep this
emphasis foregrounded, I will follow his usage, even though it is more troublesome in English than in
Russian.

3701bid., 57.
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lies in the notion of authoring or creating. Cognitive or practical acts do not
have an aestheticaily active author/creator, while aesthetic activity does
have one as a basic constitutive element.37! Cognitive form is found or
discovered, while aesthetic form is created.372 And the author/perceiver is a
constitutive moment of that form, this being probably the crucial point in the
whgaie discussion, that which provides the impetus and unity to Bakhtin's
whole theory.

B ¢opme 4 Haxomy cebdg, CBOI0 TMPOAYKTHBHYIO
LEeHHOCTHO O0QPOpPMAAKINYIO AKTHBHOCTb, I MWMHUBO YYCTBYIO
CBoe co3Hgalolllee NpeaMeT ABHMEHHe, INPHTOM He TOJNBKO
E II€pBHYHOM TBOpYECTBE, He TOJAbKO IIpH COOGCTBEHHOM
HCIIOAHEHUH, HO H TIPpH CO3epUaHHH XVYAOKECTBEHHOIO
IIpOM3BEACHUSA: S AO0JAMEH HepeHHTb cebd B H3BECTHOH

CTEIIEHH TBopLoOM QOopME, YTOOH Boobilfe OCYI[eCTBHTH
XYAOHMECTBEHHO —3HaYHMYK (opMYy KakK TakoByr.373

The artist/perceiver not only expresses but experiences aesthetic
form. It is his/her active valorising re.ationship toc content. Itis necessary to
internalize, to appropriate a work of art, to make it one's own, in order for it to

be experienced aesthetically.374 Form is the expression of the active

3T1pid., 57-58.

372A_gain, it may be appropriate to refer to the article "k MeToa0A0THH" to get a sense of some of
the differences between what he here calls cognitive and aesthetic and in which the latter becomes
becomes humanistic thinking.

3731bid., 57.
374To ectp s HanpaBaeH TIpH BOCNPHSAITHH He Ha CAOBa, He Ha (oHeMsl, He
Ha PHTM. a €0 Ccao0oBaAaMH, C (pouenmo, C PHTMOM AKTHUHBHO HaHPaBﬂeH Ha

conepHaHHe, o6mmaio, $opMMpPYI0O H 3apeplual ero. . . Sl ctaHOBAIOCH
aKTHBHHM B ¢opme H (OpMOIO 3aHHMAIO HLEeHHOCTHYIO IMO3HUHIO BHE
COAEepMAHHSA — ~KaK ITO3HABareAbHO— 3ITHYECKOH HalpaBAE€HHOCTH,——H 3TO

BliepBHE JAeJqaeT BO3MOXMHEM 3aBepilleHHe H Boobijge ocymecTBJACHKEe BcCeX
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valorising relationship of the arntist/perceiver to content; characteristically in
this relationship, in the experiencing of form, we not only overcome the
limitations of the material, but we sense both ourselves and this active
valorising activity.375 Cognitive activity is not individualized, not direc:ed at
the personality. Content is inherently passive in relation to form, and only

becomes aesthetically realized via the agency of creative artistic activity in

and through form.376

The primary function of form in relation to content is that of isolation or
separation.377 This relates to the work not as material, but to its meaning or
content. It is a question of severing the tic -+ of the cognitive and ethical
moments of the work with cognitive and ethical reality - without destroying
them - allowing for individuation of that which would otherwise by its very
nature be a non-isolable and non-completable moment of existence
(cobnTHEe OHTHS).378 Contentis then a moment of existence freed by form
from responsivity (cTBeTcBeHHOCTh) towards the future, completed and
separate. This isolation removes all aspects of thingness from content.

Once isolated it cannot be a thing.379 The formalist notion of "ocTpaHeHue"

JCTeTHYeCKHX ¢YHXUHHK ©&OopMH NI OTHOIIEHHI K coaepwaHHio.” Ibid., 59,
(italics in original).

3751bid., 59.

3761bid., S8.

377bid., 59,

3781bid., 60.

379 "HzoaupoBanuas Belb ecTb contradictio in adjecto.” Ibid. Ot this distinction between
things (objects) and subjects, see 'K mMeToaosiorHu.” Bakhtin also associates the notion of

invention (BRIMEICed) in art with the notion of isolation from the cognitive and ethical aspects of

reality and experience. What is invented is not a thing but something valorised, meaningful, personal
and human.
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is related to this notion of isolation, but Bakhtin holds that they simply dealt
with it primitively, on a material and sometimes psychological level.389
Isolation is the first component of form, being a negative condition
("foTpHLlaTenbHOe ycaoBHe") for the personal subjective character of form;
"OHa TMO3BOASET aBTOPY—TBOPUY CTaTh KOHCTHTYTHBHHM
rmomeHToM GopmME."38B! |In form the author/creator experiences his
aesthetic activity, feels his freedom in creation.382 At the same time, isclation
renders the material conditional, making it that in which the artist works with
values of isolated reality, transcending the material itself without going
outside of it. An utterance in literature ceases to require a response from
reality, a request in a lyric does not expect a reply from its addressee, nor
dees a prayer in literature require God. "®opma, MOAB3YHACh OAHHM
MaTepHaANOM, BOCIOJHSAET BCAKOe CobRTHEe H 3THYEecKoe
HanpAdMeHHe A0 TOAHOTH CBeplIeHH."383 The creator enters this
isolated moment as creator without becoming a direct participant. This

isolation makes the material, here the word or utterance, formally creative.384

Bakhtin identifies five hierarchically organized385 levels of language-
material which enter a work of verbal art, and which he lists in reverse
hierarchical order: 1. the accoustical, 2. lexical, 3. syntactic, 4.

intonational, and 5. what he calls a sense or feeling of verbal activeness, or

380bid., 60-61.

381bid., 61.

3821pid., 60.

383mpid.

3841bid., 62.

385see below, where Lotman will propose a similar, though not equivalent, hierarchy.
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a sense of active production of verbal meaning, which includes interna! and
external non-verbal components of a given utterance such as gesture and
movement and still others such as the personal origin of the meaning or
value or intent of the utierance. This fifth is the highest level and reflects the
other four, being that side of the utterance which is oriented to the
personaiity of the speaker.8¢ The artist and perceiver employ all leveis of
language both to express content and to realize form. By contrast, in a
cognitive utterance the second, lexical level is the most important. |t is the
importance of the fifth level in poetry which characterizes its uniqueness,
since only this level returns the creative personality back upon itself, upon its
active, creative unity, returns it back to the source of the meaningful moment,

of the created meaning of the work of art.387

Form and the formal moments of a work of art do not depend on what
they are about, but on how they create the unity of moment and object in the
artistic and aesthetic activity. It is the activity ot experiencing this specially
isolated moment in which, by returning to myself as origin and end of this
aesthetic activity, and in which | discover myself in this activity that

characterizes aesthetic form.

EAHHCTBO acTeTHYeCKOH QOpMH ecTh, TaKHM ob6pa3omM,
€AHHCTBO IMO3HIHH AE€HCTBYIOIIEeH AVUIH MW Tedaa,

AEHCTBYIOIEro UEeABHOIO 4YeJqoBeKa, OoNUpawllerocs Ha
cebsa camoro.388

386Bakhtin, "[Ipo6aera cogepmanus,” 62.
3871bid., 63.

3881bid., 64. This return to the origin of the aesthetic activity also distinguishes aesthetic activity
from cognitive, since cognition does not have a beginning or end in the personal sense.

1
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Bakhtin looks at how the five levels of language are involved in the
creative activity of artistic form,389 and, while they will not be examined here,
how they aid in determining the manner in which artistic form is realized
through language by the artist/perceiver in defining his relationship to

content.

TeopuomM mnepexHBaeT cebs eAHHHYHHH 4YeaO0BeK—
CY6BEKT TOANBKO B HCKYCCTBE. [TonoMHHTEeNBHO —
CyObeKTHBHAsl TBOpYECKasd JAHYHOCTh €CTb KOHCTHTYTHBHHINH
MOMEHT XYAOHMeCTBEeHHOH (QOopmMH, 3aech CYOBEKTHBHOCTh €€
HaXO0OAHT CBOeoGpa3HYI0 OO6BEKTHBAULHIO, CTAHOBHTCSH
KyaAbTYPHO—~3HAYHMOH TBOPYECKOH CYOBEeKTHBHOCTHIO: 34€Ch
M€ OCYIIEeCTBJASETCsI cBoebpa3Hoe €4HHCTBO OPraHHYyecKoro
— TEJeCHOro H BHYTPEeHHEro — AYIUIE€BHOIC H AYXOBHOIO
— YeéJaoBeKa, HO EeAHHCTBO — H3HYTPH IepeMHBaeMoe.
fAIBTOp, XakX KOHCTUTYTHBHNI MOMEHT $OpMEI, €CTh
OpTaHH3OBAHHASI, H3HYTPH HCXOoAsAlllasl aKTHBHOCTh LEJABHOTO
qeqo0B€Ka, CHAOWIBP OCYIIECTBASIOUIETO CBOE 3afAaHHe,
HHYer'o He IpeAalloqaraioliero BHe cebs 444 3aBeplUIeHHd,
NMpPHTOM — BCEro YefnoBeKa, C HOT A0 TOJMOBH: OH HYMEH
Bech — aAHWamHi (pHTM), ABUMYIIHACS, BHASIIHN,
CAHIIAIWHH, NOMHAIIMHA, NOOAIHMA M TOHMMAIOU[HIL.390

In his conclusion, Bakhtin stresses the centrality to aesthetic analysis
of the aesthetic object, its organic quality or non-thingness, the presence of
the artist/perceiver as active subject in the artistic form of the content, and the

special position of verbal art amongst the other arts due to its material -

3891pid., 64-69.
Orbid.. 69-70.
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language - which grants its creator/s a non-imediated position, and, perhaps

most importantly, he stresses the all inclusive and personal nature of art:

XyAaomecTBeHHO —TBOpsAuUlad ¢opmMa odopmasgeT mnpewae
BCEro 4YenoBexKka, a HMHp —— JMAHIIb KaK MHp YenoBekKa,
HAH HENMOCPEeACTBEHHO €ro ovyenoBeYHBas, OMHBJAAA, HAH
IIPUBOAS B CTONb HE/IOCpeACTBEHHYIO LeHHOCTHYI CBfidp C
Yeq0BEKOM, YTO OH TepdeT pdAAOM C HHM CBOIO HEHHOCTHYIO
CaMOCTOSAITEABHOCTh, CTAHOBHTCH TOJNbLKO MOMEHTOM UEHHOCTH

YenaOBEeYECKOH MHUIHH. BcaeacTBHe 23TOro OTHOUIEHHE
$OpMHE K COoAepHaHHIO B E€AHHCTBE 3CTETHYECKOro 060BbeKTa
HOCHT <CBoeoOpal3HHH TIepCOHaNABHHH XapaxTep, a

3CTeTHYECKHH OOBEKT ABASAETCA HEKOTOPHM CBO€0Opa3HBIM
OCYU[€CTBAEHHHM COOHTHEM AEHCTBHA H B3aHMOAEHCTBHA
TBOpHa H cogepmaHus.3%!

As stated above, this essay has been largely overiooked by scholars
in their studies of Bakhtin. When it has been briefly referred to, it is largely in
the context of it being a criticism of formalism. That it most certainly is, but it
is much more. [t should be remembered that Bakhtin set out not only to
criticise the formal school and what he calls materialist aesthetics, but to
sketch out a general, systematic, and philosophical aesthetics. Nowhere
does he return in any detail to the concerns he expresses here, but it seems
safe to assume that by virtue of his return to this text in the 1370s with
apparently only minor revisions that he still held to the ideas set forth in it

some 40 years after it was written. Moreover, practically all subsequent

391pid., 71, bearing in mind that when he says creator, he also means perceiver.
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works contain unelaborated references to the three areas of human culture

and to the notions of content, material and form as presented in this essay.

A curious and problematic dialectic is created when "lIpo6aema
conep¥aHHA" is confronted with his later works. First of all, this essay does
not deal with his notion of dialcgue or even the communicative nature of
literature together with other speech genres. Nevertheless, the subjective, in
the sense of personal, nature of aesthetic activity is certainly brought out,
and it will be a key factor in his luater essays. He does not mention here the
possibility or need for a science of meta-linguistics, although the basis for
this claim is certainly present in his criticism of poetics based on linguistics.
In subsequent works, the nature of the utterance in literature and non-
literature will differ only as ends of a continuum:392 he will be more
interesied in the difference between the novel and non-novelistic genres,

than between literature and non-literature.

Some of his studies look at the problem more immanently, examining
such questions as the relationship between author and hero, the specific
nature of discourse in the novel, the image of the author (o6pa3 aBTOpa),
polyphony as the hallmark of Dostoevsky's poetics, and so on. Scholarship
has fixated on Bakhtin's theory of discourse and speech genres, while
regrettably ignoring what was obviously important for him, i.e the general
aesthetic and philosophical basis for discussing any form of art or aesthetic

activity.

39215.g. in "TIpobaerma peyeBHX KaHpOB."
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Wihile his essay on the problem of methodology in the humanities and
science returns to and reaffirms some notions of the essay discussed above,
his focus is both different and more limited. Insofar as the focus of the
discussion in this chapter is the relationship between literature, language,
and linguistics | do not need to go much further than the essay on content,
material and form. In it Bakhtin has aiready set out his central notions, i.e.
that language is neither content nor form in literature, but material, and
literature in employing it transforms and overcomes it. Linguistics is not
capable of studying or investigating literature except in relation to material.
A different approach, a different branch of learning is necessary to study
verbal art, what Bakhtin will later call meta-linguistics.393 Art is concerned
not with grammar, syntax, images (traditionally understood), devices, or
technique, but with values, with the valorising activity of man. Literature is

clearly not primarily about language somehow reflecting itself.

Subsequently Bakhtin will set out how languages represent value
systems, points of view, worldviews,394 and how these are presented in
literature, especially in novelistic literature. Literature (primarily novelistic
literature) is an artistic representation of worldviews through language.
Bakhtin's position will emerge as basically, though not necessarily
traditionally or naively, representational. The basis for this is to be found in

the essay on material, content and form, where he most clearly affirms the

393g g., Bakhtin, [Ipo6geMu, 210, 211, and passim.
394 g. id., 214.
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presence of cognitively and aesthetically valued yet artistically transformed

reality in works of art or aesthetic objects.



.5, Lotman’'s Definitions of Literature

In discussing Lotman's position relative to the question of literature,
language and linguistics, | will employ a significantly different methodology
than that employed in other sections above. This arises from the nature of
his writings on the subject and the manner in which he has arrived at and
formulated his position. Witﬁ regards to the matter of ascertaining his stance
on the formalist/Prague school notion that literature is natural language in its
aecthetic function, that in literature we are dealing with self-referential
language use, there is no problem: Lotman programmatically and
philosophically dissociated himself from any such conceptions at the very
outset.395 Literature is 2 communication396 system organized in the same
way as natural language (1o THIIY $3HKa) butis not a part of the system
of natural language functions.397 Moreover, it cannot be studied by
linguistics, qua linguistics, although linguistics has a contribution to make,
both methodologically, and to the extent to which language is the material of

verbal art.398 Language enters the work of art and is then transformed.399

395See below. Chapter IV.

396 And/or semniotic.

397E.g. Lotman, CIpyXyypa, 13-17.

398E.g. Lotman, flexuus, 24, idem, CIpYKTypa, 210. Lotman's earliest statement on the non-
identity of the lingustic and literary orders, and one which rermains essentially operative within his
theory, is "O pa3rpaHMYeHHH JAHHIBHCTHYECKOTO0 H JAHTEpPaTypoBeAYECKOTO

TIOHATHR CTYKTYPH." In it he demonstrates the fundamental difference between the approaches of
linguistics and literary history to the question of lexical meaning. For the latter it is necessary to
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Since the moment when Lotman joined the semiotic-structural movement in
the Soviet Union he has distanced himself, and to a large extent the
movement, from the study of linguistically oriented semiotic systems, i.e.
natural language, and any other primary modelling systems, and from the

strict application of linguistics.400

Given the rather unambiguous nature of Lotman's position op this
question, | will present several aspects of what Lotman says literature is, and
how it relates to several notions fundamental to Lotman's general theoretical
position. What emerges should aliow me to formulate some significant
points of comparison and compatibility between the theoretical positions of
Lotman and Bakhtin, which wilIAalready have been seen to be seriously at
odds with fundamental notions in the theoretical positions of the other major
schools and scholars discussed above. Throughout the following

discussion it should be remembered that in place of the aesthetic function,

consider the relationship of the lexical unit to a much more complex system of relationsips outside of
the strictly linguistic usage of it, such as the individual's worldview, and its connnection to other
intersecting series. The analysis sets up the distinction between primary modelling systems and the
much more complex secondary systems.

399Cf. Lotman, "Heckonpko 3aMewaHuit mo moBoAy CTATHH npo¢. Mapuu P.

MasteHoBou, Tlo3THKa B paboTaX TapTycKoro yHHBepcHTeTa," Russian Literature,
No. 2, 1977, 87-90.

400Cf. Lotman, "Ot peaaxuuu,” TZS 11, 1965, 6; and Shukman, Literature and Semiotics, 22-23,
and note the following editorial comment: "It is in the name of history, cultural relativism and
Hegelian dialectics that Lotman challenges the concept of poetics as an integral part of linguistics, the
very fundament of Jakobson's recent search for grammar of poetry and poetry of grammar. In sharp
contradistinction to Jakobson, Lotman sees the language of verbal art as a special secondary modelling
svstem which is superimposed on the natural language and does not belong to the domain of linguistic
studies. Lotman's paper ("lHHareyeckass MCA€dab CEeMHOTEYECKOM CHCTeMH," AR is
just one of an entire series of studies indicating that the development of Tartu semiotics of culture
conceptually deviates .from the development of Jakobson's poetics seen as an integral part of

linguistics.” Readings in Soviet Semiotics, 76.
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i.e. self-referentiality, Lotman takes literature to be, first of all, 2 form of
cognition, operating by means of a reflection (oro6panienue) of reality (life),
including the structure of the artist's consciousness or his worldview,4%1 and,
secondly, a form of communication, i.e. transmission of information.

1) HcKyccTBO MO3HAeT WH3Hb, NMOMAb3YSACh CPeACTBAMH
e€ oTobpamMeHHd.

2) TlosHauMe B HCKYCCTBe BcCerga cBsi3aHO C
KOMMYHHKaAlLIHENH, Nepesadyell cBeaeHH.402

In the case of Lotman, it seems most appropriate to examine some of
the definitions he has offered concerning the nature of literature. While the
formalists and the members of the Prague school preferred to specify what
literature is in terms of a functional determination, Lotman, while he has not
totally eschewed this strategy,493 has frequently made statements of a
typically definitional type, aand would seem to have a predilection for such
statements. Still, it could, and no doubt will, be argued that a clear,
categorical definition of what literature is does not emerge from these

statements as a group or individually considered, but that is perhaps bound

401}5.g. "...n6o He mMogeaupoBarh obpaza aBTOpa, €ro MHPOBO33PEHHd
HCKYCCTBO He mMoxeT.” Lotman, JleXIIHH, 30.

4021 oyman, Jlexuus, 14. Cf. also ibid., e.g. 15, 29-32, 37: "Ocobas npHpoda HCKYCCTIBa
KaK CHCTeMH, caAYHallled A48 I03HAHHA H HHGopMaAUHH OAHOBPEMEHHO,
onpeaeansgeT ABOHHYIO CYIIHOCTH XYAO0MECTBEHHOro IPpOH3BE4EeHHA -
MOoAEMNHPYIOIIYIO H 3HAKOBYIO. . . . B acmexre: Xy AOHecTBeHHCe
Npou3BeAeHHEe H MACHCTBHTEABHOCTh — MBE paccCMaTpHBaeM HCKYCCTBO Xax
CpeAcCTBO TO3HAHHSI MH3HH, B acCIexTe: XYyAoMecCTBeHHoe IIpOH3BefdeHHEe H
YUTAaTE€Ab -— HCKYCCTBO KaK CpeacTrBo repesadyH uHbopMauuu." Cf. also idem,
CIpyKTypa,9.

403Although his notion of function is significantly different from theirs. Cf. Yu. M. Lotman and A.
M. Piatigorsky, "Text and Function,” tr. Ann Shukman, New [iterary History, IX, 2 (1978), 233-244.

130



up with various problems associated with the generation of definitions.
Lotman’s definitions, as wiil be shown, do help to clarify at least what he
considers literature to be, even if they do not provide an unassailably unified
concept. It must be remembered that Lotman's position has not remained
static, although | would caution against positing a marked evolution of his
fundamental position. More apt, | wouid contend, is to say his position has
been shifting, expanding and refining itself. These internal movements
account for some of the variance in his definitional statements. Such shifts
could reasonably be expected of any thinker in a project of such a scale and
scope, i.e. the study of all of culture. But there are, as will be shown, other

factors at work here as well.

It is important to know what we expect from definitional statements.
As a minimal criterion | would suggest that definitions ought to be capabie of
assistling us in classitication, identification, description and understanding of
the thing being described. Aristotle, who, through his writings, is responsibie
for much of the history of definition in the western world, felt that we need
not, or indeed ought not to expect the same degree of precision in all areas
of knowledge. In particular, he was referring to his own endeavors in the
field of sthics or moral science, which he saw as succumbing to less

terminological precision than, say physics, metaphysics, or logic.4%¢ This is

404 'Qnr viscussion will be adequate if it has as much cleamess as the subject matter admits of, . . .
We m_s" se content, then, in speaking of such subjects and with such premisses to indicate the truth
roughly :nd in outline and in speaking about things which are only for the most part true and with
premisses of the same kind 0 reach conclusions that are no beiter. In the same spirit, therefore, should
cach typ. of statement be received; for it is the mark of an educated man to ook for
precision in each class of things just so far as the nature of the subject admits; . .

." (My emphasis in bold, A. R.) Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, 1094 12-26.
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not to say that Aristotle is encouraging sloppiness or laxness, or that we
should hide behind his allowance for greater or i sser precision but, and this
is the thrust of Aristotle's remarks, it is necessary to bring to bear a certain
amount of common sense on our expeciations. | make no appeai tc
Arnistotle's authority for shortcomings i my own use of terms or concepts, or

in my re-creation of Lotman's use of them, but this notion of degree of

precision is important.40S

As an examplie of how difficult it can be to find correct and useful
conceptualizations and to define them, | would reiate a historical moment
from the field of theoretical physics. This is a field of knowledge which
cperates with almost unbearable precision and or Ji-quantification. Yet, in
1984, when Nobel laureate physicist Sheidon Glashow, in his search for a
Grand Unified Theory (GUT) of all the known forces at work in the universe,
suspected he had discovered a new tifth force, he had difficulty in describing

it in "English."406 Here is how he paraphrased the published version of his

suspected discovery:

in it | claim that what we're seeing is the first manifestation of a
fifth force of nature--the "smelly force.” It has to do with a previously
unknown property | cail "odor."™ Cdor goes along with coior, right? |
note that the O(18) group, which I'm pushing, predicts that there couid

405Note Bakhtin's remarks concerming the degree of precision which can be justifiably expected or
desired in the humanities as opposed to the exact sciences, ("K MeToa0a0THH I'yMaHHTApHEX
HayK"), yet he strove for some precision (or at least clarity) himself as exemplified especially in such
works as J[JoaTHKa TBOopYecTRR [locTQeBCKOrQ,and "OTBeT Ha BOMNPOC peaAaKUHH.”

Those who would find something meritorious in a certain lack of precision in some of Bakhtin's work
should remember that most of them are unfinished as we have them.

406The other four forces are electro-magnetic, weak, strong and gravity.
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be hundreds of odoriferous particles--or maybe | said "odorous."
Anyway, I'm reaily talking structure.~%7

The published version is repcrtedly no less metaphorical, but how
does one deal with "256-dimensional representation,” when most of us have

problems with two or three dimensions?

What | hope to arrive at, therefore, is mainly a better understanding of
how Lotman views literature, how his theory of literature and culture is
constructed, and to a certain extent, how he differs in his approach from the
other rositions discussed above with which h - s often mistakenly and
dangerously confused. Lotman is difficult and somewhat confusing when
one attempts to arrange and systematize what has not been presented by
him in a systematic fashion. | would refer to the words of a one-time
collaborator of Lotman's to highlight how difficult it can be to unwind the
sometimes labyrinthine twists of Lotman's thought. According to Boris
Ogibenin, many of Lotman's writings,

while proposing novel ideas concerning the two basic concepts,
contain many statements which need clarification. These latter are
indeed sometimes so cryptic, so concisely formulated, and at times so
utterly confusing, that one may easily be at a loss when trying to
apprehend them systematically with a view to using them as guidelines
for practical purposes. Many of the notions are so intuitively formed that
except for Lotman himseif - who has done the major work on the

semiotic approach to culture, along with Uspenskii - none of the most
active semioticians has attempted consistently and systematically to

407Robert P. Crease and Charles C. Mann, "How the Universe Works,” The Atlantic. August 1984,
?3. The point made is not intended to be anecdotally interesting; it underlines the profound difficulties
in producing conceptually complete and consisten: lefinitions which are also intuitively accessibie.

—d
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apoly the concept of culture as message or text . . . in concrete
analysis.408

Definition #1: Literature is those texts which a given collective
calls literary. One of the clearest statements by Lotman of what literature is,
but in many ways one of the least helpful, comes from his 1973 articie

entitted "O cogaepMaHHH H CTPYKType NOHATHUS 'XYyAOMeCTBEHHas

aAHTepaTypa'."408

EcaH paccMaTpHBaTh XYAOMECTBEHHYIO JAHTepaTypy
KaK oINnpegesNeHHyl CYMMY TEKCTOB, ToO IIipexae Bcero,
NMpHAETCH OTMETHMTH, 4YTO B OOIIeH chHcTeMe KYABTYPH 3TH
TEKCTH O6yAyT COCTaB4aAsiTb YacTh. CyutecTBOBaHHe
XYAOMECTBEHHHX TeKCTOB Iocapa3yMeBaeT OJAHOBpPeMeHHOoe
HaaH4dYHe HeXYAOMEeCTBEHHBIX H TO, YTO KOJAJAEKTHB,
KOTOpHH HMH Moab3yeTcs, yMeeT IpOBOAMTbL pa3dHYHe
MeMAy HHUMH. HeusbemHune kxoaebaHHd B NOrpaHHYHEIX
Ciiydasix TOJADKO NOAKPENAAIOT CaMbiH NPHHUMI: Koraa
MH HCHHITHIBAa€M COMHEHHH, caeayeT AH OTHeCTH pycaJqaky
K MeHIIHHaM HAH K pHbéaM, HAH CBOOGOAHKH CTHX K
TMTO33HH HAH TIpo3e, MHE 3IapaHee HCXO0OAHM H3 3ITHX
KJAacCCHPHKAUHOHHHX A€NeHHH KaK JAaHHBIX. B oaTtom
CMHCJAe TNpeAcCTaBAeHHe O aAuTepatype (nornyecku, a He
HCTOpHYECKH) NMpeallecTBYeT JAHTepaType.4i0

According to the tenets of the functional approach, those texts will be

considered literary which fulfill a poetic or aesthetic function, and this will be

408poris Oguibenine, "Linguistic Models of Culture,” 99.
40%n [Ipo6aeMul NMOITHKH H HCTOPHH AHTEPATYPH, 20-36.
410ppid., 20-21.
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determined by its seli-referentiality, or "yctaHoBxa Ha BHpaXeHHe. 41!
According to Lotman, however,

HoBefiluHe CeMHOTHYECKHE HCCAEAOBAHHA NOABOASIT K

NMpsdMO TNPOTHBOIMOJAOMHEM BHBOAAM. JCTEeTHYECKH

OYHKUHOHHPYIOIIHA TeKCT BHCTYyHaeT KaK TEeKCT

NMOBHIUIE€HHOH, @ He NOHUWMEHHOH, MO OTHOUIEHHIO K
HEeXyAOHMECTBEHHHM TeKCTaM, CEMAHTHYECKOA Harpya3ku.412

Lotman proposes a totally different aproach to determining which
texts are, in fact, literary. It is based on the internal organization of the text; in
other words, he is working towards an objective standard for determining
what is and what is not literature. | will return below to the question of how
literary texts are organized internally. If, in this definition, Lotman is saying
that literature is whatever a given collective thinks it is, to paraphrase
weakly, in subsequent definiticns he will te seen to suggest more
technically sophisticated and intentional formulations - indeed, in the
remainder of the same article he elaborates considerably on the initial

formulation as given abc A13

41 11bid., 21. There are, of course, other considerations, but this is pivotal.

4121hid.

413E g.:"Mu CTPEMHAHCE INIOKa3aTh, YTO JAHTepaTypa KaK AHHaMHYecKoe
Luenoe He rowmer OHTb ONHCaAaHRa B paMKaX Kaxod—au6o OAHOH
YNOpPAAOYEHHOCTH. Jlutepatypa cymecrByer xax onpeAeseHHas
MHOMECTBEHHOCTb YNOPAAOYEHHOCTEH, M3 KOTOPHX Kawaas OpraHH3yeT AHIUb
KaKyw—T10 eé cdepy, HO cTpeMHTCH PacnpocTpaHHTh o064acTh CBOEro
BAHAHHST KaX MOKHO 1Hpe. [IpH "WMH3HH' XaKoro—au6o0 HCTOpHYEeCcKOoro
STana JAHTEpaTYpH NPOTHBOGOPCTBO 3THX TEHAEHLUHH COCTaBJASIEeT HHTepecH
PA3AHYHHX COLHAABHHX CHA, 60pb6y HPAaBCTBEHHHX, NOAHTHYECKHX HAU
dHaocoPpckuUX XoHuENnUMH 2moxH.” Ibid., 35.
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An important aspect of Lotman's theory of literature and cuiture is his
incorporation of principles and ideas from a number of disciplines and
theoretical orientaticns into his program. The major elements obviously
include structuralism and semioctics, but also cybernetics and information
theory, as well as various elements of literary and cultural history, aspects of
anthropology, philosophy, psychology, neurophysiolegy and, in special
brackets, linguistics - bearing in mind that he rejects the above-mentioned
distinction of poetic language as a functional variation of natural language.
He does not study natural language as such, although he studies other
communication systems as languages, and - a point which is crucial to
understanding certain aspects of his methodoiogy - the model of

investigation employed by structural linguistics has been extensively

appropriated by him.414

| propose, then, to discuss a number of definitional statements with at
least one from each of the major confluent streams within Lotman's theory.
The list is not meant to be exhaustive, but fairly representative. Such an
overall perspective, i.e. a view of Lotman's theory considering all or at least
most of these streams has, for the most part, been lacking, and remains a

major desideratum in the study of Lotman.415

414gce e.g. "Or peaakxuuu,” ITZS, II, 1965, 6. This notion of recognizing the various streams
flowing into his theory is not as trivial as it might seem. For example, in one place Lotman chides a
critic for not recognizing that he is using one word - language - in two senses, first in its linguistic
sense, and secondly in its semiotic sense. "HeckoJsibk0o CJ0B IO NoBoAYy peueH3HH . M.
Menepa JYlutepatypa Kax HHoprauusa',” Russian Literatue, No. 9, (1975), 114.

415The most obvious possible exception would be Walter Rewar, "Cybernetics and Poetics: The
Semiotic Information of Poetry,” review of §Haa43 T O03TUYECKOro TeKcTa, by Iu. M. Lotman,
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Definition #2: Let us turn, then, to the concept for which Lotman is
perhaps best known. Literature (art) is a secondary modelling system.416
According to Lotman,

B HayxaX CeMHOTHYECKOro UHKJa H3KHK olpegensercsa

KaK MEeXaHH3M 3HaKOBOH KOMMYHHKAUHH, CAYMaI[HHR
LeAsIM XpaHeHHS H nepeaayH HHPopmaLHH.417

Languages can be divided into three basic groups: 1. natural
languages;418 2. artificial languages;41° 3. secondary languages, i.e.
secondary modelling systems.420 These latter are "KOMMYHHKaL{HOH HEI €
CTPYKTYPH, HaACTpaHBAaKIIHECHK Ha/M €CTEeCTBEHHO—S3HKOBHM
ypoBHem (MHP, peanrus). HckyccTBo— ~BTOpHYHas
MogeaHpypoufasgs cHcrema."#21 |t is important to note that he refers to all
secondary modeiling systems in this way, not only to verbai art, because
secondary in relation to language does not imply the use of language as
material, but rather structured along the lines of language (o rTHIY
s13uka). Natural languages, or primary modelling systems, are one-to-one
models of the world whose signs are conventional and which have easily

distinguishable levels of expression and conteni. Secondary modelling

in Semiotica, 25 3/4. (1979), 273-305, and idem, "Tartu Semiotics,” Bulletin of Literary Semiotics, -,
(1976), 1-16.

416E g. Lotman, CIpyKTypa. 16.

417 otman, Ayaaua, 18. (My emphasis, AR.)

4185.3.. Russian, English.

419g g 1anguages of the sciences, mathematics, traffic lights, etc.

4201 otman, C1pyxTVYpa. 15.

211bid., eniphasis in original.
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systems are much more compiex models of the world which seek to model
the world in its general features from a certain perspective. They are
superimposed on language and have unique and much more complex
relations between content and expression, which in fact are, if not

indistinguishable, inseparable. Their signs are representational and iconic

(rather than conven _nal or indexical).422

Secondary modelling systems are used to express highly complex
messages which cannot be transmitted by other means - including
paraphrase or alteration - without significant loss of information.423 This can
be considered a test of whether something is literature or not, although we
have no precise rules for carrying out such a test. Again it is also seen as
evidence of the cultural need for literature, art and other secondary
modelling systems, i.e. we do have such texts and such messages to send,
they cannot be sent through the channels of primary medelling systems, and

yet no known culture has existed without them in somse form.424

4221 ounan, JdexXuuH, esp. 2943, CIPYKIY DA, esp. 29-34. Cf. also 72-74. Also on the difference
between indexical and iconic signs see Lotman, "Hecxonbko c/0B N0 NMOBOAY pelueH3HH .
M. Memnepa,” 116-117.

4231pid., 30-31, 78. For the question of information, see below.

4245 e.g. Lotman, "Primary and Secondary Communication-Modelling Systems,” in Sovijet
Semiotics: An Anthology, ed., tr. and with an introduction by Daniel P. Lucid, (Baltimore and
London: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1977), 95, and cf. "flaBHO yme 6uaA0 YKa3aHo Ha To,
4YT0 HEO6XO4HMOCTh HCKYcCCTBa pOACTBEHHA HEO06XOAHMOCTH 3HAHHSA. 4 caro
HCKYCCTBO— —04Ha H3 ¢QopM TNO3IHAHHA MH3HH, 60ppbH UYenoBeyecTBa 3a
Heob6xoauMmyio emy HCTHHY.”" (My emphasis, AR.) CIpyKiypa,6-7. "HcxyccTso
OTAMYaeTCs OT HEKOTOPHX APYIHX BHAOB NO3HAHHA TeM, YTO INOJAb3YeTCS He
aHaNH30M H YMO3aKANYEHHSAMH, a Bocco3fgaerT OKpyMawluyro 4esjaoBexa
AeACTBUTEABHOCT, BTOpPOH pa3, MAOCTYNHHMH emy (HCKYCCTBY) cpeacTBamMM.
To, 4YTo mMO3HaHHe B HCKYCCTBE AOCTHraercs B IIpoUecce BOCCO34aHHSA

AEHCTBHTEADHOCTH,— —4Ype3BHYAHHO CcywecTBeHHo." (Emphasis in original}.
JleKIuH, 15
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Definition #2a: Here it must be observed that a sub-definition has
been generated: Literature is a representation of reality, of life. Tiis is
unambiguously implied by the meaning of modelling,425 but is also stated
explicitly by Lotman.

XynomecTBeHHOE CoobllleHHEe CO03426T XYAOMECTBEHHYIO
moaeas Kakoro—aubo KOHKPETHOI o ABNEHUST — —
XyAOHECTBEeHHHH HA3HK MoOJeaHpPyeT YHUBEpCyM B ero
HaHbGosee OOGIIHX KaTEropHAX, KOTOpHeE, OyAyYH HaHbogaee

O6HM coaepHaHHEM MHpa, SBASIOTCS A48 KOHKpPETHEIX
BellleH H sABJAE€HUH (POpMOIl CYIIeCTBOBaHUH.426

Literature, in Lotman's view, does not create fictional worlds which
are epistemologically and/or axiologically separate from reality, as some
might have it.427 This problem of representation is surely controversial, and
in some places even tabu, but the notion of literature as cognition of reality
(as Lotman states many times), and communication or one might say shared
cognition, via secondary modelling systems, necessarily gives rise to the

notion of representation,428 or the less intentional but probably less

425g.¢. lexuny, 27.

426 And he goes on: "Takum o6pa3om, H3ydYeHHe XYy[O0HMEeCTBEHHOr 0 sA3pIKa
NpOH3BEeAEeHHH MCKYCCTBAa He TOABKO Aa€T HamM HeKYy10 HHAHBH.. /aABHYIO
HOpMy 3CTETHYeCKOro OOLieHMSI, HO H BOCIHPOH3BOAHT MOaEAb MHpa B eé
CaMHX O6IMHX oOYepTaHHSAX. Ilostory ¢ onpegeaéHHHX Toyex 3pPeHHs
HHOOpMaAUHA, 3aKaWYaloliasicd B BHOOpe THNA XYAOMeCTBEHHOIO H3HKa,
npeactaBasiercl HaHbGosiee CYHI€CTBEHHOMN." CIpPYKTVPpa, 26.

427g g, L. Dolezel.

4281 otman is not referring to some sort of naive one-to-one representation, or simple mirroring.

Representation is mediated by the consciousness or worldview/s of the sender and receiver of the
message, i.e. it models the content of their consciousness, including the model of reality presented by

the natural language system. Compare Lotman, "O npoSaerie 3HAMEHHH BO BTOPHYHEIX
MOAeAHPYIOIMHX cHcTemax,” IZS, I, "Bropuynas MogeAHpYOIIass CHCTema
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appropriate notion of reflection. The Russian words Lotman uses most often
are orobpaxarh, Bocco3gaBarb, and BoCIIpOH3BOAHTH, each of which
adds its own slight nuance of meaning. In his conclusion to the first,

theoretical part of QHaaH3 [Ho3THYecKoro Texcta, he refers to the

question this way:

OAHOBpeMEHHO IO3THYECKHH MHp—MoOAeNb PpeanbHOro
MHpa, HO COOTHOCHTICS C HHM YpPe3BHYAHHO CJAOMHEM
obpa3omn. [ToaTHYeCKHH TEeKCT MOUWHHH H Trayboko
AHaNEeKTHYECKHH MeXaHH3M ITOHCKa HCTHHH, HCTONKOBaHHSA
OKpyHalolllero MHpa MU OPHUEHTHPOBKH B Hém. 429

Definition #3: We can now shift from the perspective of semiotics
to the perspective of structuralism. It must be remembered that such shifts
are arbitrary and reflect not absolute distinctions but distinctions which can
enable us to see how the whole operates. If literature is information or a
message which is too complex to be transmitted by means of the semiotic
system of natural language, then in terms of structuralist principles, Lotman
holds that, literature is a complicated structure, a set of complex and

dynamic intersecting hierarchical but shifting relationships between its

various levels and elements.

PensuoHHass CTpPYKTypa——He CyMMa BeUIeCTBEHHBHIX
AeTaneH, a HaGop OTHOLIEHHH, KOTOPhIK IIepBHYEH B

XYAOMECTBEHHOr 0 THIIa KOHCTPYHPYET CBOK CHCTEeMY A€HOTATOB, KoTopas
SIBAseTCsI He KOoIlHeH, a m™Moaeabld MHpa A€HOTaToB B o0ofIles3nKoBOM
3HayeHHH." 35. Cf. also e.g. idem, "O crartbe mpod. Mapuu P. MaleHoBon,” 83-87,
where he very carefully expands on the question of modelling, and idem, "Primary and Secondary.”
4291 otman, Ayaaua, 131.
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NMPOH3BEAECHHH HCKYCCTBa H COCTaBASE€T €ro OCHOBY, ero
peanbHOCTh. Ho Habop 3TOT <CTpOHTCH He Kak
MHOI03TaXHass Hepapxuda 6e3 BHYTpPeHHHX IliepeceydyeHHl, a
Kax CaOoMHAsA CpyKTypa B3aHMollepeceKalOUWHXCH
MOACTPYKTYp CO MHOTOKpaTHHMH BXOWAECHHSMH OAHOTO H
TOTO Xe DJJaeMeHTa B pa3aHYHHE KOHCTPYKTHBHEHE
KOHTEeKCTH .430

The nature of these intersecting relationships431 is reducible to two
basic patterns of relationships:
CO—NPOTHBOMNMOCTABAEHHH MOBTOpHIONIHXCS

SKBHBAJEHTHHX J4€MEHTOB H CO-—-INPOTHBOMOCTAaBAEHHA
cocencTBYIOWHX (He 3KBHBaf€HTHHIX) 3/4eMEHTOB.

Bce pasHoo6pasHe KOHCTPYKTHBHEX TIOCTPOEHHH
TEKCTa MOMHO CBECTH K 3THM ABYM Havagsam.432

In other words, the nature of the structural organization of literature
involves a constantly shifting tension between sets of co-oppositional pairs
in various cormbinations. Because the planes of expression and content are
indistinguishable or inseparabile in literature, all elements are meaningful or

content-bearing, and can enter into structural relationships which would not

430Lotman, CTpyxTypa, 101, and he goes on, "ITH~To NepeceyYeHHsT H COCTABASIOT
BEILHOCTD' XY/OKECTBEHHOTO TEeKCTa, €ro MaTepHa/bHOE MHoroobpasue,
OTobpamaioilee NPHYYANAHBYI0 6ECCHCIEMHOCT: OKPYMAMOINEro MHpa C TAKHM
TpaBAoNOAOGHeM, YTO y HeBHHMaTeABHOTO 3pHTeAS BO3HHKaeT Bepa B
HAEHTHYHOCTD 3ToH CAYYaHHOCTH, HENOBTOPHMOH HHAMBHAYaAbHOCTH

XyAOHMECTBEHHOI0 TeKCTa H CBOMCTB oTo6pamaemoit peaabHocTH." Cf. also ibid.,
e.g. 33, 70-71, 96, eic

431For a discussion of some aspects of the marner of these intersections in relation to the question of
meaning in artistic texts see Lotman, "0 npo6seMe 3HaYeHHHH."

4321dem, CIPYKTYpa, 102-103. The discussion which follows the quoted passage refers to what is
known in another terminology as the paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes.

141



be realized or realizable in a primary modelling system, such as natural
language. It is this fusion of the levels of expression and cortent and the
resultant dialectical relationships which produce the meanings, that

semanticize all elements of the text.

H1aX, CTHXOTBOpEHHE— ~CJAOMHO IIOCTPOEHHBHIH CMBICJ.
3TOo 3HAYHT, 4YTC, BXoAd B COCTaB €AUHOHM 1[€aA0CTHOH
CTPYKTYPH CTHXOTBOpPEeHHS, 3HavYalllMe »3J4€eMEHTH sdA3HKa

OKa3HBaloTCHd CBA3aHHEIMH CNAOMHOH CHCTEeMOH
COOTHOUMIE€HHH, CO— H TMNPOTHBONOCTAaBJAE€HH, HEBO3MOMHEIX B
OOBMYHOH S3EHIKOBOH KOHCTpPYKIUHH. 3To TmNpHAaAET H

KaXAOoMy 3/€MEHTY B OTAEALHOCTH, H BCeH KOHCTPYKUHH B
LHeJq0M COBEPLIEHHO O0CO0YI CeMaHTHYEeCKYIO Harpyaky.
CaoBa, TNpeAflOMEeHHS H BHCKa3NBaHHsA, KOTOpHE B
rpaMMaTH4YeCKOH CTpPYKType HaXxoAsdTcd B Ppa3HHX,
AHUIEeHHHX 4YepT cXoAaAcCTBa H, cCienfoBaTENBHO,
HEeCOMOCTAaBHMEIX NO3HUHAX, B XYAOMECTBEHHOH CTpYKType
OKa3HBATCA COMOCTAaBHMHMH M TMPOTHBOINOCTABHMEMM, B
TMO3UIUUAX TOMAECTBA H AHTHTE3H, H 3TO pacCKphIBaeT B HHX

HeoOXMHAAHHOH, BHEe CTHXa HEeBO3MOMHOEe, HOBOE

ceMaHTHYeCKO® cofepHaHHeE. Boaee TOro:
CeMaHTHYECKYI0 Harpy3ky Inoay4valoT J/€MeHTH, He

HMelIHe €€ B OORIYHOH $I3HKOBOM CTpykType. . . .433

The notion of structure also includes the notions or text and system
which are related - but in Lotman’s usage not equivalent - to the notions of
langue and parole as used by Ferdinand de Saussure.434 Frzguently,

Lotman will use the terms code and larnguage (43HIK) as rough aguivalents

433Lotman, AHaau3, 38, and cf. CTpYKTY DA, esp., 24-27.
434g g. CTpyKTYPA, 67

142



of system. This creates considerable potential for confusion.435 it must be
pointed out in the first place that, for Lotman, system or code is not a fixed or
a static entity. This has several ramifications. For Lotman, natural
languages do exist, although he stresses that their mode of existence is not
to be confused with the existence of individual utterances or 'texts'; they exist
just as algebra, planetary systems, or other abstractions do. Secondly, he
does not categorically establish which is primary, text or system:
Mu He 6epémcsa YyTBepH AATH YTO yemy
nNpeAlieCTBYET: SIBNK pOMaHTH3MAa POMAHTHYECKHM
TeKCTaM HaAH Haobopor. MH nogaraem, YyTo B TaKOM BHAE

CaMa TNOCTaHOBKa BOMpOCa HCKJAIOYa€eT YAOBJAETBOPHTENBHOE
peureHHe. 436

Next, and what would seem to follow directly from the preceding point,
there is a fiuid relationship betwéen text and system, i.e. what is text from
one perspective can be system from another.437 To understand this more
clearly it is necessary to say what a text in literature is or more precisely what
a cultural text is. A text is first of all an invariant structure which may be the

basis of any number of variants. A given poem is an invariant text when

435cy, Axaana, 123, where in one paragraph he uses all three; they are not, however, always co-
terminous.

436Lotman, "HeckoabKo CAOB 110 noBoay peueH3HH . M. Meiepa,” 113. But cf.
idem, "TexcT Xax JAWHaMHYecXass cHcTema,” inCIpYKTYpa Texcra: TesMcu
cHMIO3HyMa, ed. Viach. Vs. Ivanov, T. M. Sundik, T. V. Tsiv'ian. (Moscow: Institut
slavianovedeniia i balkanistiki, AN SSSR, 1981), 104: "OgHako ecanu rOBOPHTH, IO
KpaHHeH Mepe, 0 TaKHX NOHSATHAX, KAK 'TeKCT HCKyccTBa' (XyAomecTBEHHE
TEKCT) H 'TE€XCT KYAbTYPH'. TO BCe OCHOBAHHS CYMTATh TeKCT HCXOAHHM, a
SI3BIK IIpO¥3BOAHRIM OT HEro sdABJAEHHEM. . . . TeKCT ecTh He peaasauusa
HEeKOTOpOro S53HKa, a reHepaTop SIIHKOB."

437Lotman, CIpyxIypa, 70-71.
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considered as the product of a given author438 and without reference to a
particular instantiation. In other words, if | have three copies of the same
edition of a poem in front of me which therefore do not differ in their
appearance to any significant degree, they will be considered one text.
However, if | have three recordings of readings of the poem by different
readers, | will no doubt have three variants of the Text.43° |n that case, the
text will stand as system in relation to the variant texis. Therefore "invariants”

prove to be variabie dependent on their contextual relaticnships.

The text is the conglomerate of the internal hierarchically organized
structure cf the work of art, i.e. that which is graphically, or, to include oral
texts, linguistically, expressed.44° This includes such levels of the work as
the phonemic, metric, rhythmic, lexical, stanzaic, etc. In another sense, the
text is that which interests textologists in their reconstructive efforts; in fact,
Lotman considers the fact that scholars do work to reconstruct lost or
unfinished or otherwise problematic texts a proof or at least a strong
indication of the fact that there is a cor2 or invariant Text.441 Another
important feature of texts, is that they must be seen to contain not only
present elements and relationships, but also absent or what Lotman calls

minus-devices (MHHyc—npHEME), Or artistic silence.442 To summarize

4381bid., and cf. also AHaAu3, 91-92. "flasd TOro, YTOGH CTATH 'TEKCTOM', rpaQHYeckH
3aKpenJqeHHNH AOKYMEHT A[O0JAXeH ONTb olpedeséH B ero OTHOLEHHH K
3aMECAY aBTopa, 3¢’ :THYECKHM ITOHATHSAM 2JMOXH H APYTHM, rpadHdeckH, B
TeKCTe He OTpaMeHHsu: BeAHYHHamMm." JleXIIMH, 155 (emphasis in original).

4398 5., CrpyKTYPA, 70.

4%0E.g. flexuun, 57.

4411bid., 155£f, and CTpyKTY Pa. 70-71, AHaau3z, 91-92.

442¢1pyKTyPa, 66-67.
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somewhat, a text is characterized by the following three features:

BHPaMeHHOCTb, OTTPAHHYEHHOCTb, CTPYKTYPHOCTE.443

Text is not, of course, a seif-suificient notion, any more than anything
else is within a structural framework. Text must always be seen in its
relationship with system. System is essentialiy the texi seen in terms of its
external or extra-textual relationships. System or code is that through which
the text is organized and decoded or understood.444 It is not the work of art
any more than the text itself is. The reiationship of text and system
constitutes the work of art. System is always understood in relationship to
non-system: the fact of non-inclusion of a certain element into the literary
work or lack of relationship to a given code can be structurally meaningful.
The minimum number of systems or languages needed to decipher a literary
work is two,445 otherwise the characteristic semantic tension which produces
the wealth of meaning in a work is not possible, however, normally there will
be many more:

B oTaHYHe 0T HeXyAOMECTBEHHHX TEKCTOB,
NpoH3BEeAE€HHE HCKYCCTBAa COOTHOCHTCH HE€ C OAHHM, a C
MHOTHMH ACUWIHOPYWOIUHMH ero KodamH. HHauUBHAyaabHoe

B XYyA40HECTBEHHOM Te&XCTe——2TO He BHECHCTeMHOE, a
MHOI'OCHCTeMHGE. Yem B 6oablliee KoaHYEeCTBO

4"'31bid.. 67-69. It should be pointed out that Lotman recognizes that "text” can have different
meanings for a general reader and for the literary scholar. This is particularly manifested in that the
reader will read only a given text, an individual work of verbal art, while the literary scholar may study
a given level of the text which then becomes the text and what was text becomes system, or on the
other hand, he might study a genre, movement, or period, in which case the text will become either a

variant or one level of the text. Cf. esp. CIpyKTypa, 70-72.

444 paaua, 119.
445E g ibid., 123.



ACWHPPYOUIUX CTPYKTYpP BXOAHT TOT HJAH HHOH
KOHCTPYKTHBHHHA Yy3eJ4 TeKCTa OaAHOBpeMeHHO, TemM
HHAHBHAYaabHEE erc 3HavyeHHe. Bxosas B pa3aHyHHeE

'A3BEIKH' KYABTYPHEH. TEKCT PpacKphHBaeTcss Ppa3HHMH
CTOpOHAaMH. BHecHCTeMHoe CTAaHOBHTICH CHCTEeMHBIM H
Hao6opoT. C4aHako 23TO He o3HayaeT 6e3rpaHHYHOIO
IIpoH3Bosa, 0e30peHHOH CYyO6BEKTHBHOCTH, B KOTOPCH IIOpOH
BHAAT CHEUHPHKY HCKYcCcTBa. Habop BO3MOMHHX
ACHIHQPY OINHX CHCcTemMm cocTaBAadeT HEeKOoTopyK
CBOHCTBEHHYI AAHHOH 3II0Xe HAH KYALTYpe BEeAHYHHY, H

CH MOMEeT H pAoaMeH OHTH TNpeAMETOM HIYYEHHS H
OIMUCaHHUdg. 446

Thus, while in a scientific text, for example, ambiguity must be seen as
a shortcoming, in a literary text, ambiguity or variant readings, not to be
confused with gross or unlimited subjectivism, are a sine qua non. The
existence of two interpretations of a scientific text implies either a mistake or
a poorly written text. Ambiguity in daily conversation or in journalism is
usually a defect and reduces the informativity of the text. In an artistic text
(literary work of art) ambiguity is a function of the interaction of text and

system/s to generate meaning, both at a given moment and over time.447

As an indication of the complex relationship between text and system,
or between internal and extra-textual structures, | would quote from an article
by Dmitrii Segai, which complements Lotman's positicn, and in which he is

discussing the difference betwen a myth (aiso considered a secondary

4461pid. Additionally, different portions of a text may be correlated with or constructed according to
different artistic systems or codes. 124.

4470n this last point see e.g. lHagusa, 90-92.
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modelling system) which would be generated according to rules similar to
those outlined by the quasi-formalist Viadimir Propp for fairy tales, and a real
myth.

OaHako TakoH aHaJf:3 HEAZOCTATOYEH, eCaAH leabkio
HCCJAEeaAO0OEaHHUS aBaAdeTCH YyCTaHOBJAEHHE NMpaBHJ
MOANEeNHPOBAHHSA MHpAa B ymMaxX YNeHoB rpynnu. Ecau mMu
XOTHM HCKYCCTBEHHHM o6pa3om (XoTd O6H C MIOMOIUBIO
M€K TPOHHHX BHYHCAHTEABHHX MAWIHH) c034aTh MHO,
KOTOPHH He TOJBKO IO CBOEH CTpYKType O6HA 6H MHOM,
HO H MOr OHTP NPHHAT KaK TaKOBOH 4YjaeHaMH HEKOTOpoi
rpynne, Heo6XO04HMO TNOHATh, C KaKHMH 06BE€KTaMU BHe
MH$a CBA3HBAIOTCA €ro MOTHBH, I€poH,——HeEOo6XO0AHMO

CMOAEAHPOBATh HE TOJABKO CTPYKTYypy ™MHOA, HO H MHp, HM
MoaeAHpYyerEulil. 448

Definition #4: This high level of organization in literature, and the
semanticization of all of its elements because of the fusion of the planes of
expression and content permits Lotman to offer a definition of literature in
terms of information theory. Literature involves those texts in which
redundancy or entropy approaches zero.44® Redundancy is the opposite of
meaning or content or, in other words, of information.450 If, in a literary text

everything is semanticized, then there is no room for redundancy. Whereas

448Dmitri M. Segal, "O HeKOTOpHX npobaeMaX CEeMHOTHYECKOIO H3yJYeHHus
MH$oNOrHH,” in ' I ' iem,
{(Moscow: lzdatel'stvo AN SSSR, 1962), 94. Note that a myth is less complex than literature. Cf.
Ju. M. Lotman and B. A. Uspenskij, "Myth--Name--Culture,” in Soviel Semiotics, 233-52. Cf. also
e.g. AHaaua, 42.

449 g, Nexuuy. 187.

450There are two senses of Information, one quantiiive and technical, and one more theoretical and
qualitative, being a general notion of degree of organization. Lotman claims 10 be more interested in
the latter. Cf. "Hecxoarko caoB no momoay peuensun $. M. Meiiepa,” 111-112,
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in a normal language utterance or in other communication channels there is
a relatively high level of redundancy,451 in a poetic text, given its ability to
interact with constantly changing cultural codes and therefore produce an
almost infinite series of meanings, redundancy is close to zero. |If the
quantity of information is equal to the quantity of noise in a message, there is
no message.452 However, because literature is anti-entropic, i.e. because of
its ability to transform non-systemic elements into systemic, in it entropy can

be seen to actuaily lead to information.

HckyccTBO——H B 3TOM NpodBASETCA €ro CIpPYKTYypHoe
POACTBO C MHU3HBIO B IpHpoge— —obaanaeT CHOCOOHOCTH
npeobpamaTh WyM B HHOOpMAUHIO, YCAOWMHAET CBOMWO
CTPYKTYpPY 3a CY€T KoppeadAUHH C BHEIWLHEeH CpeaoH (Bo
BceX ApYrHX cHcTemaX BCAKOE CTONKHOBEHHE C BHEUHEeH
cpesfoH MoWeT NMpHBECTH AHLIB K 3aTYXaHHIO
HHpopMalnu ). 453

According to the second law of thermodynamics, on which the notion

of entropy is based, there is a constant irreversible process of decreasine

451E.g. CTpYKTYpa, 98-99.
4521bid., 99. Noise is an entropic force.

453 id., 99. The association of art {_iterature) with life is not a capricious remark by Lotman or a
flight of speculatmn it is a view held by many or perhaps most information thcorisis. "Biologists as
well as philosophers have suggested that the universe, and the living forms it contains, are based on
chance, but not on 2ccident. To put it another way, forces of chance and of antichance coexist in a
complementary relationship. The random element is called ertropy, the agent of chaos, which tends o
mix up the unmixed, to destroy meaning. The nonrandom element is information, which exploits the
uncertainty inherent in the entropy principle to generate new structures, to inform the world in novel
ways.” Jeremy Campbell, Grammatical Man: Informauon, Entropy, Language, and Life, (New York:
Simon and Schuster,1982), 11. Compare Gleick, Chags, writing in a section dealing with information
theory, "Truly random data remains spread out in an undefined mess. But chaos (chaos here should be
understou’ as a field of study, or certain natural occurrences, A.R.) - deterministic and patterned - pulls
the data into visible shapes. Of all the possible pathways of disorder, nature favors just a few.” 266-
267. He also notes, quoting Erwin Schrodinger, the quantum physicist and occasional biologist, that

a living organism has the ‘astonishing gift of concentrating a siream of order on itseif and thus
escaping the decay into atomic chaos.”” 299.
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order in the universe. For Lotman, and many cthers in the field of
information theory, the law is not as universal as once thought.454
Moreover, for Lotman, information is a precondition of both social and
biological existence. Information theory is broader than semiotics455 and
provides the broad philosphical base to Lotman's theory needed to

complement the methodological base provided by structuralism.

At one time Taylor defined culture as the aggregate of tools,
*2chnological equipment, social institutions, faiths, customs and
language. Today one could give a more general definition: the
aggregate of all non-inherited information and the means for organizing
and preserving it. From this emerge very diverse conclusions. Above
all it substantiates the concept of mankind's need for culture.
information is not an optional indication of, but one of the basic
conditions for man's existence. The battie for survival - both the
bioclogical and the social one - is a struggle for information. An
understanding of culture’s essence as *‘>rmation explains the
passionate involvement in this matter of Loih the bearers and the
destroyers of culture whose conflicts with each other constitute the
history of mankind.456

Culture, however, is not a storehouse of information. it is an
extremely complex mechanism which preserves information while
censtantly working out the most efficient means to do this: it receives
new information, encodes and decodes communications and translates

454For a critical assessment of Lotman's view, see Richard W. Bailey "Maxwell's Damon and the
Muse,” DRispositio, I, 3 (1976), 293-301.
455Lotman, C1pykTypa, 77.

456Incidcmally, Lotman's writings contain numerous remarks of this sort which can be seen as attacks
on the repressive Soviet controls on the production, storage and transmission of information.
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them irorm one sign system into another. Cuilture is a versatile and
highiy organized mechanism of cognition. ... 457

Lotman is aware of the shortcomings of attempts to apweiy the
statistical and stochastic methods of information theory to literature and
culture,?58 however he does hold out as a desideratum that such an
eventuality would be beneficial. "Korpaa m™MH Hay4dYHMCcd TOYHO
H3MepATb H3OHTOYHOCTD, ME TO0AYYHM OGBEKTHBHHH KPHTepHH
Xy AOMECTBEHHOI 0 [AOCTOHHCTBA."459 Since information is a (negative)
function of predictability - what is predictable is redundant in a message - but
communication depends on a certain degree of commonality in the codes of

receiver and sender, Lotman sees literature as a tension between fulfilment

and violation of expectation.

H3 3Torc BHBOA: XopollHe CTHXM, CTHXH, Hecyumue
MO3THYECKYI0 HHOOPMALIHIO, — —3TO CTHXH B KOTOPHX BCe
3/i€eMEeHTH OMHAaeMHN H HEeOMHAAHHH OAHOBPEMEHHO.
HapyureHue TlepBOrs TPUHUHNA CAeNaAeT  TeKCT
6€CCMEBICJAEHHEM, BTOPOTr0o—TpHBHAABHEM.460

This step towards a more evaluative stance breaks another tabu, but
there is no question that Lotman's theory has a considerable allotment of

evaluation which frequently emerges in his applications and has been

4577urij Lotman, "Culture and Information,” Rispositio, I, 3 (1976), 215. For the most part, where

he says "culture” it is possible to read "literature” insofar as literature is one of the main systems of
culture.

458g g flexuuy, 186-187, CXpyKzypa, 38ff., AHaaua, 35.
459 exnuy, 187, and cf. AHaauz, 34. His emphasis on the objectivity associated with his theory
underlies somewhat my decision to present his position in the form of definitions.

46082013, 128.
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stated outright more than once.461 Following the same line, his views on
information have led him to a proposal which is, although controversial,
consistent with his overail position, namely that "kpacora ecrTs
HHPoprayH= . "462 In other words, beauty, that which has traditionally been
seen as the end of aesthetic practice, is located within the framework of
information, i.e. a particular organization of texts and codes within a given
culture,463 i.e. not all information is equal to beauty; the formulation refers to
those kinds of structures - and structural violation of structures -

characteristic of art.

Definition #4: Literature is those texis the communication of which
involves the greatest number and degree of difficulties in understanding and

a profound decrease in the possibility of unambiguous decoding.

One of the tangible results of Lotman's synthesis of semiotics,
structuralism, and information theory is his mode! of communication. It has
had several formulations, like most of Lotman's ideas, but the invariant

structure, if | may borrow his terminology, seems to emerge in an article

461 E.g. in a2 footnote in Ayaauz, 35, he €quates readers’ intuition of what good poetry is with results
baseu on an empirical experiment to measure the redundancy of various texts. Given other remarks
concerning the applicability of such tests to literary texts, one is led to suspect that he considers

intuition to be even more reliable. "lpogeaanHme HaMH 3KCNepHMEHTH He TOJbKO
TTOATBEpAHAH JAaHHHE BEHIepCKOro YYEHOrO, HO H NOKAa3aaAH, YTO CTHXH,
HHTYHTHBHO ollyum{aeMHNe AaHHHM HHPOPMAHTOM Kax Xopoluxe,
YranhBayoTCA ¢ OOABIUHM TPYAOM, TO eCTb HMEWT 4AA8 HEro HH3KYIO
H3OHTOYHOCTB. B maoxuX Me cTHXax oHa pe3ko pacTér. 3TO mno3BogaseT
BBECTH OOBEKTHBHHE KPHTEPHH B 064acTh, Koropass OnJsaa HaHbGosee Tpyaxon
Aas 2HaAH3a H TPaAHUHOHHO NOKPHBaaacs ¢opMmyso#: 'O BKycax He
crnopar.”

462 flexuuu, 98. He vigorously defends this formulation (as late as 1975) against a rather naive
criticism in "Heckoqapko ca0B no mosoay peuensuu . M. Meidnepa,” 111-112,
463"Kpacora €CTb HEKOTOpPHH OCOOKHA BHA OpPraxHHM3alMH,” ibid, 112.
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originally published in 1973.4%% Lotman seeks to overcome the limitation of
Jakobson's model, which he sees as idealizing communication by
disregarding "lack of understancing, partial uncderstanding, or varying
perceptions of one and the same message," or at least seeing them as being
located outside the phenomenon of communication.465 Lotman substitutes
for Jakobson's ideal addressee who shares a comon code with the
addresser a "real” addressee who has a different code, one which only
partially intersects with the "code of the addresser. As a result,
communication is not passive transmission of messages, but a difficult
process of translation or transcoding.466 "H 7ToHHMaHHe, Hernogaxoe
NMOHHMAHHE HIH TNepeoCMBICAeHHEe — He IMo060YHHEe IpoAYKTH

obMeHa HHopMaUHeH, a IpHHaANEeHAT caMol eé cyTH."4%7

The more highly organized the text, as with literature, the greater the
difficulties in understanding it, i.e. in giving it a single interpretation.468
Various semiotic processes are at work in society tending botn towards and
against a creation of homogeneous codes. Both tendencies are necessary,
but "oxoH4YaTeabHasd nobena anW0WO60H OAHOH H3I HHX caenaer
KOMMYHHKAUHIO HAM HEHYHHOH, HAH HEBO3MOWHOMN."469 For

Lotman this procass of transcoding has very serious ramifications for the

464 otman, "3HaKOBHH MEXaHH3IM KYABTYPH," in COOPHHK cTaTeH IO
BIOPHUMELIM MOJECAHMPYIOMWINM cHcTeMman, (Tartu: Tartuskii gosudarstvennyi universitet,
1973), 195-169.

4651bid., 196.

4661pid.

467id.

4681bid,, 194 7.

4691hid., 197
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ability of cultures to thrive and develop, to maintain stability and viability. It is
bound up not only with the functioning of collectives, but also with the

maintenance of individual personalities.

He describes the process whereby transcoding creates dialogues
and polylogues on the one hand, and shared cultural codes on meta-levels
on the other, and locates the individual as sender and receiver of messages
within this complex system of shifting texts and codes. The central general
thrust of his thought seems to inhere in the following polemical and

somewhat programmatic statement:

KpaTKko oXapakKTepH30BaHHHHA BHIMe MpHHUMUI
3acraBfifeT KPHTHYECKH OTHEeCTHCh K YCTaHOBKE
CTPYKTYPHOTO HCCAeaAOBaTE€AbCKOTO aHanu3a Ha
AOMHHHpYIOlllee OINHCaHHe 'SA3HKa' cHCTeM. 'CayvadHHe', ¢
TOYKH 3p€HHA $3BIKA, SBJAEHHA He MQryT OHTb OCTaBJeHH
6e3 BHHMaHHUMA: OHH TNpeAacTaBAaAsiloT cobol paboTawinue
MEeXaHH3MBl B CEMHOTHYECKOH CTPYKTYpe KYABTVPH, H
cfeayeT HCKATh NMYTH K HX oMMCcaHHI. B cBA3M ¢ aTum
aKTYyasibHOCTb IpHOOpETAIOT HCCAeAOBaHHA CEMHOTHYECKOH
NpHpOAK HENEpeBOAHMOCTH H Ppa3HOIr0 poda co3lgaBaeMHX
KYABTypoH MIYMOB, a TaKMKe CTEINeHH TIepecedyeHUSH

Pa3AHYMHEX AEHCTBYIOINHX B eAHHOH CHCTeMe KYAbTYPpH,
KonoB.470

470bid., 199. Bound up with the notion of untranslatability and different codes is not only the notion
but the very possibility of individual personalities. Cf. also idem, "Primary and Secondary,” 95-98.
"A participant in communication is operative for me precicely because he is 'another person,’ and the
information obtained from him is valuable precisely insofar as it issues from another person and does
not duplicate what is already known to me. To the extent that participants in communication are
united by a common code, they are one person. Nevertheless, only that aspect of their involuntary
signalization not deciphered by this common code - not deciphered automatically but demanding
amplification, a conscious semiotic a ; »f decipherment - constitutes the individuality of each of them
and is of informational interest for the --ther.” Ibid., 96.
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In regards to literature, Lotman's model of communication serves to
reinforce the notions of its communicative function, its ability to generate
meanings in proportion to its degree of structural organization, and its
importance within the cultural system, insofar as the culture's viability
depends on the individualizing tendency inherent in communication of this

type at least as much as on levels involving less complex transcoding.47!

Specialization in the structure of individual codes - the possibility of a
purely personal representation in texis of extralinguistic reality - meets deep
needs of the collective as a whole, since a shortage of information typical of
any human collective can most effectively be compensated for by the
stereoscopic quality, polyglottism, and multi-level character of specialization.
Under these circumstances, the difficuity of a synonymous interpretation of
the text no longer seems to be a structural defect. it would be possible to
show convincingly that certain cultural mechanisms work in the direction of
making it difficult to decipher a text adequately; the more complex the

structure of a message, the more individual is its interpretation by each

recipient of the information.472

4711 otman, "3HaKOBHA MeXaHH3M,” 199,
472"Pn'mary and Secondary," 97.
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IV. BAKHTIN AND LOTMAN: LITERATURE AS
COMMUNICATION AND COGNITION

Ultimately, it is the question of language which separates the theories
of Bakhtin and Lotman from so many other contemporary theories. While it
may not be possible to prove that hypothesis logicaily or empirically, |
believe | have demonstrated above that it does have considerable validity.
Having thus set off Bakhtin and Lotman from competing trends, | would now
like to highlight certain significant aspects of their theories which underlie
important areas of similarity and compatibility. The thrust of this selective
comparison and attendant analysis will be towards the contention that
literature, seen as markedly distinct from the sphere of action of natural
language, is for both Bakhtin and Lotman primarily characterized by its

communicative and cognitive nature.

To avoid subsequent repetition, two points should be born in mind

throughout. The first point is that the argument should be seen against the
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background of the Russian formalist-Prague school line and its emphasis on
the aesthetic function of literature (and art). As a corrollary to this, one could
include all or at least many other schools and trends which stress a similar
aesthetic function or otherwise deny the cognitive and/or communicative
nature of literature, whether by denying or negating to various degrees the
author, the text, the reader, or reality itself. Secondly, since in large measure
the formulation "Literature is communication and cognition" has been taken
from Lotman, the task at hand can be seen as one of attempting to measure
Bakhtin up to Lotman, without effecting a simple res iction. There is,
however, no intert to imply that Lotman sets the standard; it is simply an
a2nalytic position. One could conceivably formulate the question in terms of
trying to argue that fer Lotman, literature is dialogue. There is ample
evidence to support this, but, first of ail, the often nearly amorphous notion of
dialogue is very difficult to deal with in such a context, and secondly, it would
require a massive transformation of concepts and terms. it is much more
straightforward to try to reveal communication and cognition in Bakhtin's
dialogue than dialogue in Lotman’'s communication and cognition. The

result will largely detemine the validity of the procedure.

The danger of reduction is, unfortunately, very real, especially since |
will concentrate more on similarities than on differences, and often | will be
dealing with general notions. However, one important, determining reason
for this particular analytic position is that the Bakhtinomania of the last two
decades has led not only to a somewhat distorted picture of Bakhtin
centered almost exclusively on the notions of carnival, dialogue, and the

novel - in all their amorphousness - but also has, largely by process of
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denial, led to an impoverished view of Lotman's theoretical position,473
which is not only technically sophisticated but full of a profound and

passionate search for what Bakhtin has call?d "understai.ding” of human

reality.

4730f course, Bakhtin himself had a hand - albeit an ambivalent hand - in this process. The problem,
however, is that his followers, disciples, and idolizers, for the most part, never seriously challenged,
questioned or evaluated his remarks on and allusions to Lotman and his school, not to mention his
editors' questionable reworking of texts. See above.



IV.7. Methodology

Berore turning directly to the notions of communication and cognition,
| will examine some aspects of methodological similarities in Bakhtin and
Lotman, and illustrate them with references to some of their applied studies,
i.e. theory in practice. it seems appropriate to take as a starting point what
appears to be Bakhtin's last completed work, which contains his most
carefully and fully elaberated references to Lotman, namely "OTBeT Ha
BoIlpoC peaakuud HoBoro pupa."474 In this brief essay, Bakhtin both
summarizes his view of how litcirature should be studied, how it interrelates
with other dimensions of culture, and refers approvingly to Lotman's
endeavors in the field up to that pcint.47S The essay has been discussed in
some detail above, so | will point cut only that in it Bakhtin se*s out to
distinguish what he considers to be the twc gernizral tasks o1 literary

scholarship, at least in referenice to the literature «f the past.4”® Thess car

4743ee the earlier references 1 this essay in Chapier I1, above. It will hercinaft:r be roferred to as
"OTBeT."

475 As mentioned above, he is ostensibly referrisig not only to Lotman, but alse to Konrad, Likhachev,
and to the Moscow-Tartu school in ge:ieral. Of course, I would contend that Lotman comes closer than
any of the others to realizing the desic xrata vhich Bakhiin sets out.

476He is rather vague on the question df v::.>» he declines to include "contemporary” literature and
literary criticism, ("Otvet,” 329), but :her: :.7e probably two factors. One is his ostensible lack of
interest in contemporary literature - it is Liw:ely ever mentioned in his writings - and the other is that
the essay contains some thinly veiled hostile references to the doctrine and practice of socialisi realism.

Ibid., e.g. 331. "ToBOpsT HECKOABKG YIIPOIUCHHO M Tpy6o: ecaH 3HaYEHHE
KaKoro—HHOyAr NpoH3BefeLHsl CBOAHTH, HamnpHMep, K ero poau B Oopwbe ¢
KpenocTHHM npaBom (B cpeskhell wKoae 3To g4eaawT), To Takoe
TIpOH3BEACHHE AOAMHO MNOJFICIBK YTpaTHTh cBGEe 3HAaYeHHEe, Korga
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be viewed as the synchronic and diachronic approaches to the study of
literature, as long as synchronic is not confused with the notion of a closed

or strictly immanent approach.

The synchronic dime sion is concerned with establishing literature's
ties to other cultural series and to culture in general within the epoch in
which a given work arose.*?’7 "fluTepatypa— —HeOTpHBHas 4YacTh
KYyAbBTYPH, €e Henb3d ITCHATh BHe ULEAO0CTHOTO KOHTEeKCTa BCeH
KyJAbTYpH AaHHOH 3MOXH."478 Literature, he says, must not be isoiated
within its sc-called specificity, nor should external, for example, socio-
economic, factors be seen to affect it directly, when, in fact, their impact is
mediated through the whole cuitural system. Bakhtin stresses the need to
allow not only the traditionally viewed cuitural spheres or series but also the
various levels of culture, including especially the often-neglected lower
levels, to manifest their influences and role.478 Bakhtin himse!f realized this
program in his study of Rabelais. A major portion of that work was dedicated
to demonctrating the close ties of Rablelais' work with other cultura! series of
the epoch and its complex relationship with both the upper and lower social
strata, but in a special way emphasizing the latter.480 That he may have

idealized and even exaggerated the impnriance of cerain aspects of the

KPeIoCTHOEe INpaBO H ero MNMepeMHTKH YHAYT H3 MU3HH, a oHO 4acTo eL'e
YBenHYHBaeT CBO€ 3Ha4deHHe, TO €CThb BXOAHT B 6oJsuloe Bpers.'"

+771bid., esp. 329-331.

A781bid., 329.

4791bid., 330.

480Bakhtin, Pabae, e.g. 4,409 and passim. Of course, the synchronic and diachronic perspectives are

actuilly very closely interwoven in any study of this sort. Cf. also Bakhtin's frequent references 1o the
fact \hat the folk worldview evolved and became established over thousands of years, e.g. 487 and

passun; and Bzkhtin, [Ipo6gem-a, 208.



broad masses and the folk consciousness is beside the point in this respect.
What matters here is the methodological principle he outiined and attempted
to implement in his study of Rabelais, and which he presents again in more
schematic form in "OTeeT." Indeed, he clearly did succeed in opening up
and analyzing literary and cultural processes which had previously been

largely ignored or unknown to scholars.481

The second, diachronic dimension or perspective is related to the
question of discovering and studying the roots and origins of literary works in
the distant past and seeing a given work's ties not only with the past relative
to the time of its composition, but also with its future 482

BeaukHe MNpoH3BeAeHHS AHTepaTypH NOATOTOBASIIOTCH
BeKaMH, . . . [IHNTadch NOHATh U OOBACHHTL IpOH3BEAEHHE

TOJ/bKO H3 YCJAOBHH €ro 3MOXH, TOABKO H3 YCAOBHH

6aHMaHlIero BpeMeHH, MH HHKOTrAa He TPOHHKHEM B ero
CMHCAOBHE TIAYOHHH.483

Works, especially great works,484 reveal ever newer and deeper levels of
meaning with the passage of time, meanings which were present but not
accessible to earlier readers.485 For Bakhtin, the question of genres is

especially important in this respect, {("Ocobo BamHOe 3HaYeHHEe HMEIT

481Cf. "OtBeT,” 330 "MoryyHe ray6nHHHe TedyeHHA XYABTYPH (B ocobeHHocTH
HH3OBH €, HapoAHHe€), AEHCTBHTEJHRHO OllpeaeasiolUHe TBOPYECTBO MHcaTesen,
OCTAKTCH He PpacKpHTHMH, 4 HHOrAa U BOBCEe He H3BECTHRIMH
HccaegoBaTteasin.”

482For his discussion of the future of literary works see esp 331-333. Cf. also "CaoBO B
pomasxe,” in B3, 232-233.

483Bakhtin, "Otvet,” 331.

484E y  ibid.

485bid., esp. 332, and 334-335, and compare Lotman, "XyA0KecTBEHHAas CIPyKTypa
Errenya Onernna,” 32.
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WaHpH."486) He gives special emphasis to this question in his studies of
Rabelais and of Dostoevsky, and it can probably be said that its most lucid
expression is to be found in his siudy of Dostoevsky's poetics.487 |t is
essential to remembr <. these two questions, these two dimensions of the
study of literatu’ - synchronic and the diachronic are not totally
separable except for analysis; in actuality they work hand-in-hand. Bakhtin
expressed it as foliows in his study of Dostoevsky's poetics:

Ham xameTcs, YTO HAll AHAXPOHHYECKHHA aHAAH2

NMOATBEpHAAET pe3yaAbTAaThl CHHXPOHHYECKOTo. TodHee:

PE3YNbTATR OGOHX 2aHa/H30B B3aHMHO IPOBEPAIOT H
MOATBEpHAAIOT APyl apyra.488

Lotman has certainly not written one single, individual work on the
scale or scope of of Bakhtin’s study of Rabelais48® aithough he has just as
certainly done comparable work. Taken as a whole, his several articles and
monographs on Pushkin's EBreuus Oneruu form an imposing body of
scholarly achievement, and if one adds to it all he has written on Pushkin in

general, it is possible to speak of a truly colossal corpus.490 There are also

486 Orper,” 332.
487cs, esp. [Ipo6aerul, chapter IV, "HMaHpOBLHIE H CIOMETHO—KOMIIO3HLUHOHHEIE

ocerHHocru npoH3BegeHHH flocToescKoro.” Bakhtin pays particular attention to the
question of genres throughout his career, and - although it fits quite comfortably within his overall

theoretical position - he has a somewhat idicsyncratic approach to the problem. Cf. e.g. "Tipobaera
PEYEBRIX ¥aHPpoB," in JCT, 237-280; "CaoBo B poraHe" and "®opME BpeMeHH H

XpoHCOTONZ B pormaHe: OwuepKH MO HCTOPHYEeCKOH NO3THXe,” in B2, 72-233, 234-
407.

488 po6aemur, 208.

489That is, of course, if one restricts from the discussion his main theoretical monographs which, of
course, belong to a differen: "genre.”

490s0me of the major texts are: *"K 3BoaAoOLHH MOCTPOEHHA XapakKTepoB B pomaHe
EBrenus Oxeruy.” in Oyuxys: HecnedoBanua u matepuaan. vol I, (Moscow,

Leningraci: Izdatel'sivo AN SSSR, 1960), 131-173; "Haefinasg CTPYKTYpa KaNUTAHCKOH
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numerous studies dedicated to the historical period in which Pushkin lived
and wrote.491 indeed, Pushkin and his period have been the focus of a
majori., of Lotman's "appased” works, and their impact on the scholarship of
that pericd both within and without the Soviet Union has yet to be
investigated. A detailed coimparison just of Lotman's work on EBreHH{{
OHeryH with Bakhtin's study of Rabelais could be the subject of several
dissertations, and certainly, even just by virtue of the “"encyclopedic"492
character of both literary texts, would be very fruitful.493 (Recently some
scholars have begun to confront Lotman's studies of Pushkin's novel in

verse with Bakhiin's writings on the same subject.)*94 Here | will limit myself

Aoyky," in JYIMKHHCKHT ¢OOpHUK, (Pskov, np, 1962), 3-20; "O mpobaerme 3HavYeHHH,”
1965; "XynoxecTBeHHasi CTpyKTypa EBrenud OHeIHHA."1966; *Poman B CIHXaX

Oviuxuna 'EpreHui O=ieryu’. Cpeuxypc. BuogHule JleXUHM B WIYJYEHHE
IexcIa, (Tartu: n.p., 1975); Poman A, ¢, ITviuxyHa 'EpreHun OHEIHH'
Lgnngmagnu__ﬂmﬁxuawnma (Lemngrad Prosveshchenie, 1980)

yyaiuuxcs, 2nded., (Lemngrad Prosvcshcheme 1983) Those marked with an asterisk (*) have
not been extensively consulted and therefore do not appear in the artached bibliography For a complete
list of Lotman's works on EBresyil QxernH and on Pushkin in general, see "CriHCcoOX
NeYaTHHX TpyAaos.”

491Cf. e.g. "Mo33us 1790—~-—-1810-x roaos,” in[[oaTe 1790—-—1810—X Tro0g0R,
ed. comp. and with an introduction by Iu. M. Lotman, (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1971), 5-62; and
several articles in part II of Ju. M. Lotman, B. A. Uspenskij, The Semiotics of Russian Culiure, ed.
Ann Shukman, Michigan Slavi¢ Contributions No. 11, (Ann Arbor: Department of Slavic Languages
and Literatures, University of Michigan, 1984).

492Cf. Lotman, Komme 7 1pui, 35, and Bakhtin, Pabae, 495.

493E g_, both Pushkin and Rabelais had an incomparable impact on the development of the literary
language of their respective native languages, (cf. Bakhtin, Pabge, ¢.g. 457: "Pabae psigaom ¢
KaneHHOM 6Ha ce3gaTesiem (paHUY3CKOro AMTEPATYPHOro Npo3aH4ecKoro
si3niKa."). There is also the question of their respective ties with the lower levels of society (see
below), as well as their critical view of authority, etc.

494g.g. J. Douglas Clayton, Ice and Flame: Aleksandr Pushkin's Eugene Onegin, (Toronto, Buffalo,
London: University of Toronto Press, 1985), and Russian Views of Pushkin'sEugene Onegin.,
translated, with an Introduction and notes by Sona Stephan Hoisington, (Bloomington and
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1988). Bakhiin's discussions of ERCeHHt OHerHH ere to
be found primarily in "CaoBo B pomaHe,” 136, 142, 160-61, and "H3 npeaHRTOpHH
pormaHHoOra caosa,” esp. 410417,
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to references to two of Lotman's works on Pushkin in order to highlight the
common features of the methodological approaches of both Bakhtin and

Lotman in this context.

in his commentary to Pushkin's EBredui  QHerHy, Lotman

systematically realizes the first part of Bakhtin's methodological diad, as
well as aspects of the second, reflecting the limitations he explicitly placed
before himself in preparing the commentary.495 Lotman unfolds before his
reader a detailed and profound description of many important aspects of life

relevant to any adequate understanding of EBrequi  OHerun. The

significance of the boundaries he puts on the scope of his purview:

[lpy sTorM MHE, pasymeeTcsi, He CTaBHM Iepes coboii LieaH
XapakTepH3cBaTh OEIT 3MOXH KaK TAaKOBOH — BHHMaHHe
OyaeT MpHBAEKATHCHA JAHIUB X TeM €ro CTOPOHaM, KOTOpPHE
NpsAMO HAH KOCBEHHO OTPA3HJAHCh B TEKCTE€ MNYIIKHHCKOIO
pomaHa496

is substantially diminished by the "encyclopedic” character of the novel.

Lotman presents his view of how various aspects of e culture of
Pushkin's era interact with the text of the novel. This he does in an
introductory chapter entitled "Oyepx ABOpPSHCKOrc OHTa GHETrHHCKOI
nopu"497 and then in the detailed and specific ("MocTpoYHEHE")

commentaries to individuai passages of the novel. The need for such a

495¢t. Lotman, KomMmeXTapui, 5-12. Itis worth noting that the ccmmentary was intended to
bring this type of schoiarship tc a much wider audience - in particular, to teachers of Russian literature
in the Soviet Union - than standard scholarly publications normally reach. It had a press run of
;3(6)000 mucn i~ r than one could expect for a more theoretically oriented work.

Ibid., "¢

4971bid.. 35-110.
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study as a pre-condition for a proper understanding of the novel he sets out
in terms very similar to those used by Bakhtin in a corresponding section of

his work on Rabelais.

3HaHHe OHTOBEIX peanHH HeoOXoAHMO AASl TOHHMaHHKA
TEKCTa gaye Tor4a, Koraa OHH HEINOCpPeACTBEHHO He
YINOMHHAIOTCH HAH JHIIb MEAbKAIT B BHAE KPaTKHX
OTCHJOK, HaMeKOB Ha To, 4YTo O6HJ0 ¢ NoJdycaoBa MOHATHO
H aBTOpPY, H COBpeMEHHOMY eMYy YHTaTearo. 498

Ho, Hcnoaslys TBopdecTtBo Pabne anda pacKpHTHS CYUHOCTH
HapoAHOH CMeXOBOH KYAbTYPH, MH BOBce He IpeBpaliaem
€ro TONBKO B CpedACTBO ANd AOCTHXEHUA BHe ero JgaemallleH
HeaHd. HarmpoTHB, MH rayboko ybemaeHHl, 4YTO TOJbBKO
TakHM NyTeM, TO €CTh TONBKO B CBETE€ HApPOAHOH

KY4bTYpH, MOMHO pPacKphTo NOoAJNHHHOro Pabsae, mokasarh
Pa6ae B Pabae.499

Of course, beyond the clearly identifiable similarities in the
methodological appreach io the iinking of the various cuiturai series, ihere
are equally clearly identifiable differences. | have aiready referred to some
of them, but it is worth restating the primary ones. First of all, Bakhtin's study

of Rabelais takes in much more of the diachronic perspective; Lotman

4981pid., 35.

499Bakhtin, Pa64e, 67, and also Ibid., e.g. 474: "3Ta pabaesnaHnckas cucTema o6pa3oB,
CTONB YHHBepcaabHas H rMHpoo6bhemamluasi, B TO W€ Bperii AONYCKAEeT H
Aaxe TpebyeTr HCKAYHTEABHOH KOHKPETHOCTH, INMOAHOTH, (4eTAABHOCTH,
TOYHOCTH, aKTYaJAbHOCTH H 3/010004HEBHOCTH B H306pae€HHH COBpeMEeHHOH
HCTOpHYeCKOH peHCTBeTeNbHOCTH. Kaxauid obpa3 3gaecr coyeTaeT B cebe
NpeAeAbHYIO WIHPCTY H KOCMHYHOCTD C HCKAIYHTEABHOH MH3HEHHOH
KOHKPETHOCTbIO, HHAHBHAYAJNBHOCTHI0O H 3#M0604HE€BHOA NYyOAHUMCTHYHOCTBIO.
JTOH 3armevYaTeNbHOH OCOOeHHOCTH pabae3vaHCXoro peadH3Ma ITOCBALUEHA
nocaeAHsiss TaaBa HalleH XHHIH."
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excludes that from his study for practical reasons dictated largely by his
intended readership. Elements of it are present, for example, in numerous
references to past and future literary traditions, and to various languages
and historical processes tlowing into and through the text. That he is actively
aware of the great importance of the diachronic dimension to the stud; of

literature, | will demonstrate presently. He has also devoted studies to th.
"future” of EBredHH OHeruH.S00 Secondly, Bakhtin's primary aim is not to
study Rabelais’ masterpiece Gargantua and Pantagruel, but to study the

nature and importance of the culture of folk laughter:

[To oTHOLIEHHIO K HeH Halla 3afaya YHCTO TeopeTHYecKast
— PacKpHTb €4HHCTBO H CMEICN 3TOH KYJAbTYPH, €€
oblIeHAE0NOTHYECKYI0O — MHPOCO3epUATENBHYIO — H
SCTETHYECKYIO CYUHOCTh. PaspeulHTh 3Ty 3a4ayy JaAyylle
BCEro MOMHO TamM, TO €CThb Ha TaKOM KOHKpPEeTHOM
raTepuafae, rae HapoaHasl cMeXoBad KyabTypa cobpaHa,
CKOHUE€HTpPHpPOBAaHa H XYAOMECTBEHHO OCO3HaHa Ha cBcemM
BHCUI€M PpEeHeCCaHCHOM 3Tale — HMEHHO B TBOPYECTBe
Pabne. [lnsa NMPpOHMKHOBEHHA B CaMyIo TAYOHHHYIO
CYIIHOCTh HapOAHOH CMEXOBOH KYAbTYpH Pabsae
HezaMeHHM.S0!

5OOE.g. Y. Lotman, "The Transformation of the Tradition Generated by Onegin in the Subsequent
History of the Russian Novel,” in Hoisington, Russian Views, 169-177. His closing remarks are
worth citing both for their own sake and, given the presen: context, for their close parallels with the
statement quoted in the following section below by Bakhtin concerning the relation between Rabelais
and his cultural context. "To corclude: In the case of Onegin the opposition between intrinsic textual
analysis and historical analysis proves illusory. When we analyze the historical relationship of Eugene
Onegin to the preceding and following traditions, we find ourselves inevitably analyzing the text as

such, and when we do a textual analysis we inevitably find ourselves investigating extratextual
historical ties.

"Only where these two perspectives intersect can we find the gates to the artistic world of Eugene
Onegin.” 177, and compare "Xy aoMecTBeHas CTpYKTypa ERrenHua OHeruHa," 32.
5011bid., 66. Incidentally, someone working from the Englisi: *- “2~lation of Pa6ge would likely
arrive at a significantly different understanding of this passage due o the exceptional liberties
(translational and editorial) taken by the translator. Actually, this is true of practically the entire



However, that aim is barely distinguishable or separable from its partner, i.e.
to discover and demonstrate, through the analysis of the culture of folk

laughter, the meaning and aesthetic vision contained in Rabelais’ work, i.e.

"Pabae B Pabae."502

An example of a study in which Bakhtin's conception of the diachronic
perspective takes the fore is Lotman’'s study of Pushkin's poem
"Andzhelo."503 | otman covers a large number of questions in this prief
study, however, in relating the pcem to the literary source which inspired it -

Shakespeare's Measure for Measure, in which Pushkin had an abiding

interest>04 - Lotman concentrates on
Three structural levels ... in the story organization of 'Andzhelo’:
1. The level organized by the laws of novella construction.

2. The level organized by the principles of folk and mythological
consciousness.

3. Episodes connected with the political coriception of ‘power’
and 'mercy’, which make "Andzhelo” akin to the The Captain's

translaticn right from the very title. Tpopyectno $patcya Pabjge y HapoaHas
KYARIYPA CPEAHEBOKORBHA H_ peHeccaHcd, becomes Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and His
World, tr. Hélene Iswolsky, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984). The passage
corresponding (approximately) to the one quoted above is on p. 58. She omits Bakhtin's last eight
lines (not cited by me) entirely.

502Bakhtin, Pabae, 67, and compare idem, "Tlpo6aemsl,” "3aaa4ya BCed Hauieh
paboTH ~ —pacKpHTh HENOBTOpHrioe cBoeobpasHe NO3ITHKH [lOCTOEBCKOrO,
'‘1moka3aTte B flocToeBckom flocToesckoro',” 208.

593vu. M. Lotman, "The Stucture of Ideas in Pushkin's Poem 'Aidzhelo’,” tr. Ann Shukman, in
“eiiy and Prosc, Pyssian Poetics in Translation II, 1976, 66-34.

7% bid., 66-67, 70-72.
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Dz &Rter, 'Peter the Great's Feast' and other late works of Pushkin's
(sic).505

The first two "levels™ correspond quite closely with Bakhtin's second
question, i.e. the diachronic perspective, but, of course, they would be rather
limited if not related to Lotman's third level, i.e. to questions concerning
Pushkin's overall opus. Lotman provides a fascinating and detailed analysis
oi each of these structural levels, while noting that their separation is
artiicial: the unity of the poem is dependant on their integration and
interrelationship.506 Here he makes an interesting and suggestive
reference to Bakhtin's concept of the polyphonic novel.507 Furthermore, he
considers the stylistic and ideational levels of the text to be united by one
particular feature: "low popular style.”508 He goes on to state, based on his
analysis that

Coarse simplicity combined with gutter jokes . . . is the mark of the
narrator's speech as of the characters’ words. This had particular
significance for Pushkin. As we have seen there are represented in the
poem two conceptions of power, that of the people and that of the
highest levels of culture. In spite of the whole social and intellectual
gulf between them there was, in Pushkin's opinion, an area where the
mind of the people and the mind of the cultural elite came together, and
this was the area of common speech, bare and unatfected. Affectation
is alien alike to the top and the bottom of society and comes into being

when poetry is created by "the middle class.” Pushkin saw here the
cause of the affectation of the French classicists and of the Russian

505mid., 72-73.
S061bid., 79.
5071bid., 84 n22. "Itis not stretching a point to compare the structure of the poem (i.e. "Andzhelo,”

A.R.) with the polyphonic novel of the nineteenth century, on which see the works of M. M.
Bakhtin.”

5081bid., 80.
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socially rootless journalists and seminarists of the 1830s. [...] lfwe
recall the significance that a rapprochement between the cultural elite
and the popular masses had for Pushkin's political consciousness

... then it becomes clear that the problem of popular speech as the
basis of authorial style, and of the spirit of the common people as "the
author's point of view,"” took on a character leading far beyond the
framework of purely literary research.509

One of the questions this particuiar set of texts raises when compared
in this manner concerns the question of actual influence. Certainly the texts
by Lotman here discussed do not read as if they were written by Bakhtin, but
the presence of isomorphic elements is unmistakable. There is no doubt
that his study of "Andzhelo"” was written in a period marked by heightened

interest in Bakhtin's ideas and works.51°

5091bid., 80. Lotman's penultimate paragraph in which he states his overall conclusion is also worth
citing: "The Shake.pearean model of culture, or in wider terms, the Renaissance model, placed at
Pushkin’s disposition (sic) a type of text in wnich he could express both his own thoughts and

opinions, as well as popular superstitions, and fuse them into a contradictory and yet at the same time
harmonious whole.” 81.

510ct, e.g. the following works by Lotman clearly showing evidence of interest in Bakhtin: "O

coaepHaHHH H CTPYKType,” (1973), which was published in the Bakhtin Festschrift, and in
which Lotman suggests Bakhtin has dealt with the question of the diachronic movement of literature far
more successfully than anyone else, including Tynianov with his over-simplified scheme, 30;

"XyaomMecTBeHHAsI INPHPOAA PYCCKHX HAPOAHEIX YapTHHOK,” (1976), in which he
cites Bakhtin's authority on certain aspects of carnival, 250; "O XsiectakoBe,” YueHRe
3ANHCKH TAPTYCKOTQ TOCYAAPCTBEHHOrO YHHBEDPCHTETA. #369, Tpyakl no
PYCCKOM M ciaBAHCKOH ¢uN0ACTHH, XXV, ldTepaTypopeaeHye, 19-53, in which he
does not mertio.. Sakhtin but - as can be seen from the following passage - he is very close to Bakhtin
in formulating his objectives: "l{leas HacTosier paboTH-——HE H3yYeHHe ob6pasa
XsnecTtakoBa KaK YaCTH XYAOHEcTBEHHOro Heqaoro xomeaHd loroasi, a
PEKOHCTPYKUHSA, Ha OCHOBAHHH 3TCTO TAY6OKOro cCO3A2HHSI CHHTE3UpYIOUIEH
MEICAH XYAOKHHKA, HEKOTOPHX 7+IOB IMoBedeHHs, o06pa3yIolUUX TOT
60ABIIOH KYABTYPHO—HCTOPHYECE HI{ KOHTEKCI, OTHOILIEHHE K KOTOpOMY

NIPHOTKPHBAaET ABEpH B npobaei:y NparrtaTHKH TOroA€BCKOro Texcra," 36; and
many others.
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It is an important underlying thesis of the present study that the
question of influence is a far less important consideration than mutual
interests, methodological principles, and generai ideological or
philosophical orientation. Therefore it is important to point out that these
studies, while clearly bearing the imprint of contact with Bakhtin's ideas, also
display strong and equally unmistakable affinities with much of Lotman's
work from the early sixties, i.e. from a time when he very likely had not yet
encountered Bakhtin.5!1 | have in mind such works as his early study of
Pushkin's KanHTaHckad a04kKa, (1962), where he already manifests an
awareness of Pushkin's preoccupation with the question of the relationship
between the upper classes and thé peasant masses and their respective
languages. In the following quotation, the terminology is obviously different,
but the parallels are easily discerned:

KpeCTbsIHCKHH YyKJ/laA HMHU3HH OBEAH CBOEH IO33HEH: IeCHH,
CKa3KH, J€reHAH INPOHHIHBAKT BCI0 arMocdepy

NMOBECTBOBAHHA 0 Hapogde. Ocoboe mMecTO 3aHHUMAIOT
IIOC/AOBHHN, B KOTOPHIX BHKPHCTAJJH30BaJioCk CBoeobpasue

311 otman's interests and ideas actually show a clear line of development and interest right from the
time of his earliest work. This reflects the traditions of the Leningrad school of literary history,
associated with such names as Eikhenbaum, Tynianov, and Lotman's teachers Gukovskii and
Mordovchenko. Cf. Shukman, Literatyre and Semiotics, 6. Cf. also Egorov, "K 60—JsneTHIO":
"YHe copepaHHe M METOA CTYAeHYHCKHX TpyaoB 0. M. Jlotmana (Tem
bosee, npoeunpyemmHe Ha H3BECTHHHA HaM NOoCAEeAYIOIMHA NIYTH YYEHOro)
NIO3BOASIIOT CAefaTh BHBOAK O €ro HHTepecaX, CKJAOHHOCTISAX, O cBoeobpas3uu
€ro TBOpPYECKOro MEHIUJAEHHA. . . . ."6,

Of course, his studies are generaily much more sophisticated than even the best works of this school.
This is primarily accounted for by his more sophisticated notion of how "worldviews" are reflected in
literature, i.e. in secondary modelling systems, and by his understanding - unfettered by the restrictions
of Socialist realism and primitive historicism - of the complexity of the interrelationships of various
systems on both the synchronic and diachronic perspectives. For an example of passages where he
polemicizes with such a position, see Lotman, "0 cogepKakuu u CTPYKTYPpe,” 29, and idem,

"HaehHasa cTpyKTypa KaNHMTaHCKOH goyxy,” 16-17.
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HapoaHOH MeicaH. HccgaedoBaTedH HeOAHOKpPaATHO
ofpamland BHHMaHHe Ha poJb INOCAOBHIl H 3aranox B
XxapakTepHcTHKe Jlyrayesa. Ho nocaoBHUaMH TOBOPSAT H
APyTHE NepcoHaMH H3 Hapoaa. [ . . . 1 TJIywkuH
nmoadYepkHyd, 4YTo peydb llyradema, Bob6paBil ‘4 BCe
cBoeobpasHe HapoaHOTo sA3HKa, ABOPSIHHHY HENCHATHA.
IIpy aTOM mNMoKas3aTebHO, YTO TaHHHHA 'BOPOBCKONH'
SI3KK, KOTOpHM TMoab3yloTcsd [lyradeB M XO34HH 'ymeTa'— —
9To He apro, crneuHaJdbHass peyb, AOCTYNHaAsd JAHIUB YNeHAM
HIalKH, a SA3HK TMOCAOBHII H 3arailokK——CrycTokK
HauHOHaAbHO—CaMOOKTHOH CTHXHH s3mka. CMHEHCAb pevH,
HEMOHSTHON [pHHEeBY, NMpeKpacHO TNOHATEH YUTaTenlo.>!2

In this relatively early work Lotman demonstrates an awareness of the
presence of deep and broad historical and culturai processes both in society

and in literature and their interrelationships.513 In another context, Lotman

notes that

mMuBasi KYJdbIypa——3TO ABHMEHHe, CBA3bBailee
npouiesuiee ¢ 6yaymum, 3TO, MO BHPpaMEHUIO OAHOLO H3
mostoB XYHHH Bexa, pagyra, xotopas ‘TlonoBHHOH B

ApeBHOCTb HaKJoOHHJaach, /fl Apyrod B MNOTOMCTBE
onepdsaacp.D14

Other early works in which such parallels can be discerned include
the important study (1963) of the differences in the linguistic and literary

conceptions of structure - perhaps his first "structural-semiotic" publication -

5121bid., 7. Cf. also idem, "Andzhelo," 83 n20.
5131bid., e.g. 8, 19-20.
5141y, Lotman, "lToa3ust Kapam3auua” in N. M. Karamzin, [JoaHoe cobpanue

SIUXOTROPEHUH, ed. Iu. Lotman, (Moscow, Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1966), 5. (He does not
identify the poet.)



in which he discusses the need to see both the importance of the individual
character of speech (the emphasis on parole) and correlatively the
importance of extra-textual considerations, especially the relationship
between the speaker’s use of the word and his world-view.515 There is also
a brief but interesting study (1964) of a problem concerning an eighteenth
century polemic which Loiman relates to a conflict between two
fundamentally opposed worlc views. He shows how the use of a certain pair
of contrasting epithets, with a tradition in Russia reaching back several
centuries, reflects the essence of a literary polemic which lasted from the
time of Derzhavin at least to the time of N. A. Ostrovskii. An awareness of
both the tradition and the dynamics of the interaction of various "languages"
within the given epoch are shown to be necessary to understand the point

and the functioning of the conflict.516

Finally, | would mention his analysis (1962) of the problem of the
authenticity of the Igor tale. His somewhat unusual strategy is to consider
not whether the tale could have been written in the twelfth century, but
whether it could have been written in the eighteenth. He brings to bear on
his analysis a vast array of literary-historical, stylistic, social, historical,
political, mythological, and othe: cultural perspectives. He shows a deep
cognizance of the significance, for the proper understanding of the problem
at hand, of their interrelationships on both the synchronic and diachronic

planes. His conclusion takes into account not only the past of the "Caoso,"

5151 ouman, "0 pasrpannyenun’.
5161y, Lotman, "C kem e noaemyusnHposan IIHHH B oge 'yesnomek'?”,Pycckag

dMTCpaTypa, roa VII, #2, 1964, 166-7.
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but also its future, noting it appears as a total anomaly located on the border
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, having "'HH oaAHOTO
npeAlIeCTBEHHHKA H AaMe——HH OAHOTO TocaeacsaTtend."sl? ltis
interesting to note that he also considers the question of forgeries as a
genre, and in reference to this he makes some very telling remarks.
IToanenkn——6eccriopHo, TpYAHEHIUHH MaHp AHTSpPaTYpPHOTO
TBopyecTBa. B 2ToM mMor O6m yOeAHTbCSA NOOOH CKENTHK,
MONEITABIIHCh COBEpUIHThL B cepeagHHe XX B., 6yayyH
BOOpPYHEHHEIM BCeM apceHasqoM HAYYHHEIX MAaHHHIX, TO,

YTO, MO €ro MHEHHI0, TaKk Oe3YKOpPH3HEeHHO BHIOAHUAH
MOAYAIOOHTENH —TToAYyY4YeHEIe KoHUa XYHUHH cTonetus 18

Here he underlines the importance and the inherent difficulties of
reconstructing the social and cultural context and actual worldview of the
author of a given text, or of its contemporary readers, depending on the the
problem at hand. Again, in this reconstructive effort, he does not seek to
establish a constant set of one-to-one relationships, but complex "structural”
relationships.519 This is a key tenet of both his own and Bakhtin's

methodology and entire theorsetical perspective.320

517w, Lotman, "CAoro o Toaky Hropere u anTepaTypHas Tpaauurxs XYHHH-

Hadvasna XHXB," in D. S. Likhachev, ed. C10B0 0 moaxy Hropepe — IlamatnHux XU
Bexa, (Moscow, Leningrad: Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1962), 404,

5181pig.

519¢Cf. Lotman, "0 cogepmaHHH H CTpYKType,” esp. 30.

520cf, ¢.g. Bakhtin, Pabge, 243, 300, and Lotman, e.g., AHaaua, 89-90. Cf. also the passage
from Segal, "O HekoTopHX Impobaemax,” 94, cited above.



iv.2. Text

Turning now frem an examination of more strictly methodologizal
matters, | will examine selected funrdamental concepts in the theories of
Lotman and Bakhiin which ara directly tied to the idea of literature as
communication and cognition. | propose to do this by focussing on the
notion of text as it appears in their respective theories. | believe the problem
of the text illuminates significant aspects of how both Bakhtin and Lotman

view literature as communication @nd cognition.

As indicated in a preceding section, the notion of text is an essentia!

component of Lotman's theory of literature and culture.52! it is both one of

the most impenant and most complex of Lotman's ney Cuncepis. s
centraiity obviously arises frem the fact that if there are no texts, there is nc

iterature, and hence no discussion.522 The complexity of the concept of

S21Refer to Chapter 111, pant 5, above for a more dezailed discussion of text i Lotman and for source
rferences.

522Besides large secuons of his three major theoretical monographs, Lotmzn has devoted numerous
shorter studies 1o the problem of ext. Each of these ‘coks at the problem from a slightly differem
perspective. and should be read with that perspective i mind. Cf. e.g. Iu. M. Lotman, "K

npobaere THUMUAGTHH TexcTOB,” in Te3UCH LOKAAA0B Bo BTOPod jieTHEH
WrenAS T1O DBTOPHMHRIM. MOASAMPYIOIINM cUCTeMaM 1626 _aBrycTa. 1966,

(Tartu: Tartuskii gosudarsiverayi universitet, 1966), $2-91; Yu. M. Lotman a-:d A. M. Piatigorsky,
“Text and Functon,” tr. #  hukman, New Literary History, 1X, 2, 1978, 233-44; 2. M. Lotman,
"C HEeKOTOpBIX INPHH HMISABHHX TPYAHCCTX B CTPYXTYPHOM OIIHCaHHH
TekcTa," I3C, IV, 1569, 478-482; idem, "CemHOTHK A XYNBTYPH M ITOHSATHE TeKcTa,”
I3C, XIi, 1981, 3-7; idem, "TexcT B Tekcre,” T2C, XTIV, 2981, 3-18.
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text523 seems to arise primarily from its shifting relationship with its relational
panner, i.e. system (language, code), and their amalgam, i.e. the notion of
'‘work of art' (xyaomxecTBEeHHoe NpoH3BedeHHe). It can be said with some
certainty, however, that text correspcnds to the spatially and/or temporarily
registered (graphicaily and/or accoustically represented} organization of
signs.524 |t exists in a relationship with at least two systems or languages or
codes by means of which it is decoded or translated (understood), in the

process of aesthetic communication.

For Bakhtin, the concept of text is no less central, and, not
surprisingly, nc less complex. Scme dimensions of Bakhtin's notions of
what is contained in the concept of text have been presented above in
relationship to the work-of-art concept, as set out in his article on content,
material and form. Another important sourée for Bakhtin's concept of text is
his later essay ostensibly dedicated to that very subject.525 There are
serious texiciogicai propiems associalea wilit using 1nis "essay” as a
systematic treatment of the problem of the text or of any other problem. in
the first place, it is not an essay but a set of notes and jottings /oosely
centered arcund a philosophical anaiysis of the concept of the text in the
numan sciences, particularly, but not exclusively, in linguistics and literary

studizs. The problem of the text is centrai to all of these disciplines, yet it is

52310 get a sense of now complex the notion of text is and to what extent it is interrelated with cther
cysiems, cf. Lotman and Piztigorsky, "Text and Furction,” and Lotman, "CeMHCTHKAa KVABTYDh
4 IOHsITHE TekcTa.”

524 flexuun, 154-5.

525M. M. Bakhtin, "Tipobsaeria rexcra B JAHHIBHCTHKE, QUJAOAOTHH H APYTHX
rYMaHUTapnEX HayxaX. OnHT $uaocopcxoro aHaauza,” in JCT, 281-307.
According to the editors of the volume, these rotes were recorded in the period 1959-1961. Ibid., 401.
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necessary 1o point out that the title of the essay comes not from Bakhtin but
from his editor, V. Kozhinov. As with other similar publications, most of

which are contained in the volume 3cTeTuka CAOBECHOIO TBOPY&¢CTRA,

caution, or a’ least nrudence, is necessary in deriving conclusions on the
basis of these occasionaily very provisicnal notes. Frequently, thoughts are
not connected to those preceding or following, or, again, occasicnally
Bakhtin will make notes to himself.526 As much as possible, in using this
essay | have ignored: ideas which do not receive subsequent development;
ideas which are contradicted sisewhere .1 tho text; ideas which are not
Closely related to the problem vur the ext. For aii its stylistic and
organizational shortcomings, it does serve, nevertheless, as a relatively

focussed source of Bakhtin's reflections on the question of text.

The first point to note is that Bakhtin takes the text as the starting point

in all areas of the humanities.

TexcT aABasieTcss ToiWt HEeIMOoCpeACTBEHHOH AE€HCTBHTEABHOCTHIO
(neflcTBHTEADPHOCTDIO MbicAH M NMepexyYBaHHN), H3 KOTOopoH
TCALKO H MOTYT HTXOAHTb 3TH AWM UMIARHE H 3TO
PBIINEHHe. Tae HeT TEKCTa. TaM HeT H o6beKTa Aag
HCCNEeNOBAHHA H MIULIAEHHF. >27

This textual orientation is the distinguishing characteristic of the humanities
as opposed to the natural sciences:

MeicAH o MBIcasx, NEePeMHBAHHSA TepeMHBaHHHA, CAOBa O
COBAX, TEKCTH O TEKCTAX. B 3TOM OCHOBHOE OTAHMHE

S26F 5, "(IpHAYMATD V6EeAHTEADIA npHrep),” ibi.., 296.
527Rakhtin, "Tipobaeria tekcra,” 281. Cf. also 287> "KaxkoBu OB HH 6HAF Ueau
HCCACNOBAHHSA, HCXOAHKIM NVHKTOM MOXET SiuTh TOABKO TEKCT.” 292-293.



HalIuX (ryMaHUTapHREIX) AHCHHIAHH OT eCTeCTBREHHHX (o
npHpoae).528

The humanities operate essentially as thoughts about thoughts or
other semiotic representations of human subjects, actual and potential.>29
The second point to consider is that within the concept of text two distinctions
are of primary importance for the present discussion. The first is between
the text as understood by linguistics and the text as understood by other
humanistic disciplines, primarily literary studies, but in fact all those which
study texts as dialogue.530 Linguistics studies texts in isolation, it studies

that which is repeatabie, non-individual non-intentional, and axiologically

neutral.

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener,
in a completely homogeneous speech-community, who knows its
language perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant
conditions as memory limitations, distractions, shifts of attention and
interest, and errors (random or characteristic) in applying his
knowledge of the language in actual performance.531

The words are Chomsky's, but Bakhtin would be quite comfortable
with them. 1| do not mean to implv that their respective understandings of
linguistics are equivaient, only that Bakhtin is neither overstating his case

nor dwelling anochrenistically on De Saussurian notions from the 1920s.

5281pid., 281.

5291pid., 281, 282. He also considers human behaviour or action (MOCTYIOK) o be a potential text.
Ibid., 286, 292. This is a popular subject of many semioticians.

530g.4. Ibid., 283.

531N. Chomsky, "Methodological Preliminaries,” in Jerrold J. Katz, ed., The Philosophy of
Linguistics, (London, New York, Toronto, etc.: Oxford University Press, 1985), 8G-125. Cf. also
Bakhtin "Tlpobaeria, Texcra,” e.g. 286, 297, and passim.
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Linguistics, then, can erplain sentence structure, phonology, morphology,
and so on, but it can not d=al with meaning or communication as Bzakhtin

understands it. That requires a different, diaiogical approach.

The second fundamental distinction which he makes is far less clearly
formulated. It concerns not two terms, but three: texi, utterance, and
dialogue. In reality, not only are these three terms nct clearly distinguished,
but they are often used inconsistently by Bakhtin as substitutes for one
another. In addition, they carry in their wake other terms which also enter
into similarly contradictory relations and usages, including, especially,
subject and language. My understanding of the three terms in this context is
as foilows. Text when opposed to utterance is taken in isclation from its
actuai context, without regard to its actual sender or receiver, as when we
sp-2ak of a novel or poem, for example, in regards tc its physical location.532
An utterance is completely relational. "Kamaoe 6oaplioe K TBOpYecKoe
CAOBeCHOE 1i€Ji0€ €CTb 0YeHb CJAOMHAsi H MHOLOMNJAAHHas
CHCTeMa OTHOWIEeHHH."S33 This refers not just to a given text's complex
immanent structural relationships, but aiso to its being the result of one's
activity as addresser or addressee, sender or receiver of the text; it is the
dialogical event. All relevant trans-linguistic (BHe —AHHIBHCTHYECKI €)
elements enter into the utterance.

Bucxasusanie B ero uenom odopMaASHC KaK TaKoBoOe

BHEJAHHIBHCTHYE€CKHMH MOMEHTAMH (,tu{a.nor}{‘{ecxurm). OHO
CBfA3aHO H C ApYIrHMH BREICKAa3EHIBaHHSIMH. STH

532¢y, Ibid., 284, where he compares the mechanical reproduction of z text and a fingerprint and
opgoscs it to areading ¢ a text or other personal, aesthetic interaction with it
5331vid., 303. The quote could just as easily be form Lotman.
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BHEAMHIBHCTHYeCKHE (AHAAOTHYECKHE) MOMEHTEH
MPOHH3KBAKT BHICKA3WBaHHE H H3HYTpH.>34

Dialogue, thus understood, is the actual process, the living, dvnamic,
infinite process of intersubjective communication,535 including all the
contextual elements contributing tc its individuality. (This kind of dialogue is
not equivalent to the standard notion of dialogue as in a dramatic text,
although the latter can, in principle, be dialogic in Bakhtin's sense.}536
Accordingly, a genuine verbal exchange between two (or more) individuals
is made up of utterances, or could be seen as a single utterance from a
certain meta-per - ective.337 A lite. ry work is an utterance when viewed
not as an object on a she!f but in contact with its perceiv2r. Utterances are

always inter-subjective, existing between two or more conciousnesses.338

It must be stressed that Bakhtin is :ar less systematic in his use of
ter:.1s than even this presentation suggests. That is hardly praiseworthy, but
on ine other nand - and this bears repeating - we are working from his
notebooks. These are not essu~s, not even drafts ¢f essays, but rough
notes. In imposing some measure of teriminological sysiem on Bakhiin's
ideas, | do not intend to distort his meaning. Finally. when referring to
passages in Bakhtin's tex,, it may be, for exampie, that he cays "text" where |

say "utterance,” but presumably such superficial inconsisizncies have now

5341bid., 287.

5350n the question of the infinity of dialogue as opposed to the limited participation of any given
participants in it, cf. e.g. ibid., 306.

3361bid., 304.

537The problem of the limits of texts and utterances remains largely unresolved in Bakhun, although
he does raise it several times and notes its importance. Cf. e.g., ibid., 282, 290.

5381bid,, e.g. 282, 285, 300.
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been explained. | have only hoped to provide an interpretive model for
separating some of the elements or ideas he works with. Their relational
nature tcgether with this terminological imprec :ion makes their systematic

organization doubly arbitrary but at the same time even more desirable.

Bakntin's description of text and utterance immediate'y raises at least
tvo important issues in the context of a comparison with Lotman's
corresponding concepts. The first concerns the Aquestion of the
communicative dimensior o1 litei= tire and other texts/utterances, and the

second concerns the i€ =i .n of iitu.rary texts/utterances to reality. To &void

tiresome repetition and :: ;... # her confusion, in the context of Bakhtin's
th~~~ *will adopt the corve.ihion of referring to non-literary dialogic texts as
L o and to literary utterances as literary works. Note that the overlap

it ain's terminology makes it veritably impossible to make such a
te-mir.ological determination consistently and clearly. To use the term
"speech act,” for example, would seem to be a way out, but the closest
equivalent Russian term is BN cka3wBaHHe, i.e. utterance. | am, as

indicated, left to ° vose my own arbitrary terms, however reluctantly.
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IV.3. Communication

Bakhtin's concern with communication is preeminent and legendary.
“S e BO BCEM CAHIIY rogoca ¥ AManorvivYeckn. OTHOUIEHHH
meway HHMH."539 |t is located most securely withisi his concent of
dialogue. This concept would appear to have grown out of Bakhtin's early
concerns with such problems as the limitations of linguistics, the relation of
the text to speake!. i @. language as worldview and the entry of the speaker
and listener into the text, and the relation of the text to reality. As such itis
clearly present in inore than germinal form in his 1924 essay on general
aesthetics. Its first developed presentation is found in his study of
Dostoevsky, especially in the nntion of polyphony. Of course, Bakhtin's
unusual putlishing history mah. . a chronological description of the
evolution of his ideas problematic, but since that is not my problem here, let
it be said that the second edition of his study of Dostoevsky contains a more
complex and sophisticated presentation of dialogue or commupin=atign in
literature based on ideas developed but not published between the two

editions of the Dostoevsky work, i.e. between 1929 and 1963.540

539M. M. Bakhtin, "k MeTOAOAOrHH TYMaHMTapHHX HaykK,"inJCT, 372

5401n this context it is inieresting that Bakhtin appears to have had at least one predecessor iz
developing his theory of dialoguc, namely the formalist L. P. Iakubinskii. "On Verbal Dialogue,
Dispositio, IV, 11-12 (June-October, 1979), 321-336. Cf. Jane Knox, "Lev Jakubinskij as a Precursor
1o Modemn Soviet Semiotics,” Dispositig, [V, 11-12 (June-October, 1979), 317-320; and idem, "The
Dialogic Mode: Lev Jakubinskij and Mixail Baxtir,” in Mikhail Mikh::i'gvich Bakhtin: His Circle,
His Inflyence, 78-88.
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Communication as dialogue remains, if not the dominant focus ot his
thinking, certainly the foremost of a small group of key concepts. The
implications of Bahkhtinian dizlogue are that a text or utteranre exists
between (at least) two subjects, not between a text and receiver, or between
an idealized sender and receiver, who could not, by virtue oi their
ide=lization, be subjects. To the extent that a language, a speech genre, or
a 'style’ is seen as representing a worldview or a system of values, they are

capable of entering intu dialogue as an utterance.

MoryTt Ax BCTymaTh B TaKHe OTHOUIEHHS, TO €CTb TOBOPHTbH
APYT C ApyroM, $3WKH, AHaAeKTH (TeppHTopHaJabHHe,
COUHAABKH®S., WaproHej, S3HKOBHE (PYHKUHOHAJDLHE
cTHaH (ckamem, daMHABSApHO —6RITOBast pedyb M HayYHEIHA
4. 4K H T. I.}) H ap.? ToabKo NpPH YCAOBHA
HEJNHHTBHCTHYECKOTO IM0AX0AA X HHM, TO €CTh IIpH YCJ/OBHH
TpaHCpoprallMH HX B 'MHpOBO33peHHs' (HAH HeKue
SI3BIKOBH E HJH PpevYeBhe MHPOOMIVIIEHHS), B 'TOYKH
3peHHA', B 'collHafNbHBIE Trodo0ca’ H T. m.54!

Ba .1 expresses this much more clearly and unambiguously in his

study of _ . oevsky:

AHanoruyeckHe OTHOILUEHHS BO3MOMHI HE TOJBLKO MeMAay
rennMH (OTHOCHTENBLHO) BEICKA3KIBAHMSAMH, HO

AHANOTHYECKHH TOAXOA BO2MOMEH U K A0B0H ~HzvyalleHl
HaCTH BRICKZ3HBaHH4, AaMe€ K OTAE/NbHOMY CACBY, €CJaH
OHO BOCINpPHHHMAETCs He KaK 0e3AHYHOEe CJAO0BO S3HKa, a

341Bakhtin, "Tipobaema TekcTa,” 298. Of course, no dialogue is possible between languages or
elements of 2 language linguistically understood. Ibid., 304. Note that if we compare the passage cited
here with Bakhtin's criticism of Lotman's use of "code"” in reference to ERreyu# OHerHH, itis
abundantly obvious that Bakhtin is “shortchanging” L.otman's position.
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KaK 3HAaK 4YyWOH CMBIC/NOBOA TMO3HLUHH, Kak NpeACTaBHTeqAb
YYMOTO BEICKA3BIBAHHMSA, TO €CTb., €CJH MH CABIIUHM B HEM
YYMOH Tronoc. Il03TOMY AHANOrHYECKHE OTHOLUEHHS MOTYT
TpOHHKATb BHYTPb BHCKa3hBaHH$, fAame BHYTPb
OTAENBHOTO CJ0Ba, e€CqH B HEeM AHAAOTHYECKH
CTaAKHBAaKTCA ABa roaoca (MHKpoaHanor . . . )

C ApyroH CTOPOHEI, AliaJOTHYECKHE€ OTHOIUEHHS BO3MOWHBH
H MeWAYy S3HKOBEIMH CTHASMH, COUHAABHEIMH AHaAEeKTaMH
H T. M., €CAH TOABKO OHH BOCIPHHHMAIOTCH KaK HeKHe
CMEBICJAOBRIE MO3HUHH, KaK CBOero poga S3BHKOBHE

MHPOBO33pEeHIlisl, TO €CTh YyMe He T,d AHHIBHCTHYECKOM I'X
pPacCMOTPEHHH.

HaxkoHel|, AHaforHyecKkHe OTHOUIEHHS BO3MOWHHE H X
cBoeriy COOGCTBEHHOMY BHICKa3HBaHHI B lLeda0M, K
OTAEAbHBIM ero yacrsiM H K OTAENABHOMY CJOBYy B HEM,
€CaAH MH Kak—To oTaedasieM cebdg OT HHX, TOBOpHM ¢
BHYTPeHHE€H OrOBOPKOH, 3aHHMaeM ANUCTAHLHIO IO
OTHOLIEHHI K HHM, KaK OB OrpaHHYudBaeM HJAH
pa3aBaKBaeM CBO2 ABTOPCTBO.J42

Dialogue and the utterances which make up its continual flow are
strictly relational and contextual, i.e. meta-linguistic.543 Literature,
especially the novel,544 the highest or most developed form of which is the
so-calied polyphonic novel, embodies this = of communication. Creativity

and self-discovery345 as part of the procass of experiencing literature (as

542Bakhtin, [Ipobaemul, 213-214.
543Cf. 1bid., 210-212.
544¢Cf. "CaoBo B pomMaHe,"75.

545Cf. "Iipobaema coaepwaHHa" ."s Haxowy ceba,” 57;and 59,69, 70, eic.; "ABTOp H
repoH,” 174-175.
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author and perceiver) inhere in and are characterized by dialogic

communication.

If we accept Bakhtin's notion of dialogue, whether genuinely or simply
hypothetically, it then becomes synonymous with the notion of
communication in general, or at least human sign communication, i.e.
communication associated wittr semiotic phenomena.546 The very nature of
human beings is suchi that they can only communicate meaningfully in this
way. An utterance is sent with an addressee in mind, whether real, potential
or imagined.547 The notion of addressee/receiver must be viewed as also
that of respondent. His response is anticipated (whether rightly or wrongly
does not immediately matter), by the sender.548 His reception involves a
response because the act of understanding invnives a valuation - true/false,

gocd/bad, aesthetic/non/aesthetic, etc. - and for him to treat it as an

text deprived of its contextual value/meaning, of its sirgularity and
uniqueness, which in the sphere of dialogue is all-important. Reception,
then, is equal to response, or at the very least implies it. Even if my

response is incorrect or misguided, it is stiil a response. A linguist may take

546Bakhuin restricts dialogic communication to semiotic phenomena (cf. [[po6aema, 214) and never
rcally addresses any other forms of communication. Lotman, on the other hand, having d=rived or at
least based his fundamental understanding of communication on information theory, considers all
potential forms of communication. He considers semiotic communication as a special case - obviously

a very important one. CTPYKTyYpa, 77.
547Bakhtin’s position on dialogic auto-communication is somewhat inconsistent, but his theory itself
clearly does not oppose or exclude it. Compare [IpoSnemul, 214, where it is clearly affirmed, and

"ABTOp W repon,” 174, where he apparently denies its possibility. The former represents both a
latcr and completed authorial statement, but that does not necessarily override the latter.
548E g. "llpobaema TexcTa,” 292-293.

>491bid., e.g. 283-305., and "TIpo6neMa peveBHX WMaHpoB," e.g. 247,
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an utterance, whether from everyday speech or from literature, and study it
as a fact of langi:age, i.e. without regard to its singularity or individuality,
without regard to its sender as subject, but then it is no longer an utterance.
It is simply a sentence or a phrase or whatever unit of language, infinitely

repeatable, but devoid of any dialogic or axiological meaning.

1leCKONARKO ynpolllasdg Aedqo: YUCTO AHHIBHCTHYECKHE
oTHouleHHs (TO ecThb NMpeaMEeT AMHIBHCTHKH)— —3TO
OTHOILUEHHS 3HaKa K 3Haky H 3HakKar. B Mpegenax CHCTeME
A3BIKa HAH TeKcTa (TO e€cTb CHCTEMHBIE HAH AHHEHHEHIe
OTHOUIEHHSI MEWA), 3HaKamu). OTHOLIEHHS BHICKa3bBaHUH
K peanbHOH AE€HCTBHTEJIBHOCTH, K peajdbHOMY TOBOpSAlUEMY
CYOBEKTY M K peafdbHBIM APYriddM BHCKa3hBaHHSM,
OTHOlIer isi, BIEepBHEe Aejnaloliie BpCKa3nlBaHUSA
HCTHHHBI:1ZI UAH JOMHBIMYU, NpeKpacHEMH H T. 0l

HHKoraa He MOTYy’ 7. NpeAMeTOoM JAHHTBHCTHKH.
OTAenbHHEe 3HakKH, ‘MB SI3KHKa HAH TekcT (kak
3HAXOBOE EAWHCTRO) HWXoTAa HEe MOTVT ARITh HY

HCTHHHBIMH, HH JAOMHEIMH, HH TNPpEeKpPacCHRMH # T. M.530

Bakhtin, as far as | know, never explicitly states what distinguishes
literary works from non-literary utterances within his discussion of text-
utterance-dialogue.55! What emerges, however, is that such a distinction
would be based on the internal organization of the utterance. My choice of
terms is obviously derived from Lotman, and were | not comparing Bakhtin

with him, | might have chosen another term. The principie is however

5501bid., 303.

55) Note that the discussion in "Tipobaema conepwaHUs” operates ona different ievel. While
“akhtin remains largely true to the ideas in that essay (cf. e.g. the emphasis on the axiological
_imension, as evidenced in the last quotation above, of which therc are many more), his later period is
-haracterized by a greater fluidity among divisions on the continzum of all speech genres. Eoth
perspectives must be born in mind.
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objectively present. What is important is to recogn:.. .he primary emphasis
on internal organization or structure, and not on @n ¢xternal principle such

as function or normative activity, nor on traditional gens ric distinctions.

BTopuynrie (csomHEeE) peyeBHEe MaHpH-— —pPOMAHE,
ApaMpl, HayYHEIE HCC/AeAOBAHHS BCSAKOIro poga, GoabliMe
NyO6AHUHCTHYECKHE MaHPH H T. I.——BO3HHKAIOT B
yCAOBHAX 60/€e CAOMHOIO H OTHOCHTEJABHO
BHICOKOPA3BHTOTO H OPraHH30BaHHOI'O KYJABTYPHOIO
obuleHHsi (MpeHMYILEeCTBEHHO NHCBMEHHOrO,

XY AOMECTBEHHOTO, Hay4YHOro, O6IEeCTBEHHO —HOAHTHYECKOT O
H T. m.) B Tpoltecce ¢Boero GOpMHPOBaHHS OHH BOHPAIOT
B cebd H TNepepabaTHBAKT pa3fHYHHE IepBHYHHE
(mpocTsle) MaHpH, CAOMHUBLUIHECH B YCNOBHSX
HEMOCPeACTBEHHOTO pEeYEeBOro OOGIIEeHHHA. OTH NEepBHYHHE
WAHPE, BXOASIUHE B COCTAB CJAOKHKEX, TPAHCHOPMHUDYIOTCSH
B HHX H npHoOperarwT GCOO6HH XapaKTep: VIPadHBaloT
HENOCP2ACTBEHHOE OTHOLIEHHEe K peaJdbHOMH
AEUCTBHTENBHOCTH M K peafbHEM YYMUM

BEICK23pBaHUAM. . . 3702

Literature is primaily a heteroglossial system of genres which
contains utterances consisting of utterances, or speech about 3peech.
Censider the following passage in which Bakhtin is obviously referring to the
novel, but which, with modifications could readily apply to other genres as
well.

Poman Kkak 1efloe——3T0 MHOrOCTHABHOS, DAIHOPEYHBOZ,

pa2porodaccoe dABJeHWe. HoecneaoBaTeanp LTaAXKHBAETCH R
HeM ¢ HeCKOABbKHMH PAa3HOPOARI i1 CI¥AHCTUHYECKVE MU

952 Bakhtin, "[Tpo6aeMa pedeBHX MaHpPoB," 239.



CAHHCTBAMH, JAeXalHMH HHOrr4a B PaA3HBRX +3bl%nBEX

nAaHax H MOAMHHSIIOWIMMHCH PA3HBIM CTH/L TTHCCKHM
3akoHoMmepHocTtam. [ . . . |

3TH pa3HOPOAHEIE CTHAHCTHYECKHE EAHH: -XoasT B
poMaH, CO4eTaTICsd B HEM B CTPOHHYI .., .. MECTBEHHYIO
CHCTEMY H MOAYHHAITCS BHRICLUeMYy CIlii ~  HYECKOMY

€AHHCTBY LeJA0r0, KOTOpOE€ HeAb3SI OT Y ~CTBAATH HH C
OAHHM H3 NOAYHHEHHEIX €AHHCTB.DYS

This occasionally occurs in non-literary genres, especially when they
involve quotation, but they do not generally meet the requirements of being
aesthetic activity. Aesthetic activity, as Bakhtin argued in "lipo6aema
coaepwaHusa” requires the externality of the author/perceiver providing form
to a content. This content consists of ethical-cognitive axiological positions
expressed in or through verbal materiai. .In terms of his theory of

utterance/dialogue, this is expressed by his theory of author, especially the

image of the author (06pa3 aBtTopa).534

Literature, or literary works, includes an author whose voice, whose
valorizing activity - every voice represents a worldview, i.e. a gsystem of
valuess35 - informs or organizes the other voices (worldviews, value

systems) contained or represented in the utterance qua genre, be it a novel,

35 3wakhin, "CaoBo B porare,” 75. Cf. also [Ipobaerni, 311, and "flpoSaena
TexcTa,” 294: "ABTOp AMTEpaTypHoro npousseaeHHs (pomana) cosgaer
eqHlloe H yenove peyeBoe NpoM3BeAsHHe (BHCKa3mBawue) Ho oH cosaaer
€ro M2 PaSHoPpoAHnlY, KaK OR YYMHY BHCR22RBarHh. H aame npamas
2BTOCKEHA peub TOJAHa OCO3HAHHEIX MYKHX Cs.0B."

334¢CE “Tipobaema TexcTa," 295,and idem. "ABTop H repoit B 3CTeTHYECKOH

aAcarersdoctd {(QparMmeHT MepBon raasu),” 13ff, where the context, unusually for Bakhtin,
refers primarily to lyrical poetry.

SS5E.g. "Ilpo6aera TexcTa,” 283
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a poem, a short story, or whatever. Bakhtin carefully distinguishes between
the image of the author as one voice in the texi, - part of the content - and

the author who provides form to the content.

OTHolIeHHe aBTOpa X H300pameHHOMY BcCcerga BXOAHT B
cocTaB obpasa. flBTopckoe OTHOUIEHHE — —KOHCTHTY THBHBIH
MOMEHT o6pa3a. O3TC CTHUIIEHHE Ype3BRIYAaHHO CAOWHO.
Ero HeAONMYyCTHMO CBOAMTH K INpAMONHHEHHOH OLEHKE.
Taxue NpAMOCJAHHEHHH € OUEHKH paspyliarnT
XYAOHECTBEHHHHA o06pa3.>36

At this point it is necessary to recall the very tenucus positioning of
non-novelistic literary genres within Bakhtin's theory of dialogue, speech
genres, and literature. Bakhtin’s fascinaticn - one couid almost say
obsession - with the novel, to the exclusion or at least demotion of other
genres, especially lyrical poetry, is well-known. It can only be considered a
serious deficiency of his theory. However, as suggested above, by
introducing the criterion of internal organization as the criterion of what a
literary utterance is, a criterion which | believe is implicit in his theory,
especially given his own application of his theory of the image of the author
to lyrical poetry,557 lyrical poetry and other non-novelistic genres seem to e
largely accommodated withcut vioiating any part of his theory. Speech
genres as he understood them remain a continuum, and novelistic
utterances remain the highest or most dialogic forms of utterance. Other

literary genres can be seen then as having a more secure, if intermediary,

position.

5561pid., 294.
5578¢e fn. 554 above.
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Bakhtin's concept of literature as dialogic utterance reters most clearly
to Lotman’'s theory especially on two levels, namely to his model of
communication, and seccndly to his notion of literature as communication
broadly viewed. There are also significant points of contact in reference to
the closely related concepts of personality, creativity, subjectivity, the relation

between text and system, etc.

Lotm=.1's model of cecmmunication is obviously more "mechanical”
than bakhtin's, that is, not in a mechanistic sense, but in a schematic one.
He strives to represent everything that enters into the process of
communication graphically and technically.558 This is especially so for what
both he and Bakhtir: refer to as the essential component of untranslatability
or misunderstanding.

Ho TexkcT . . . HHKor4aa He MoMeT OHTH NepeBeneH A0
KoHUa.>>9

ToHHMaHHe, nepegaya HHOopralUHH B TpPHHIHIIE
TpebyeT YyCHAHS, MOCKOJBKY, B YaCTHOCTH, nogpa3ymeBaeT
obpaTHEIH IpoliecC PeKOHCTPYKUHH IepenaHoro CcoobBlieHHd.
HeroHHMaHHe, HEMOJHOE€ IMOHMMAHHE HAH NEepeoCMUCASHHE
— He noboyHBle NpoAYKTH oOMeHa HHopmalleH, a
npHHaanewaT camMol ee cyTu.560

558Far his model see e.g. Iu, M. Lotman, "3HaK0BHA MEeXaHH3M KYABTYPH,” in COOPHHK
SIaref 0O BTODHMYHEIM MOACAMPYIOUMM cHcIeramM, (Tarw: Tartuskii gosudarstvennyi
universitet, 197‘1) 1955-199; idem "Culture as Collective Intellect and Problems of Artficial
Ineellegence,” ur. Ann Shukman, Dramatic Structure. Poetic and Cognitive Semantics, Russian Poetics
in Trans!ation, Vi, 1979, 84-96.

559B akhtin, "Iipobaer texcrta,” 284. "Tekst" here is roughly equivalent to utterance.

5601 oiman. ' 3HaKOBHA MexaHu3m." 196.



The entire thrust of Lotrnan's model is to bring into the picture those
aspects of communication which are not accounted for by most other
models,561 and which make up the essence of Bakhtinian dialogue. | have
in mind first of ali the notion of context, as Bakhtin employs it, which includes
various random, non-constant elements, i.e. extra-textual or rion-systemic
elements, or in other words, that which makes two lexically and syntacticaily
identical statements different in two different instancec. Secondly, there is
the active involvement of both poles of the utterance, of sender and receiver,
neither of which is idealized: each is actively involved in the process of
communication (dialogue) and it is this active involvement which forces us to
view the transmission of a message as a translation, but one which is

fundamentally and by nature imperfect and open.

Lotman’'s modei stresses the non-identity of the codes of the receiver
and sender. The sender encodes the message and |, intuitively recognizing
it as a text or message,362 then decode it. However, except in extreme

circumstances (at one end of a continuum) my code(s) and the code(s) of the

sender do not coincide.

5611t would seem that both Bakhtin and Lotman are concerned with basically the same type of idealized
model. "B xypcax o6meldl AMHIBUCTHKH (Aame M B TaKHX CEpbe3HHX, Kak ae
Coccoopa) 4acTo A”WTCA HArASAAHO —CXe€MAaTHYeCKHe H3006pameHHsl ABYX
napTHepoB peyYeBOorn OOIUeHHS —~—TOBOpPSAIUETO ¥ caylialouiero
(BOCNpUHHMAKOILEr O peyvb), A2€TCA CXeMa AKTHBHHX INPOLECCOB pevYH y
roBOpPSIEero H COOTBEICTBYKIUHMX NMACCHBHHX INpCclieCCOB BOCHPHSATHSH H
TMIOHHMAHHA peyYH ¥y Cayluarluero. Heap3s ckasaTth, YTOOH 3TH CXeMH
6HAH JNOMHKMH H He COOTBETCTBOBAJIH OllpedefNeHHhM MOMeHTamM
NEeACTBHTENBHOCTH, HO, KOrga OHH BHAAIOTCHA 3a peanbHoe leaoe peveBoro
06lIleHHsI, OHH CTAHOBSATCS HayYYHOM ¢HUKUHMeH.” Bakhtin, "TIpoGsaeria peveBHX
WHAHPOB,"” 246.

562¢t. e.g. Iu. M. Lotman, "k mnpo6saeMe THNOAOTHH TEKCTOB.”
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The addresser encodes the message with the help of a set of codes, of
which only a part are present in the decoding consciousness of the
addressee. |t is for this reason that all understanding, no matter how
many developed semiotic systems are used is partial and
approximative. But it is important to emphasize that a degree of non-
understanding cannot be interpreted only as 'noise’ - a harmful
consequence of an imperfection of the system, which is not present in
the idealized schema. The growth of non-understanding and/or
inadequate understanding may bear witness to the technical defects in
the system of communications, but it may also be an indicator of the
increased complexity of this system, its capacity to fulfill ever more
complex and impontant cultural functions.563

Coincidence of codes is essentially equal to coincidence of
personalities or individualities. The presence of individual, i.e. non-
coinciding personalities is a sine qua non of the existence of culture and,

therefore, of humanity.

ITonb3oBaHHEe OAHHMMH H TE€MH MHe KogaMH H
IHPKYAHpOBAHHE OAHHX H TeX ¥e, He MEeHSIUUXCH B
npouecce nepesadyd cooOuieHHH, NMpHBeJao OH K ToMy, 4YTO
KONAEKTHB oOKa3adicsd 6B COCTOSIUIHM H3 CeMHOTHYEeCKH
OAHOPOAHHX HHAHBHAOB, TO €CTb K yTpaTe OAHOH H3
HaHOosnee CYI[ECTBEHHEIX CTOPOH, OTAHYAIOUIHX OAHY
AHYHOCTD OT ApyroH. CoCTaBAE€HHHH TaKHM obpa3om
KONNEKTHB KpaHHe MNOTepsas OHl B YCTOAYHBOCTH H
BHXMHBAEMOCTH. 364

563Lolman, "Culture as Collective Intellect,” 90. Note that he considers the most complex semiotic
systems to be the semiotic systems of art, with literature occupying the first place.
5641 otman, "3HaKOBHH MexanH3m," 197-198.



The humanly indispensable transcoding (mepekoaHpoBKa) or
translating of messages depends on and ensures the individuality and
creativity of the members of a socis-cultural ccllective. The presence of a
different point of view, indicative ot the presence of an "other” is the key to
the process in which | discever myself, and develop, i.e. it is this interaction
which ensures both the growth of culture by virtue of the increase and

transfer of messages/texts, and the process of individuation or individual

becoming.

B 6o0see CAOMHHX KOMMYHHKATHBHHX CHTyauudax 'd’
3aUHTEepecoBaH B ToM, YTOOGH KOHTpareHT OHJA HMEHHO
'ApYyrHM', MOCKOJBKY HENCAHOTAa HHPOpMAUHH MOMET
NMOsle3HO BOCHNOAHSATHCHA JHLUIb CTEPEOCKONMHYHOCTBIO TOYeK
3peHHdA cooblLIeHHs. B 3Tom cayvae MOJNE3HHM CBOHCTBOM
oxa3iBaeTcd HE€ fAEerkocTb, a TPYAHOCTb B3aHMOMOHHMAHHI,
MOCKOJABKY HMEHHO OHa CBS3RIBAETCS C Ha/AHYHEM B
COOOIIEHHH 'YYyWOH' MO3HUHH. B 3ToM cayyae axT
KOMMYHHKAUHH yrnoaobasieTcsl He MpPOCTOH mnepeaade
KOHCTAHTHOr o CooOli[eHHs, a MNepeBoAy, BJjaeKylieMy 3a
cobor mnpeoposleHHe HEKOTOPHX——HHOIrAA BecCbMa
3HAYHTEABHEIX— —TPYAHOCTEH, ONpeneJseHHBEe NOTEPH H,
o4HOBpeMEHHO, oboraljeHde 'MeHsl' TeKCTaMH, HEeCYUIHMH
"YyMY0' TOYKY 3peHHd. B pesyabrate 'a’ moayuamw
BO3MOMHOCTb CTaTb Ads cebs 'ApyruHmM'>65

5651 otman, "flHHaMHYeCKasd MOAEAB CEMHOTHYECKOH CHCTEMH," in Readings in Soviet
Semiotics, 90. He expands on some of the points in this passage from a slightly different perspective
a little further on in his text: "YeM HHTEHCHBHee SI3hIK OPHEHTHPOBaH Ha cooOLleHHE
0 ApYTOM M APYTHX TOBOPSAINMX H Ha CNeUHPHYECKYI0 TPaHCHOprMauHIO HMH
ye HMEIOIIHXCS Y 'MeHsl' COObILieHHH {ro ecTp Ha obnLermHoOe BOCIPHATHE
MHpa), TeM OHCTpee AOAMHO IPOTEKaTh €ro CTPYKTypHOe obHOBAEHHE.

SI3WK HCKYCCTBa SBASIETCA TNpeAeAbHOA peasH3aled 3TOoH TeHaeHUHHU.” Ibid, 92.
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The dialegic activity which this description characterizes is, as has
been stated, dependent on the presence of different codes and points of
view, or worldviews.56¢ The procsss is relentlessly active and both poles of
the communication process are involved. Their active involvement insures
the integrity of both subjects, i.e. of "I" and of "vou." It is, very much in the

Bakhtinian sense, dialogical.

It follows that the act of communication {in any sufficiently complex, and
consequently culturally valuable, instance) should be seen not as a
simple transmission of a message which remains adequate to itself
from the consciousnes of the addresser to the consciousness of the
addressee, but as a translation of a text from the language of my "I" to
the language of your "you.” The very possibility of such a translation is
determined by the fact that the codes of both participants in the
communication, although not identical, form intersecting sets. But
since, in the given act of translation, a certain pari of the message is
aiways cuf off, and "I" am submitted to a transforrnation in the course of
translation into language "you,” what is lost is just the individuality of the
addressee, that is, what, from the point of view of the whole, is the most
valuable thing in the message.

The situation would be hopeless if the received part of the message did
not contain indications as to how the addressee should transform his
personality in order to understand the lost part of the message. In this
way the nonidentity of the partners in the communication turns just this
fact from a passive transmisssion into 2 game of conflict in the course of
which each side aims to construct the semiotic world of his opponent

5661hid,
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according to his own model, and at the same time is interested in the
preservation of his partner's individuaiity.5¢7

Of course, Lotman does not speak of anticipation and responss, nor
does he develop expiicit notions of the double-voiced word,568 but much of
this is implicit in his theory as can be seen in some of the passages cited
abcve. Lotman dees insisi, meanwhile, that a speaker/sender always has
an adressee in mind,5%9 and in decoding or more properly transcoding the
message/text, | am always aware of it having had a sender who initially

encoded it, and the sender's intention is part of my perception of the text,

without totally determining it.570

567 cenan, "Calture as Collective Intellect,” 91, and cf. Bakhtin, "[Tpobsierta TexcTa™
"YBHAETE H HNOHSATH aBTOpa TpPOH3BEAEHHSI— —3HAYHT YBHAEeTh H IOHATH

Aa groe. Yyoe CO3HAHME H €ro MHp, TO eCTh ApPYron cCyb6bekT." 289.

568¢f. Bakhtin, [Ipo6.aemil, esp. chap. S.

569*AmTop, . . . He MOMeT He YYHTHIBATb OTHOLUEHHS BOCTIpHHKMaOL(Ero.”
Lotman, "K mpobaerte THAOAOIHH TEKCTOB,” 88.

570E.g., Lotman, "AxHaMyyvecKkasds Moaeanb," 91,
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IV.4. Cognition

The difference between standard, every-day communication and
literature is, as was ciscussed above, a matter (from a certain perspective) of
the degree of organization. Literary texts are much more complex than non-
literary texts. The major factor in determining this greater degree of
complexity is that for both Bakhtin and Lotman, literary texts include in their
structure the consciousness of the author/perceiver, and, insofar as they are
constructed on (Haa) the level of natural language,57! they have the
secondary modelling properties which form the leitmotif of Lotman's theory.
Natural language, according to Lotman, as we have seen, is a model of the
world. According to Bakhtin it is a world view.

SIBBIKH— —3TO MHPOBO33PEHNKA, NPHTOM He OTBAEHEHHH e, a
KOHKpEeTHRIE€, COLUHaJbHEeE, NPOHH3aHHHE CHCTEMOH OL{eHOK,

HeoTnenHMBEI€ OT MH3HEHHOH MNpakKTHKH H KJaccoBoH
6opb6HI.O72

571Bakhtin, like Lotman, recognizes that 3 literary work can be seen as a single sign, but also
recognizes, like Lotman, that it is made of other signs. This is implicit in the notion of it being
speech about speech, an utterance about other utterances. He also recognizes that all semiotic systems,
(languages) are organized according to similar principles, which are in principle capable of being
ranslated into one another. "CanenoBaTeAbHO, eCTh o6Mlasg AOrHKa 3HaKOBEIX CHCTeM,

NOTEHUHANBHHHA E€AHMHHH A3HK A3HKOB." He stresses very strongly that this applies to
languages, not to texts/utterances,

572Bakhun, Pabge, 513, and cf. also 458, 507, S08-510.
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A literary text, organized in the manner of language,>73 models the
maodel.

TekcT Kak cy6beKTHBHOE oOTpaXeHHe oObEeKTHBHOIO MHPpa,
TEKCT— —BHpaMeHHe CO3HAHHS, YTO—TO OTpawalollero.
Korga TeKCT CTAHOBHTICH OOBEKTOM Halllelo NO3HaHHA, MHE
MOMEM TIOBOPHTH 06 OoTpameHHH oTpameHds. [loHHMaHHE
TeKCTa H ecTbh NpaBHJAbHOE OTpaWeHHe oTpaMeHHsA. Yepes
Yyymoe OTpaWeHHE K OTpaweHHOMY o6bexkTy.>74

fAABTOpa Hesnb3st 07 ceAdTb OT oOpa3oB H NICOHAMEH, TakK
KakK OH 2X7 7t & CoCTaB 23THX 00pa3oB KaAK X
HeoTbemdemua *acth (obpa3m 47 - "W M HHOraa
ABYroA0CH). Ho 06pa3 aBTOp. MIMFD 0vAEAHTH OT
o6paloB MepCoHameH: HoO 3TOeT obpa3 caM co3aaH aBToOpOorM H

nmotomy Takme aByeawH. [ . . . 1 Peyp H3Iobpamarouiero
(peasnbHoro) aBropa, . . . onpeseasder NocjaeAHee €4HHCTBO
MpOH3BEACHHS . . . 7D

Clearly, Bakhtin's theory of the informing presence of the
author/perceiver (as opposed to the image of the author) is very close to
Lotman's notion of the consciousness of the author/perceiver being an
integral part of the secondary system. One of the main thrusts of Bakhtin's

study of Rabelais is devoted to a demonstration of how conflicting systems of

573Bakhtin, "Tlpcbaema TexcTa," 307.

574Bakhtin, Ibid., 292. (My emphasis, A.R.)

5751bid., 295. (My emphasis, A.R.) Bakhtin has the following to say concerning what is actually
represented in Dostoevsky's writings:

"Beab I'A12ZBEHM TpeaMeTom ero H3obpameHHA saABaAAeTCs CaMoO CJA0BO, NpHTOM
HMEHHO TNOAHO3HAaYHoe caAoBo. I[lponspegeHHs [1OCTOEBCKOro——3TO CAOBO O
cnoBe, obGpallileHHoe K CaAOBYy. H3obpawaerioe cA0BO CXOAHTICS CO CA0BOM
H306payaloU{HM Ha OAHOM YpPOBHe H Ha paBHHX NpaBax. OHH NPOHHMKAKOT
APYT B Apyra, HakJaAHBApOTICA ApYyr Ha Apyra nog Pa3HEMH
AHaaoruvYeckumMu yraamu." Ibid., [[poéaemsnl, 311.



representation of reality (languages, systems of images)57% are organized
by Rabelais' artistic consciousness.
Y Pabne 3Ta cHcTemMa o06pa30B MHBET HaNMpsAMEHHOH,
AKTYaNbHOH H BIIOJIHE CO3HATEJ/NDbHOH MH3HBIO, NMPHTOM
HBET BCS C Hayafaa H A0 KOHLA, A0 MeabYaHUIHX
AeTtaqer, . . . B kxa¥aoHl getanH NMpHCYTCTBYET

OTBETCTBEHHo€ H sicHoe (HO KOHEeYHO, He Yy3KopaccyaodHoe)
XyAoWecTBEHHo€ Co3HaHHe Pabae.>77

A number of his works also include references to the role of the
observer in the theory of quantum physics in which the observer partially
determines the results of the experiment.578 Bakhtin uses this analogy to
illustrate the notion of the inclusion of the author's/perceiver's
consciousness in the text, although | seriously doubt he would be willing to
accept all the apparent metaphysical and ontologicai implications of

quantum theory.

The level of primary modeling includes any number of intersecting
languages, genres, models, codes, etc., which are transformed within the

work of art.

Bce psaHHoe KakK OR co3gaeTcsi 3aHOBO B CO342aHHOM,
npeobpamaerca B Her. CBeneHHe X ToMY, YTO 3apaHee
4aHO U rotoBo. ToToB npeameT, rOTOBH HA3HKOBHE
cpeACTBa A4s1 €ro H3oOpaxeHUs, FOTOB caM XYAOMHHK,
TOTOBO ero mMHpPoBO33peHHe. H BOT ¢ NMOMOWbBI0O IOTOBHX

576Cf. Bakhtin, Pa64e, SO7{f but also passim.

57T71bid., 229-230. There are a great number of passages in the text which echo and reaffirm the
thought contained in this one.

5781bid., "Tpo6Gaema TekcTa,” e.g. 283, 302, 305.
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CpeACTB, B CBeTe I'OTOBOrO MHPOBO33peHUSI TOTORRIH NO3T
OTpaMaeT roTOBHH Nnpeamer. Ha camom Me gedne H
npeaMeT co3AaeTcd B Mpolecce TBCPYECTBA, Co3AaeTcs H
cam TO3T, H €ro MHpOBO3I3pEHHE, U cpeacTBa
BHIpa¥eHusa.>7°

Literature as a whole and individual texts are complex semantic sign-
systems modelling natural language and the consciousnass/individuality of
the artist resulting thereby in a new, complex, artistic model of the world.
This, i.e. "model of the world,” may not be Bakhtin's favorite or most
customary expression, but it is certainly not aiien to his vocabulary. In his
final summarizing remarks &' :he very end of his study of Dostoevsky,
probably his masterwork, he states:

Heobxoa4UMO OTpelIUTHCA OT MOHOJNOTHYSCKHX HAaBIKOB,
YTOOH OCBOHTCS B TOH HOBOH XY.AOMECTBEHHOH coepe,
KOTOpPYIO OTKpnlid JOCTOeBCKHH, H OpPpHEHTHPOBATHCA B TOH

He cpaBHeHHO 6oqaee CAOMHCH XYAOMECTBEHHOH MoA€NH
MHpa, KOTOpPYIO OH co3aasa.>80

Although it may not be necessary, it must be noted that the nction of 2 mode!
of the world is not at all the same as the nation of an artistic world which is
ontologically, axiologically and/or cognitively distinct and separate from the
world of everyday experience. Neither Lotman nor Bakhtin deal in detail
with the ontology of the artistic text, but given its cognitive nropeities, their
discussions clearly indicate that it is not to be understood as some sort of

separate world, unrelated to "our" world.

5791bid., 299.
580Baxhtin, [Ipo6aerixl, 314.
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It is this modelling property of literary texts, fundamentally different
from the modelling property of ordinary language communication, which
unites the two questions of communication and cognition. A literary
message is so much more complex than a natural language message that it
requires a greater degree of structuration, a more complex organization.
The notion of literature as a form of cognition is perhaps the key to
understanding what links Lotman and Bakhtin, and | suspect it is missed,
ignored, or at least under-estimated by most commentators. Neiihar Lotman
nor Bakhtin provides us with a clear and systematic theory of cognition
despite its prominent position in their theories. For Lotman cognition in art
has the properties of a model, the function of which is to be a representation
of the world from a certain perspective.581 Most sciences employ and
actually depend on models, but Lotman obviously feels art, and in particular
literature,582 has exceptionally high powers for modeliing reality: "B 3Tom
OTHOUWIEHHH ¢ HHM HE€ MOXEeT CpPaBHHTBCHA HHYTO, Co3naHHOe

pPyKaMH vYeqaopexka."S83

581"CymecheHHmm CBOMCTBOM XYJOOMECTBEHHOI'O TEKCTAa SBASETCSH TO, YTO
OH HaXoAHTCA B OTHOIWMEHHH ABOHHOIO MOoAOOHHA: oOF nogobex
onpeAeneHHOMY H300pamaemomMy HM KYCKY MM3HH— —4aCTH BCEMHPHOrO
YHHBepcymMa,——H OH mojobeH BceMy 3ToMy YHWBepcymy." Lotman,
CIpyKTypa, 302.

3821 otman, Anaaua. 22.

3831bid., 131. In another place, after extensively comparing art and play, Lotman makes the foliowing
conciusion: "Hrpa mpeactaBasieT cobodl oBsageHHe yMEHHEM, TPEHHUPOBKY B
YCAOBHOH CHTyauHH , HCKYCCTBO— —OB/MageHHe Mupom (MoaeaHpoBaHHe
MHpa) B YCAOBHOA CHTyalHH. Hrpa——'xak OH nesATeAbHOCTb', a
HCKYCCTBO——"'KaK OH MH3Hb.' H3 aToro caeayer, 4to cobaogeHue TnpasuHa
B Urpe sBASETCS UeAbw. lleabl HCKyCcCTBa sABASETCS HCTHHA, BHpaseHHast
Ha $§3HKe YCAOBHHX npaBHA. IlodToMy HIpa He MOMeT GHTbL CpedcTBOM
XpaHeHHs HHOOPMAUHH H CpeACTBOM BHpabOTKH HOBHX 3HaHMH (oHa aHwB



In my earlier discussion of Bakhtin's essay on the problem ot content,
material, and form, it was abundantly obvious that Bakhtin opposes any
confusing of aesthetic activity and cognitive or practical activity. Like Lotman
he also does not elaborate a viable theory of cognition, but he just as
definitely distinguishes and separates it from aesthetic activity. How is it
then possible to say that for Bakhtin literature is a form of cognition? First of
all, when Bakhtin speaks of cognition in this context, he most definitely does
not have in mind all possible manifestations of what is generally associated
with knowing. His notion of cognition, just like his tri-une division of culture,
is ultimately derived from a_Kantian framework, although at the same time it
is not nearly equivalent to it. Pure reason, practical reason, and aesthetic
judgement - these are what Bakhtin bases his distinctions on. "Cognition”
for Bakhtin refers, within his theory, broadly speaking, to abstract and/or
scientific thought, conceptual thinking, even rational thought. That does not
exclude all forms of cognition, broadly viewed, although for some
epistemclogists it most certainly would. In his theoretical works Bakhtin
develops a distinction between cognition of objects or things ar 1 knowledge
of subjects, "cy6bekTH." This is expressed in various ways, and can be
found in practically every one of his works.584 This is alsc :>lated o tho

question of what he calls the distinction between 'precision’ and ‘depth’.585

NVTh X OBAAAEGHIO YHe AOOHTHMH HaBRIKaMmH). Meway Tem HMEHHO 3To
cocTaBAseT CYUIHOCTh HcKyccTBa." CIpyKIyea,9l.

584(¢f. ¢.g. Bakhtin, "k mMeToaonoruu,” 372; idem, "H3 3anucenr 1970-1971 roaos,”
in 2CT, 342-343.

585¢f. e.g. Bakhtin, "k meToaonoruu," 371, 372; and "llpobaerma Texcra,” 307.
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Access to this depth is not via the cognitive processes of abstract,
conceptual. object- or thing-crientated cognition, but through
"understanaing."586 There is no need to point out how hopelessly vague
and unreliable such a term is considered by itself. This is particularly
evident when Bakhtin must speak, for example, of understanding
understanding.587 However, it is primarily determined and substantially
ciarified when cpposed to conceptual and abstract thought.588 Moreover,
Bakhtin associates it with dialogue.58% True dialogue and true
understanding are very nearly the same thing, and at the very least are

intimately related.

Dialogue, as stated, is intersubjective communication by means of
texts/utterances. Understanding, as a form of cognition, when referred to
literary texts, is, then, another way of describing the aesthetic activity of the
creator/perceiver of a literary text and/or the relationship between them.
Aesthetic activity, going back to Bakhtin's early work and the distinctions as
he used them there, is a way of organizing cognitively and ethically valued
moments, the world of cognition and practicai life, i.e. the content of a work of
art. In this activity, by providing form to the content, a new view, a new
understanding of the world is created. Bakhtin has called it "artistic

cognition."3%0 In his study of Rabelais he describes various aspects of this

586CF. ¢.g. Bakhtin, "K 1€T0A0AOTHH," 364; "Mipobaera Texcra,” 305.

587Rakhtin, "H3 3anucen,” 346.

588Cft. ¢.g. Bakhtin, Pabae, 439-443.

589Cf. ¢.g. Bakhtin, "Tlpo6aema TekcTa,” 305.

59OBakhLin. [Ipobaenmul, 314. Note that a major, but not absolute, distinction between artistic
cognition and abstract cognition involves the function of representation in the former.
"XapaxTepuayemasa HamMH ocobOeHHOCTh [lOCTOEBCKOrO He €CThb, KOHEYHO,



process, and gives several formulations of his views. Consider th.  _.lowing
passage.
OcHoBHag 3agadya Pabae— —pa3pyuwlHTs OQHUHAABHYIO

KapTHHY 3MOXH H €e COOHTHH., BIrAsTHYTh Ha HHX NO—
HOBOMY, OCBETHTh TpareAHio HJAH KOMEAMIO JMOXH C TOUYKH
3peHHs CMelUerocss HapoAHOro Xopa Ha mJaoluiagd. Pabae
Mob6HAH3YET BCe cpeACTBa Tpe3BOH HapoOAHOH 0OOpa3HOCTH,
YTOO6H BEITPaBHTh H3 BCeX MNpeACTaBAEHHH O
COBpPEeMEHHOCTH H €e COOHRTH#AX BCAKYIO OQHUHAJAbHYK JOXb
H OrpaHHYeHHYI Cepbe3HOCTH, MPOAHKTOBAHHYIO
HHTepecaMH TOoCNOACTBYIOI[HX KaaccoB. Pabane He BEpHUT
Ha CJA0BO CBOeH 3Toxe 'B ToM, YTO OHAa TOBOPHT O cebe H

4YTO OHa BooGpawxaer o cebe',——OH XOYeT PpacKpHTb €€
MOAAHHHIH CMECA 448 Hapoda, Hapoaa pacTyllero H
beccMepTHOroO.

Paspyuiass odHlUHanAbHEE NpeACTaBAeHHA o6 3moxe H e€e
cobriTHAX, Pabne He CTpeMHTCH, KOHEYHO, AaTb €€
Hay4YHHH aHasAH3. DBeab OH IOBOPHTbL HE Ha fA3WKe
MTOHAATHH, a Ha A3KKEe HAapOAHO—CMEXOBBIX 0Opasop.>°!

Some of his statements about the function of carnival and laughter in

his study of Dostoevsky are highly illustrative of his views on this important

question of cegnition.

0cO6eHHOCTh €ro MHPOBO33peHHST B OORYHOM CMBHCAE CAOBA, ——23T0
0CO6EHHOCTb €ro XY.AOWeCTBEHHOro BOCIMPHSATHS MHpa: TOABKO B KaTE€rOpHH
COCYILI{eCTBOBAHHS OH YMesl ero BHAETh H H3006pamarThb. Ho, XoHeyHoO, 3Ta
0COBEeHHOCTh AO0AMHA Okiaa OTPa3HTBCH H Ha €ro OoTBAEYEeHHOM
MHpoBO33peHHH.” Ibid., 35.

591Rakhtin, Pabge, 477. In the next paragraph he continues: "[I[pocaeanm Tenepb Ha psdae
npHMepoB, XaK OTpameHa B poraHe Pabae coBpemenHas eny
AEHCTBHTEABHOCTh OT OGaHMaHILIero MH3HEHHOIO OKPYMEeHHs aBTopa A0
60AbLIKX COGHRITHA 3noxu.” Ibid. Cf. also e.g. idem, 492-493, 494-495,



KapHaBagabHiee QOprE, TpaHCNOHHPOBaHHEIE Ha fA3HK
JAHUTEepaTypH, CTafNlH MOIUIHHMH CpeACTBaMH

Xy ACHECTBEHHOIO MNOCTHMEHHSA WH3IHH, CTasid ocobnint
SI3EIKOM, CnoBa H QOpME KoToporo obnagaroTr
HCKAIWYHUTEABHOH CHJAOH CHMBOJIHYECKOro o0600lIeHHda, TO
ecTh 0606uieHHss B TaybuHy. MHOrHe cylmecTReHHHE
CTCPOHH MWH3HH, ToUYHee, HJAacCTH €€, NMpHTOM TAYOHHHBEIE,
MOryT OBITH HaAWUAEHBI, OCMHBICAECHBI H BHpa¥eHH TOJNABKGC C
MTOMOIWIBIO 3ITOrO SI3KIKa.J>92

CMex——3To olipencsi€eHHOE, HO He moidamuleecsd IepeBoay
Ha JO0THYeCKHH HA3KHK ICTeTHYECKOE OTHOLUIE€HHEe K
AC€HCTBHTENDBHOCTH, TO €CTh CHpeAEAE€HHIIH crocob ee
XYAOMECTBEHHOTO BHAEGHHS H MMOCTHMEHHUHA, a
cnenoBaTeabHO, H olipeAesieHHHH Cnocob® MoCTpoOeHh™T
XYAOMECTBEHHOro obpa3a, clomeTa, ¥aHpa.>93

Carnival and laughter are not simply artistic or stylistic devices, but part of
the complex of systems or languages which establish the extra-textual
relationships of a given work. Insofar as they inhere in the author's or artist's
consciousness, his worldview, they are active in the process of providing
form to the content of the literary work, to the ethically and cognitively

valcrised reality.

Both Bakhtin and Lotman have theories of literature and cuiture which
are broad, provocative, complex, and occasionally inconsistent. Inevitably,

however, their concerns are always directed at achieving a unified view of

592Bakhtin, [lpobaen, 182.
5931bid., 191.

)
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their subject. Literature is always viewed in relation to the rest of culture,
and culture is viewed in as broad and inciusive a per¢ active as is possible.

Not only are various cultural series ssen tC be interrelated, but they are

viewed as integral phenomena. The key factors in develioping this
theoretical perspective are those of communication and cognition.
Communication and cognition allow Bakhtin and Lotman to work for a theory

of literature which includes human cultura! reality and human reality in

general.

Haea xak npeamMeT H3oOpameHHs 3aHHMAET rpomanHoe
MecTo B TBopyecTse flOCTOesCKOre, Ho BcCe He He CcHa
repoHHs ero portaHos. Ero repoem O YeNOBEK, H
H3o6pamasn OH B KOHLUE KOHILOB He HACK B YefnoBeKe, a,
roBops €ro coO6CTBEHHRIMH C/AOBaMH, "yesnoBE€Ka B
yegqoseke'. Haena ¥e 6Hnaa A8 Hero HAH TNpoOHHM
KaMHeM a4as MCNHTaHHg YedoBeKa B HYeJoBeKe, HAH
doprion ero oOHapyWeHHSs, HJAH, HaKOHEel,——H 3TO
raapHoe — —Tem 'MefHYMOM’, TOIO CpPeflol, B KOTOpOH
pacKprBaeTcsd Y2a0BeYecKoe€ CO3HaHHe B CEOCH
rayboyaniiei CyLUIHOCTH.>%4

This characterization of Dostoevsky as an artist39 reveals a great
deal not only about Dostoevsky, but also about Bakhtin and his views on

literature. The important thing is to see, to understand man. Bakhtin's study

of Dostoevsky

BHAC COCPeAOTOYEeHO Ha TOH HOBOH XYAOMECTBEHHOH
MO3HLUHH, KOoTopas INO3BOJAKHAA paCIIHpHTb TOPH3CHT

59%1bid., 37.
595And, indeed, as a man. Compare fn603 above.



XY AOMECTBEHHOr 0 BHAEHHSA., MO3BOJAHAA €MY BIrAAHYTb Ha
yeqnoBeKa Nnoa ApyrHM YTraAoM XYAOKECTBEHHOro 3peHHs.J96

This new discovery of Dostoevsky's was, of course, the polyphonic
novel, the full significance of which can only be understood in terms of
Bakhtin's theory of dialogue. Finally, it is most important to point out that the
significance of polyphony and the new view of man associated with it is not
limited to the sphere of art. This would reduce the import of the discussion to
the level of a sterile formalism. According to Bakhtin, the polvphonic view of
the world, more so than previous genres, and in new ways, opens to artistic
vision and representation new dimensions of human reality.

Mucasiifee 4Yen0BEeYeCKOE€ CO3HAHHE H AHAAOIHYE€CKas
cpepa ORITHA ITOr0 CO3HAHHS BO BCEH CBOEH raybHHe H
CTTeUHPHIHOCTH HEAOCTYNHH MOHOJMOTHYECKOMY
XyAoMeCTBEHHOMY mnoaxoay. OHH cTanH npeamMerom

NOANAHHHO XY/AOMECTBEHHOIro H3oOpaleHHs BIEepBHE B
nonHdoHHyeckom pomaHe [flocToeBCckoro.>9%7

As indicated above, Lotman has always asserted the very prominent
or even definitive role played by communication and cognition in his
theoretical position.598 He has frequently expressed himself very forceiully
and eloquently on this subject, but perhaps never more succinctly than in the
following paragraph written in the early 1970s, and in which he sums up not
only the great importance of understanding communication and cognition in

literature, but of literature's integral relationship with all of culture:

5961bid., 312.
397bid., 313.
598see Lotman, JeKuHH, 14, and Chapter I, part S, above.
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MO3THYECKHH MHp——MOAENb peanbHOro MHpa, HO
COOTHOCHTCS C HHM Ype3BHYaHHO CAOMHBIM 06pa3om.
[TO3THYECKHHE TEeKCT MOUIHHN H rayboKo AHaNEKTHYCCKHN
MEeXaHH3M IOHCKAa HCTHHEI, HCTOJIKOBaHHS OKpYHaKLU(ero
MlWpa M OpPHEHTHPOBKH B HeM.

[ .. . ] leap mMoO33HH, KOHEYHO, HE TpPHEMH' a IO3HaHHE
MHpa H ofblUleHHEe Meway JAIABMH, CaMOIO3HaHHe,
CaMONOCTpOoEeHHEe YenoBedYeCKOH JAHYHOCTH B Mpolecce
NMO3HaAaHUA H oO6llleCTBEHHRIX KOMMYHHKaAUHH. B KoHeYHOM

HTOre UeJqdb MOI3HH COBMagaeT C UENBI KYABTYPH B
Heqaom.>99

In fact, the whole thrust of Lotman's literary theorizing, as | see it, has
been to deal with the cognitive and communicative dimension of literature in
a manner which avoids the inevitable shallowness of theories which seek to
correlate literary works with "reality” in a simplistic fashion, whether as a
mirroring of reality, or as a straightferward reflection of personal or collective
ideologies.®00 At the same ume, obviously, ne has consciously avoided
descending into a formalistic or mechanistic treatment of literature with
Jangue-based theories. His unusual incorporation of information theory, his

mode! of communication and his unique version of the semiotic-structuralist

599Louman, Axaaua, 131.

600gee e.g. the brief discussion above of his study of Khlestakov, and the article itself. Similarily, in
his commentary 1o EBreHu#_OueIrHH, he chastises those (including everyone frcm Tynianov 10
those of Pushkin's contemporaries who dealt with it in their memoirs) who spend their time searching
for authoritative prototypes. For Lotman, that is first of all, not a primary consideration, but insofar
as it does have bearing, he notes, just as he did with his study of Khlestakov, that the ties are
complicated and go not only from reality to the novel but vice versa and back again ir a spiral.
Lotman, KomMMeHTapHi, 23-31. Bakhtin treats the question of prototypes in Dostoevsky, and
describes the artistic transformation of them in the novel, so that they too do not have a one-to-one

correspondence. Bakhtin, [Ipo6aemul, 104-106.
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perspective and methodology have enabled him to do this with considerable

Success.



V. CONCLUSION

There should be no doubt that Bakhtin and Lotman have effectively
distanced themselves and their theories from any and all theories which are
oriented towards the centrality of the so-called aesthetic function and which
are based on the the notion that poetics is a part of linguistics. They have
sought to strengthen the ties of literature: with external reality, including
other cultural systems; and with the individual personality of author and

reader. At the same time they affirm the centrality of the text without

fetishizing it.

Just as there is no single explanation why Bakhtin's essay on content,
material and form has received so little attention even though it has been
familiar at least in name to practically all Bakhtin scholars so there is no
single explanation why Bakhtin and Lotman have not previously been
studied together. Part of the explanation inheres in the character of the

dominant trends in literary scholarship. Bakhtin tends to be seen as an "anti-
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systematist” theorist, the guru of carnival and dialogue, while Lotman is seen
as a formalistic, rigorously systematic thinker, and the camps line up behind
those two poies. | have, | believe, demonstrated that despite differences in
their positions and styles, no such genuine polarity separates them. Indeed,
the notion of literature as comunication and cognition underlies a bond
between them which is much stronger than any points separating them. This
was also demonstrated in the context of Bakhtin's conflicting and seemingly

problematic comments on Lotman.

A great many commentators have found and no doubt will continue te
find fault, often justifiably, with various details in the theories of both Bakhtin
and Lotman. Still cthers take issue with all or some of Bakhtin and Lotman's
applications of their theories to specific literary or cultural texts. Again, these
criticisms are often justified. It seems to me, howaver, that many of these
critics and commentators are missing the point. While it is incontestable that
Bakhtin and Lotman have made significant contributions in th~ir stucies of
various works of iiterature and of extra-literary texts, and while the ultimate
test of a theory of literature must be in its applicability, there is another
important dimension to the question of their theories and their theoretical
orientations. By striving to maximize their embrace of human reality, they
have adopted a significantly different approach than the vast majority of their
colleagues who @ndeavor to radically restrict their purview. Even though it
has nothing immediately to do with literature, the following quotation
illustrates quite clearly what | have in mind.

Aristotle’s system includes himself. The phenomena of thought and
consciousness, the looks of colours and the ringings of sounds as we



expenience them, our thoughts in the way that we think them, are an
integral part of our world and must figure in any explanation of it. That
ieans, in effect, that our general account of the world must be one in
which the basic modes of explaining physical reality are, from the
beginning, such that our own knowledge of our lives as we live them
could be integrated with them. It is this inclusion of the scientis?, as he
knows himself and as he lives his life, within the scope of his most basic
explanations, that modern science renounced; and when it was
reintroduced into physics at the beginning of this century it was only in
the form of making the observer and his observation factors in what was
observed, the "observer" being a depersonalized locus for inspection
and intervention and not a human being. ... Itis precisely to this
renunciation of comprehensiveness that our science owes its
continuously astonishing success. But it is because of that renunciation
that Aristotle's way of going about things may still strike us as a more
serious attempt to explain our world than anyone has come up with
since. He got everything wrong, his system is obsolete in principle and

in detail; but he saw what an explanation of the world would have to
attempt.601

It seems to me that much of what Sparshott says about science could
also be referred to the study of literature as it has developed over the last 75
years or so. The trend has been to concentrate on the 'specificity’ of
literature, or in various other ways te reduce the focus of attention to a
smaller and more limited field. Bakhtin and Lotman go against this trend.
Their theories of literature attempt valiantly to achieve the sort of
comprehensiveness Sparshott so eloquently describes. Whether they are
as wrong in detail as Aristctle remains to be seen, but | think they have gone

a long way to indicate at least in outline what a theory of literature must strive

601 Erancis Sparshott, "Aristotle's World and Mine," in Mohan Matthen, ed. Aristotle Today,
(Edmonton: Academic Printing and Publishing, forthcoming), 32-33.
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for. 't is my contention that it is precisely by focussing, each in his own way
(Ut i ways strikingly similar to those of each other) on the cor imunicative

and cognitive dimensions of literature that they have accomplished this.
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