Discourse in the Novel

M z’khm‘l Bakhtin

Mikhaii Bakhtin was one of the most influential thinkers of the late twentieth century for
firerary and culrural studies. Bakhtin drew attention tor the way literature weaves discauirses
fogether from disparate social sources. Bakhtin also helped reconceptualize literary language.
According: to the theory, all words exist in dialog with other words. The theory shifts
einphasis away from individual fiterary works and toward the intertextual world in which

individual lirerary works are set, This selection dates from 1934--5,
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ven of -the hmn (mch dav hds its own slomn its own vocabulzuy its own
ses) — this internal swatification present in every language of its historical
existence 1s the indispensable prerequisite for the novel as a genre. The novel or ches-
trates all its themes. the totality of the world of objects and ideas depicted and
expressed in it, by-means of the social diversity of specch types [ruznorecie] and by
the differing individual voices that flourish under such conditions. Authorial speech,
the speeches of narrators, inserted genres, the speech of characters are merely those
fundamental compositional unities with whose help heteroglossia [raznorecie] can
enter the novel; each of them permits a multiplicity of social voices and a Wrde
variety of their links and interrelationships (always more or less dialogized). These
distinetive Jinks and mtendduonaths between utterances and languages, this move-
ment of the theme through different languages and speech types, its dispersion: into
the rivulets and droplets of social heteroglossia, its dialogization — this is the basic
disunguishing feature of the stylistics of the novel.

-Such a combining of languages and styles fnto a higher unity is unknown to

traditional stylistes; it has no method for applmchmo the djstmctwe social dialogue
among langoages that is present in the novel . »
Language - like the living concrete environment in which the consciousness of the
verbal artist lives — is never ummxy It-is unitary only as an abstract grammatical
system of normative forins, taken in isolation from the unintertupted process of histor=

ical becoming that is characteristic of 4ll living language. Actual socigl life and.

histovical becoming create withiin.an an abstractly unitary national language a multitude
of concrete worlds, a multitude of bounded verbal ideblogical and social belief sveterme:

)

within these various systems (identical in the abstract) are elements of language filled
with various semantic and axiological content and each with irs own different sound.
I’,iteral'v language — both spoken and written — although it is unitary not only in its
Ld, abstract, linguistic markers but also in its forms for coneepruahizing these
‘ ract l}ldlkbls 1 1tself stratified and hL‘ECl()DlOt In s aspect as an pru,sm\
system, that is,-in the forms that carry its meanings.
lhls stratification is accomplished first of all by the specific organisms called

genres. Certain features of language (lexicological, semantic, syntactie) will knit to-

gether with the intentional aim, and with the overall accentual svstem inherent in one
or another genre: oratorical, publicistic, newspaper and journalistic genres, the genres
of low literature (penny dreadfuls, for instance) o, Anally, the various genres of high

literature. Certain features of language take on the specific favor of 1 given genre;

rhe\ knit together with specific points of view

spu,lf approaches; forms of think-
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g, nuances and accents charactern
In additon, there is interwoven with this generic statification of language a profes-
swnat stratification of hanguage, in the broad sense of the term “professional”; the
language of the lawyer, the docror
rion, feacher” and &6 forthy and
from, the stratification into genres. It goes without saying th: 1t these languages differ
from each other not only in their vocabularies; rhey involve specific forms for mani-
festing intentions, forms for maki ;
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Bur the situation is far from e\musLed by the generic and professional strarification

of the common literary language. Although at its very core literary language is fre-
guently socfally homogeneous, as the oral and written language of & dominant soctal
group, there is nevertheless always present, even here; a cerrain degree of social differ-
entiation, a social stratification, that in other eras can become extrémely acute. Social
stratification may here and there coincide with generic-and professional stratification,
but in essence it 1s, of course, a thing completely autonomousand peculiar to itself,

Social stratification is also and primarily determined by ditferences, between the
forms used to convey meaning and between the expressive planes of various belief
systems — that s, stratification expresses itself in typical ditferences in ways ased to
conceptualize and accentuate elements of language, and stratification may not violate
the abstractly linguistic dialectological unity of the shared liecrary language.

‘What is more, all socially significant world views have the capacity to exploit the
intentional possibilities of language through the mediun of their specific concrete-
instancing. Various tendencies (artistic and otherwise), circles, journals, particular
newspapers, even particular significant artistic works and individual persons are all
capable of stratifying language, in proportion to their social significance; they
are capable of atiracting its words and forms into their orbit by means of their own
characteristic intentions and accents, and in so doing to a certain extent alienating
these words and. forms from other tendencies, parties, artistic works and persons.

Every socially significant verbal performanice has the ability — sometime for a long
period of time, and for a wide circle of persons — to infect with its own intention
certajn aspects of language that had been affected by its semantic and expressive
i‘m‘pulse,k iinposing on them specific semantic nuances and specific uxiological over-
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In any given historical moment of verbal-ideological life, each generation at each
social level has its own language; moreover, every age group has as a matter of fact its
own language, its own vocabulary, its own particular accentual system that, in their
rurn, vary depending on social level, academic institution (the language of the cadet,
the high school student, the trade school student are all different languages) and

other stratifying factors. All this is brought about by socially typifying languages; no =

matier how narrow the social circle in which they are spoken. It is even possible to
have a family jargon define the societal limits of a language, as, for instance, the
jargon of the Irtenevs in Tolstoy, with its special vocabulary and unique accentual
Svsten.

And finally, at any given moment, languages of various epochs and periods of
socio-ideological life cohabit with one another. Even Janguages of the day exist: one
could say that todav’s and vester day’s socio-ideological and political “‘day” do not, i
4 certain semse; share the -same language; every day represents another 9ocio—
ideological semantic *‘state of affairs,” another vocabulary, another accentual system,
with its own slogans, its own ways of assigning blame and praise. Poetry depersonal-
izes “days™ in language, while prose, as we shall see, often deliberately intensifies
difference between them, gives them embodied representation and dialogically opposes
them to one‘another in unresolvable dialogues.

Thus ar any given moment of its historical existence; language is hererogior from
top to bottom: it represents the coexistence of socio~ideological contradictions be-
ween the present and the past, berween differing epochs of the past, between differ-
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ent socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, schools, circles and
so forth, all given a bodli form. These “languages” of heteroglossia intersect each
othier in a variety of ways, forming new socially typifying “languages™ '

In actual fact, however, there does exist a common plane that methodologically
justifies our juxtaposing them: all languages of heteroglossia, whatever. the principle
underlying them and making each unique, are specific points of view on the world,
forms for conceprualizing the world in words, specific world: views, each character-
ized by its own objects, meanings and values. As such they may be juxtaposed to-one
another, mutually supplement one another; contradict one another and be inter-
related dialogically. As such they encounter one another and coexist in the conscious-
ness of real people — first and foremost, in the creative consciousness of people who
write novels. As such, these languages live a real life, they struggle and evolve in an
environment of social heteroglossia. Therefore they are all able to enter into the
anitary plane of the novel, which can unite in itself parodic stylizations of generic
languages, various forms of stylizations and illustrations of professional and period-
hound languages, the languages of particular generations, of social dialects and others
(as occurs, for example, ini the English-comic novel). They may all be drawn in by
the novelists for the orchestration of his themes and for the refracted (indirect)
expression of his intentions and values .

As 1 result of the work done by all these stratifying forces in language, there are
not “neutral” words and forms ~ words and forms that can belong to “no one”;
language has been completely taken over, shot through with intentions and accents.
For any individual consciousness living in it, language is not an abstract system of
normative forms-but rather a concrete heteroglot conception of the world. All words
have the “&

taste™ of a profession, a genre, a tendency, a party, a p_articular work, a
particular person, a generation, an age group, the day and hour. Each word tastes of

the context and contexts in which it has lived its socially charged life; all words and
forms are populated by intentions. Contextual overtones (generie, tendentious, indi-
vidualistic) are inevitable in the word.

As a living, socio-ideological concrete thing, as hereroglot opinion, language, for
the individual consciousness, lies on the borderline between oneself and the other.
The word in language 1s half someone else’s. It becomes “one’s own” only when the
speaker populates it with his own intention, his own accent, when he appropriates
the word, adapting it to his own semantic and expressive intention. Prior to this
moment of appropriation, the word does not exist in a neuwral and impersonal lan-
guage (it 1s not, after all, our of a dictionary that the speaker gers his words!), but
rather it exists in other people’s mouths, in other people’s contexts, serving other
people’s intentions: it is from there that one must mbe the word, and make it one’s
own. And not all words for just anvone submit equally easily to this appropriation, to
this seizure and transformation into private property; many words stubbornls resist
others rernain alien, sound foreign in the mouth of the one who appropriated them
and who now speaks them; thes
it; 1t 15 as if they put themselves i quotation marks against the will of the spealer.
Language is not a neutral mediunt that passes [reely and casily into the private
property of the speaker’s intentions; it is populated - overpopulated — with the
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intentions of others. Exproprianng it, forcing it o subimit <0 one’s OWil intetions
and accents, 15 a diffieult and complicated process.

Concrete socio-ideological language consciousness, as it becomes creative — that 1s,
as it becomes active as literature — discovers itself alr md; surrounded by heteroglossia
and not at all a singly, unitary language, inviolable and ind"putable The actively
literary linguistic consciousness at all times and everywhers (that Is, in all epochs of
literature historically available to us) comes upon “ anuuaoe;/ and not language.

¢ 10 choose a fa;'zg!z._'!g:’.

Consciousiiess finds itself inevitably facing the neecessity of la:
With each literary-verbal performance, consciousness must actively orient itself
amidst heteroglossia, it must move i and occupy a position for iself within it, it
chooses, in other words, a “language.” Only by remaiving in @ closed environment,
one without writing or thought, completely off the maps of socio-ideclogical becom-
ing, could a man fail to sense this activity of selecung 2 langnage and rest assured in
the inviolability of his own language, the conviction that his language is redetermined.

Even such a man, however, deals not in fact with a single language, but with

linguages — excepr thar the place occupied by each of rhese languages is fixed and

indisputable, the movement from one to the other is predetermined and not a
thought process; it is as if these languages were in different chambers. They do not
collide with each other in his consciousness, there is no attempt to coordinate them,
to look at one of these languages through the eyes of anether language.

Thus an illiterate peasant, miles away from any urban center naively immer sed in
an unmoving and for him unshakeable everyday world, nevertheless lived in scveral
language systems: he prayed to God in one language (Church Slavonic), sang songs

“in another; spoke to his family in a third and, when he began to dictate petitions to

the local authorities through a scribe, he tried speaking yet a fourth language (the
official-literate language, “paper language”). All these are different languages, even
from- the point of view of abstract socio-dialectological markers. Burt these languages
were not dialogically coordinated in the linguistic consciousness of the peasant; he
passed from one to the other without thinking, automatically: each was indisputably
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in its own place, and the place of each was indisputable. He swas not ver able fo
regard one language (and the verbal world coriésponding to it) through the eyes of
another language (that is, the language of everyday life and the everyday world with
the language of prayer or song; or vice versa).!

As soon as 4 critical interanimation of languages began to occur in the consciousness
of our peasant, as soon as it became clear that these were not only various different
languages but even internally variegated languages, that the ideological systems and
approaches to the world that were indissolubly connected with these languages contra-
dicted each other and in no way could live in peace and quiet with one another — then
the inviolability and predetermined quality of these languages came to an end, and the
necessity of actively choosing one’s orientation among them began.

The language and world of prayer, the language and world of song, the language
and world of labor and everyday life, the specific language and world of Tocal author-
ities, the mew language and world of the workers freshly immigrated 1o the city —all

these languages and worlds sooner or later emerged from a state of peaceful and
moribund equilibrium and revealed the speech diver sity in each.

The prose writer as a novelist does tiot stiip away the intentions of others From the
heteroglot language of his works, he does not violate. those socie-ideological cultural
horizons (big and little worlds) that open up behind heteroglot languages — rather, he
welcomes them into his work. The prose writer makes use of words that are already
populated with the social intentions of others and compels them to serve his own
new intentions; to serve a second master . . . -

In the English comic novel we find a comic-parcdic reprocessing of almost all the
levels of literary language, both conversational and written, that were current at the
time. Almost every. .. classic representative of this generic type is an encyclopedia of
all strata and forms of literary language: depending on the $ubject being represented,
the storyline parodically reproduces first the forms of parliamentaty eloquernice, then
the ‘eloquence’ of the cowrt, or particular forms of parliamentary protocol, or court

protocol, or forms used by reporters in newspaper articles, “or the dry business
language of the City, or the dealings of speculators, or the pedantic speech of

scholars, .or the high epic style; or Bxbhcal style, or the st\ le of the hypoeritical moral
sermon-or finally the way one or another concrete and socially determined personal-
ity, the subject of the story, happens to speak,

This usually parodic stylization of generic, professional and other strata of lan-
guage is sometimes interrupted by the direct aurhorial word (usually as an expression
of pathos, of Sentimental or idyllic sensibility), which dir ectly embodies (without any
refracting) semantic and a*(lologu:al mtentzons of the author. But the primary source
of langhage usage in the comic novel is a highly specific tréatment of “common
language.” This “common language™ — usually the averagé norm of spoken and
written: language for a ‘given social group -~ is taken by the author precisely as the

‘commpn view, as the verbal approach to people and things normal for a given sphere

of society, as the going point of view and the going value. To one: degree or another,
the atithor distances himself from this common language, he steps back and ob;ect1~
fies ity forcing his own intentions to refract and diffuse themselves through the
medium of this common view that has becoriie embodied in langmge (a view that is

: '1lways superficial and frequently hypoeritical) . .

-~ Against this same backdrop of the “common lanvua.oe of the i imperSonal; going
opinion, one’ can "dso 1solate in the comic novel those p"uedu. stvhzatlons of generic,

ousness of Merdle’s labors becomes apparent: such a characterization turs
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professional and other languages we have mentioned, as well a5 compact masses of
divect authorial discourse — pathos-filled, moral- didactic, sentimental-elegiac or
idyllic. In the comic novel the direct authorial wor d is thus realized in dir ect, un-
qualified stylizations of poetic genves (idyllic, elesiac, ete.) or stylizations of rhetorical
genres (the pathetic, the moral-didactic). Shifts from common language to parodying
of generic and other languages and shifts to the. direct authorial word may be gradual,
or may be on the contrary quite abrupt. Thus does the system of [anguage work in
the comic novel.

We will pause for analysis on several examples from Dickens, from his novel Lirle
Dorrit.

e

the conference was held at four or five v’clock in the afrernoon, when all the region of
Harley Streer, Cavendish Square, was resonant of carrisge-wheels and double-knucks. T¢
had reached this: pomt when M. Merdle came liome from lm daily vecapation of causin
the Britisiy mame 19 be more vespecied in 21l pait of | capable of appreci
of wholewide commercial enterprise. and giguntic conbinations of skill and capital. For,
though nobody knew with the least precision shar Mr. Merdle’s business wis,. except
that it was tw coin money, these were the terms in which evervbody defined i on all
ading of the parable of

GLioN

ceremonious oecasions, and which it was the last new pe
the camel and the needle’s eye ro aceept without inquiry. (Buok 1, ¢k, 33)

The iralicized portion represents a parodic stylization of tlie language of ¢eremonial
speeches (in parliaments and at banquets). The shift into this style is prepared for by
the sentence’s constriiction, which from the ver ¥ bezmmnw‘ 1s kept within bounds by
a somewhat ceremonious epic tone. Further oit — and alre adv in the language of the
author (and consequently in a different style) — the parodic meaning of the ceremoni-
- out to be
“another’s speech,” to be taken only in quotation marks (“these were the terms in
which everybody defined it on all ceremonious occasions™).

Thus the speech of another is introduced into the avthor’s discourse (the story) in

+ voncealed form, that is, without any of the formal markers usually accomparnying such

speech, \vhethq direct or indirect. But this is not just another’s speech in the same
“language” — it is another’s utterance in a language that is itself “other” to the
author as well; in the archaicized language of ontoncal genres associated with hypo-
critical official celebration.

“In a day or two it was announced to all the town, that Edmund Sparkler, Esquire, son-
in-taw of the eminent M. Merdle of worldwide renown, was made one of the Lords of -
the Circumlocution Office; and proclamation was issued, to all true behevexs that this
admirable appointment was to be hailed as v graceful and gracious mark of homage, rendered
by the graveful and gracious Decins, to that commereial interesi which must ever in a great
commercial country ~ and all the rest of it with blast of trumpet. So, bolstered by this mark .
of Government homage, the wonderfil Bank and all the other moynderful undertakings
went on and “went up; and gapers came to-Harley Street, Cavendish Square, only to

look at the house where the golden wonder lived. (Book 2, clr. 12)
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Here, in the italicized portion, anothés speech in another’s (official-ceremonial)
+ language is openly introduced as indirect discourse. But it is surrounded by the
‘hidden, diffused speech of another (in the same official-ceremonial language) that
clears the way for the introduction of a form more easily perceived uss another’s
speech and that can reverberate more fully as such. The clearing of the way comes
‘with the word “Esquire,” characreristic of official speech, added to Sparkler’s name;
the final confirmation that this is another’s speech comes with the epithet “wonder-
ful.” This epithet does not of course belong to the author but to that same “general
opirnion” that had created the commotién around Merdle’s inflated enterprises.

Tt was a dinner to provoke an appetite, though he had not had one. The rarest dishes,
sumptuously cooked and sumptuously served; the choicest fruits, the most exquisite
wines; marvels of workmanship in gold and silver, china and glass; innumerable things
delicious to the senses of taste, smell,-and sight, were insinmated into its ‘composition.
O, what o wonderfil man tus Merdle, m/zm,‘ a great man, what o master nan, kow blessedly
and enviably endowed — in one word what a rich man! (Book 2, ch. 12)

The beginning is a parodic stylization of high epiestyle. What follows is an enthusiastic

glorification of Merdle, & chorus of his admirers in the form of the concealed speech of
anothel (the italicized portion). The whole pointhere is to e‘{pose the real basis for such
glorification, which is to unmask the chorus’s hypocrisy: “wonderful,” “great,”
“master,” “endowed” can-all be replaced by the single word “rich.” This act of author-
fal unmasking, which is openly accomplished within the boundaries of a single simple
sentence, merges with the unmasking of another’s speech. The ceremonial emphasis on
glorification is comphcated by a second emphasis that is indignant, ironic, and this is
the one that ultunately predominates in the final unmasking swords of the sentence. -

We have before us a typical double-accented, double-styled hybrid construction.
What we are calling a hybrid construction is an wutterance that belongs, by its

grammatical {syntactic) and compositional markers, to a single speaker, but that actu-
ally contains mixed within. it two utterances, two speech manters, two styles, two
“languages,” two semantic and axiological belief systems. We repeat, there is no
formal — compositional and syntactic — boundary between these utterances, styles,
languages, belief systems; the division of voices and languages takes place within the
limits of a single syntactic whole, often within the limits of a simple sentence. It
frequently happens that even one and the same word will belong sinultanecusly to
two hnguagés two belief systems that intersect in a hybrid construction — and, conse-
quently, the word has two contr ad1ctory meanings, two accents (examples below) As
we shall see, hybrid constr uctxons are of enormous smmﬁcance in novel style.

)

But Ml Tite Barnacle was a b uttonied~up man, and consequently a weighty one. (Book
2, e, 17) :

The above sentence is an example of pseudo-objective motivarion, one of the forms for

concealing @nother’s speech — in this example, the speech of “current opinion.” If” "~

judged by the formal markers above; -the logic motivating the sentence seems to

:
5
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belong to the author, ie., he is formally at one with it; but in getual fact, the
motivation. lies within the subjective belief system of his characters, or of general
opinion.

Pseudo-objective ‘motivation is generally charvactenistic of novel style,z since it is
one of the manifold forms for concealing another’s speech in hybrid constructions.
Suboz dinate conjunctions and link words (“thus,” “because,” “for the reason that,”

“in spite 0of” and so forth), as well as words used to maintain 4 logical sequence
(“therefore,” “consequently,” etc.) lose their direct authorial intention, take on the
flavor of someone else’s language, become refracted or even completely reified.

Such motivation is especially characteristic of comic style, in which someone else’s
speechﬂ 18 dominant (the speech of concrete persons, or, more often; a collective

" voice).”

(5)

As-a vast fire will fill the air to a grear distance with its roar, 86 the sacred Hame which .
the mighty Barnacles had fanned caused the air to resound more and more with the
name of Merdle. Ir was deposited-en every lip, and carried into every ear. There never
was, there never had been, there never again should be, such a man as Mr. Merdle.
Nobody, as aforesaid, knew what he had done, but cuw)//)w/y knew hine to be the sreatest
that had appedred. (Book 2, ch. 13)

Here we have an epic, “Homeric” introduction (parodic, of course) into whose frame
the crowd’s glorification of Merdle has been inserted (concealed speech of another in
another’s language). We then get direct authorial discourse; however, the author
gives an objective tone to this “aside” by suggesting that ¢ ex»ex}body knew” (the
italicized portion). It is as if even the author himself did niot doubt the fict. .

Heteroglossia, once incorporated into the novel (uh&tever the forms for its incorp-
ovation), 4s another’s speech in angther’s language, serving to express authorial inten-
tions but in a refracted way. Such $pecch constitutes a special type of double-voiced
discourse . ..

From this follows the decisive and distinctive importance of the novel 4s a genre:
the human being in the novel is first, foremost and always a speaking human being;
the novel requires speaking persons bringing with them their own unique ideological
discourse, their own language. ~ 7

The fundamental condition, that which makes a novel a novel, that swhich is
responsible for its stylistic uniqueness, is the speaking person and his discourse.

The topic of a speaking person has enormous importance in everyday life. In real
life we hear speech about speakers and their discourse at every step. We can go so far
as to say that in real life people talk most of all about what others talk about ~ they
transmit, recall, weigh and pass judgment on other people’s words, opinions, asser-
tions, information; people are upset by others’ words or agree W]th them, contest.
them, refer to them and so forth. Were we to eavesdrop on snatches of raw dialogue
in the street, in a crowd, in linies, in a foyer and so forth, we would hear how often
the words “he says,” “people say,” “he said...» are repeated, and in the conversa~"
t10na1 hully—bmly of people in a crowd, evervthlng often fuses into one big “he
says...yousay...I say...” Reflect how enormous is the weight of “everyone says”
and “it is said” in pubhc opinion, public rumor, gossip, slander and so forth. One
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must alse consider the psychological importance in our lives of what others say about
us, and the importance, for us, of understanding and interpreting these words of
others (“living hermeneutics”).

The importance of this motif is in no way diminished in the higher and better-
organized areas of everyday communication. Every conversation is full of transmis-
sions and interpretations of other people’s words. At every step one meets a “quota-
tion”” or a “reference” to something that a particular person said, a reference to
“people say” or “everyone says,” to the words of the person one is talking with, or
to one’s own previous words, to a newspaper, an official decree, a document, a book
and so forth. The majority of our information and opinions is usually not communi-
cated in direct form as our own, but with reference to some indefinite and general
source: “I heard,” “It’s generally held that...)” “It is thought that...” and so
forth. Take one of the most widespread occurrences in our everyday life, conversa-
tions about some official meeting: they are all constructed on the transmission,
interpretation and evaluation of various kinds of verbal performance resolutions, the
rejected and accepted corrections that are made to them and so forth. Thus talk goes
on about speaking people and their words everywhere — this motif returns again and
again; it either accompanies the development of the other topics in everyday life, or
directly governs speech as its leading theme . ., :

‘The topic of a speaking person takes on quite another significance in the ordinary
ideological workings of our consciousness, in the process of assimilating our con-
sciousness to the ideological world. The ideological becoming of a human being, in
this view, is the process of selectively assimilating the words of others,

When verbal disciplines are taught in school, two basic modes are recognized for
the appropriation and transmission . — simultaneously — of another’s words (a text, a
rule, a model): “reciting by heart” and “retelling in one’s own words.” The latter
mode poses on a small scale the task implicit in all prose stylistics: retelling a text in
one’s own words is to a certain extent a double-voiced narration of another’s words,
for indeed “one’s own words” must not completely dilute the quality that makes
another’s words unique; a retelling in one’s own words should have 2 mixed charac-
ter, able when necessary to reproduce the style and expressions of the transmitted
text. It is this second mode used in schools for transmitting another’s discourse,
“retelling in one’s own words,” that includes within it an entire series of forms for
the appropriation while transmitting of another’s words, depending upon the charac-
ter of the text being appropriated and the pedagogical environment in which it is
understood and evaluated. ‘

The tendency to assimilate others’ discourse takes on an even deeper and more
basic significance-in an individual’s ideological becoming, in the most fundamental
sense. Another’s discourse performs here no longer as information, directions, rules,
models and so forth — but strives rather to determine the very bases of our ideo-

logical interrelations with the world, the very basis of our behavior; it performs here.

as authoritative discourse, and an internally persuasive discourse.

Both the authority of discourse and its internal persuasiveness may be united in a
single word —~ one that is simultaneously authoritative and internally persuasive —
despite the profound differences between these two categories of alien discourse.

But such unity is rarely a given — it happens more frequently that an individual’s

becoming, an ideological process, is characterized precisely by a sharp gap between
these two categories: in ome, the authoritative word (veligious, political, moral; the
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word of a father, of adults and of teachers, etc.) that does not know internal persua-
siveness, in the other internally peisuasive word that is denied all privilege, backed
up by no authority at all, and is frequently not even acknowledged in society (not
by public opinion, nor by scholarly norms, nor by criticism), not even in the legal
code. The struggle and dialogic interrelationship of these categories of ideological
discourse are what usually determine the history of an individual ideological
CONSCIOUSIESS.

The authoritative word demands that we acknowledge it, that we make it our own;
it binds us, quite independent of any power it might have to persuade us internally;
we encounter it with its authority already fused to it. The authoritative word is
located in a distanced zone, organically connected with a past that is felt to be

“hierarchically higher. It is, so to speak, the word of the fathers. Its authority was

already acknomledged in the past. It is a prior discourse. It is therefore not a question
of choosing it from among other possible discourses that are itsequal. It is siven (it
sounds) in lofty spheres, not those of familiar contact. Its language is a special (as it
were, hieratic) language. It can be profaned. It is akin to tabog, i.e., a name that must
not be taken in vain.

We cannot embark here on a sufvey of the many and varied types of authoritative
discourse (for example, the authority of religious dogma, or of acknowledged scien-
tific truth or of a currently fashionable book), nor can we survey different degrees of
authoritativeness. For our purposes only formal features for the transmission and
representation of authoritative discourse are important, those common to all types
and degrees of such discourse.

The degree to which a word may be conjoined with authority — whether the
authority is recognized by us or not — is what determines ifs specific demarcation
and individuation in discourse; it requires a distance vis-a-uvis itself (this distance may
be valorized as positive or as negative, just as our attitude toward it may be sympa-
thetic or hostile). Authoritative discourse may organize around itself great masses of
other types of discourses (which Interpret it, praise it, apply it in various ways), but
the authoritative discourse itself does not merge with these (by means of, say, gradual
transitions); it remains sharply demarcated, compact and inert: it demands, so to
speak, not only quotation marks but a demarcation even more magisterial, a special
script, for instance.* It is considerably more difficult to incorporate semantic changes
into such a discourse, even with the help of a framing context: its semantic structure
is static and dead, for it is fully complete, it has but a single meaning, the letter is
fully sufficient to the sense and calcifies it.

It is not a free appropriation and assimilation of the word jtself that authoritative
discourse seeks to elicit from us; rather, it demands our unconditional allegiance.
Therefore authoritative discourse permits no play with the context framing it, no
play with its berders, no gradual and flexible transitions, no spontaneously creative
stylizing variants on it. It enters our verbal consciousness as a compact and indivis-
ible mass; one must either totally affirm it, or totally reject it. It is indissolubly fused
with its authority — with political power, an institution, a person — and it stands and
falls together with that authority. One cannot divide it up - agree with one part,
accept but not completely another part, reject utterly a third part. Therefore the
distance we ourselves observe vis-d-vis this authoritative discourse remains un-
changed in all its projectiofis- a playing with distances, with fusion and dissolution,
with approach and retreat, is not here possible.
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All these functions derermine the uniqueness of authoritative discourse, both as a
concrete means for formulating itself during transmission and as its distinctive means
for being framed by contexts. The zone of the framing context must likewise be
distanced - no familiar contact is possible here either. The one perceiving and under-
standing this discourse is a distant descendant; there can be nio arguing with him.

These factors also determine the potential role of authoritative discourse in prose.
Authoritative discourse cannot be represented — it is only transmitred. Its inertia, its
semantic finiteness and calcification, the degree to which it is hard-edged, a thing in
its own right, the impermissibility of any free stylistic development in relation to it —
all this renders the artistic representation of authoritative discourse impossible. Its
role in the novel is insignificant. It is by its very nature incapable of being double-
voiced; it cannot enter into hybrid constructions. If completely deprived of its au-
thority it becomes simply an object, a refic, a thing. It enters the artistic context as an
alien body, there is no space around it to play in, no contradictory emotions — it is
not surrounded by an agirated and cacophonous dialogic life, and the context around
it dies, words dry up. For this reason images of official-authoritative truth, images of
virtue of any sort: monastic, spiritual, bureaucratic, moral, etc., have never been
suceessful in the novel. It suffices to mention the hopeless attempts of Gogol and
Dostoevsky in this regard. For this reason the authoritative text always remains, in
the novel, a dead quotation, something that falls out of the artistic context (for
example, the evangelical rexts in Tolstoy at the end of Resurrection).’

Authoritative discourses may embody various contents: authority as such, or the
authoritativeness of tradition, of generally acknowledged truths, of the official line
and other similar authorities. These discourses may have a variety of zones (deter
mined by the degree to which they are distanced from the zone of contact) with a
variety of relations to the presumed listener or interpreter (the apperceptive back-
ground presumed by the discourse, the degree of reciprocation between the two and
so forth). ;

In the history of literary language, there is a struggle constantly being waged to
overcome the official line with its tendency to distance itself from the zone of
contact, a struggle against various kinds and degrees of authority. In this process
discourse gets drawn into the contact zone, which results in semantic and emotionally
expressive (intonational) changes: there is a weakening and degradation of the cap-
acity to generate metaphors, and discourse becomes more reified, more concrete,
more filled with everyday elements and so forth. All of this has been studied by
psychology, but not from the point of view of its verbal formulation in possible inner
monologues of developing human beings, the monologue that lasts a whole life. What
confronts us is the complex problem presented by forms capable of expressing such a
(dialogized) monologue.

-When someone else’s ideological discourse is internally persuasive for us and
acknowledged by us, entirely different possibilities open up. Such discourse is of
decisive significance in the evolution of an individual consciousness: consciousness
awakens to independent ideological life precisely in a world of alien discourses sur-
rounding it, and from which it cannot initially separate itself; the process of distin-
guishing between one’s own and another’s discour se, between one’s own and
another’s thought, is activated rather late in development. When thought begins to
work in an independent, exper 1mentm and discriminating way, what first occurs is a
separation between internally persuasive discourse and -authoritarian enforced dis-
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course, along with a rejection of those congeries of discourses that do not matter to
us, that do not touch us.

Internally persuasive discourse — as opposed to one that is externally authoritative
— is, as it is affirmed through assimilation, tightly interwoven with “one’s own
word.”® In the everyday rounds of our consciousness, the internally persuasive word
is half-ours and half-someone else’s. Its creativity and productiveness consist pre-
cisely in the fact that such a word awakens new and independent +words, that it
organizes masses of our words from within, and does not remain in an isolated and
static condition. Tt is not so much interpreted by us as it is further, that is, freely,
developed, applied to new material, new conditions; it enters into interanimating
relationships with new contexts. More than that, it enters into an intense interaction,
a struggle with other internally persuasive discourses. Our ideological development is
just such an intense struggle within us for hegemony among various available verbal
and ideclogical points of view, approaches, directions and values. The semantic
structure of an internally persuasive discourse is not finite, it is open; in each of the
new contexts that dialogize it, this dlb(,OLllSe is able to reveal ever newer ways to
mean.

Notes

1 Weare of course deliberately simplifying: the real-life peasant could and did do this to a certain

extent.

Such a device is unthinkable in the epic.

Cf. the grotesque pseudo-objective motivations in Gogol.

Often the authoritative word is in facta word spoken by another in a foreign language (cf. for

example the phenomenon of foreign-language religious texts in most cultures).

5 When analyzing a concrete example of authoritative discourse in a novel, it is necessary to keep
in mind the fact that purely authoritative discourse may, in another epoch, be internally persua-
sive; this is especially true where ethics are concerned.

6 One’s own discourse is gradually and slowly wrought out of others’ words that have
been acknowledged and assimilated, and the boundaries between the two are at first scarcely
perceptible.

RSV )



Rabelais and His World
"Mikhail Bakhtin

Bakhtin's study of Rabelais (1965) transformed what might have been another obsciire
academic monograph regarding a writer more known for his scatological novels than for his
philosophical significance into a philosophical meditation on the nature of social power and
the cultural significance of rhetorical forms.

Carnival is the people’s second life, organized on the basis of laughter. It is a festive life.
Festivity is a peculiar quality of all comic rituals and spectacles of the Middle Ages.

All these forms of carnival were also linked externally to the feasts of the
Church.. _ ‘

The official feasts of the Middle Ages, whether ecclesiastic, feudal, or sponsored
by the state, did not lead the people out of the existing world order and created no
second life. On the contrary, they sanctioned the existing pattern of things and
reinforced it. The link with time became formal; changes and moments of erisis were

relegated to the past. Actually, the official feast looked back at the past and used the

past to consecrate the present. Unlike the earlier and purer feast, the official feast
-asserted all that was stable, unchanging, perennial: the existing hierarchy, the existing
religious, political, and moral values, norms, and prohibitions. It was the triumph of
a truth already established, the predominant truth that was put forward as eternal
and indisputable. This is why the tone of the official feast was monolithically serious
and why the element of laughter was alien to it. The true nature of human festivity
was betrayed and distorted. But this true festive character was indestructible: it had
to be tolerated and even legalized outside the official sphe1e and had to be turned
over to the popular sphere of the marketplace.

~ As opposed to the official feast, one might say that carnival celebrated temporary
liberation from the prevailing truth and from the established order; it marked the
suspension of all hierarchical rank, privileges, norms, and prohibitions. Carnival was
the true feast of time; the feast of’ becoming, change, and renewal. It was hOSfl.IC to all
‘that was immortalized and completed. . :

The suspension of all hierarchical precedence during carnival time was of particu-
lar significance. Rank was especially evident during official feasts; everyone was
expected to appear in the full regalia of his calling; rank, and merits and to take the
place corresponding to his position. It was & “cofisecration of mequality. On the
contrary, all were considered equal during carnival. Here, in the town square, a
special form of free and familiar contact reigned among people who were usually
divided by-the barriers of caste, property,- profession, and age. The hierarchical™
background and rhe extreme corporative and caste divisions of the medleval social
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order were exceptionally strong. Therefore such free, familiar contacts were deeply
felt and formed an essential element of the carnival spirit. People were, so to speak,
reborn for new, purely human relations: These truly human relations were not only a
fruit of imagination or abstract thought; they were experienced. The utopian ideal
and the realistic merged in this carnival experience, unique of its kind.

This temporary suspension, both ideal and veal, of-hierarchical rank created during
carnival time a special type of communication impossible in everyday life. This led to
the creation of special forms of marketplace speech and gesture, frank and free,
permitting no distance between those who came in contact with each other and
liberating from norms of ctiquetté and decency imposed at other times. A special
carnivalesque, marketplace style of expression was formed which we find abundantly

‘represented in Rabelais’ novel [Pasntagruel].

During the century-long development of the medieval ccumml prepared by thou—
sands of years of ancient comic ritwal, including the primitive Saturnalias, a special
idiom of forms and symbols was evolved — an extrenely rich idiom thar expressed
the unique yet complex carnival experience of the people. This experience, opposed
to all that was ready-made and completed, to all pretense at immutability, sought a
dynamic expression; it demanded “ever changing, playful, undefined forms. All the
symbols of the carnival idiom are filled with this pathos of change and renewal, with
the sense of the gay relativity of prevailing truths and authorities. We find here a
characteristic logie, the peculiar logie of the “inside out™ (& [envers), of the “turn-
about,” of a continual shifting from top to bottom, from front to rear, of numerous
parodies and travesties, humilidtions, profanations, comic crownings and uncrown-
ings. A second life; a second world of folk culture is thus comstructed; it is to a
certain extent a parody of the extracarnival life, a “world inside out.” We must
stress, however, that the carnival is far distant from the negative and formal parody
of modern times. Folk humor denies, but it revives and renews at the same tHme.
Bare negation is completely alien to folk culture.

Our introduction has merely touched upon the exceptionally rich and original
idiom of carnival forms and symbols. The principal aim of the present work is to
understand this half-forgotten idiom, in so many ways obscure to us. For it is
precisely this idiom. which 'was used by Rabelais, and without it ‘we would fail to
understand Rabelais’ system of images. ..

It is usually pointed out that in Rabelais’ -work the material bodily principle, that
15, images of the human body with its food, drink, defecation, and sexual life, plays 4
predominant role. Images of the body are offered, moreover, in an extremely exag-
gerated form . .

The images of the material bodily principle in the work of Rabelals (and of the
other writers of the Renaissance) 4re the heritage, only somewhat modified by the
Renaissance, of the culture of folk humor, They are the heritage of that peculiar type.
of imagery and, more broadly speaking, of that peculiar aesthetic concept which is
characteristic of this folk culture and which differs sharply from the aesthetic concept
of the following ages. We shall call it conditionally the concept of grotesque realism.

The material bodily principle in grotesque realism is offered in its all-popular
festive and utopian aspect. The cosmic, social, and bodily ‘elements are given here as
an ‘indivisible whole. And this whole is gay and gracious.

In grotesque realism, therefore, the bodily element is deeply positive. It is pre-
sented not in a private, egotistic form, severed from the other spheres of life, but as
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something universal, representing all the people. As such it is opposed to severance

from the material and bodily roots of the world; it makes no pretense te renunciation

of the earthy, or independence of the earth and the body. We repeat: the body and

bodily lifé have here a cosmic and at the same time an all-people’s character; this is

not the body and its physiology in the modern sense of these words, because it is not

_individualized. The material bodily principle is contained not in the biological indi-
vidual, not in the bourgeois ego, but in the people, a people who are continually

growing and renewed. This is why all that is bodily becomes grandiose, exaggerated,

immeasurable. )
This exaggeration has a positive, assertive character. The leading themes of these

. images of bodily life are fertility, growth, and a brimming-over abundance. Manifest-

ations of this life refer not to the isolated biological individual, mot ro the private,
egotistic “économic man,” but to the collective ancestral body of all the people.
Abundance and the all-people’s element also determine the gay and festive character
of all images. of bodily life; they do not reflect the drabness of everyday existence.
The material bodily principle is a triumphant, festive principle, it is 2 “banquet for
all the world.”" This character is preserved to a considerable degree in Renaissance
literature,, and most fully, of course, in Rabelais. .

The essential principle of grotesque realism. is degradation, thar is, the lowering of
all that is high, spiritual, ideal, abstract; it is a transfer to the material level, to the
sphere of earth and body in their indissoluble unity . . . ‘

Not only parody in its narrow sense but all the other forms of grotesque realisin
degrade, bring down to earth, turn their subject into flesh. This is the peculiar trait
of this genre which differentiates’ it from all the forms of medieval high art and
literature. The people’s laughter which' characterized all the forms of grotesque
realism from immemorial times was linked with the bodily lower stratum. Laughter
degrades and materializes... .

Degradation here means coming down to earth, the contact with earth as an
element that swallows up and gives birth at the same time. To degrade is to bury, to
sow, and to kill &multaneously in order to bring forth something more and better.
To degrade also means to: concern oneself with the lower stratum of the body, the
life of the belly and the reproductive organs; it therefore relates to acts of defecation
and copulation, conception, pregnancy, and birth, Degradation digs a bodily grave
for a new birth; it has not only a destructive, negative aspect, but also a regenerating
one. To degrade an object does not imply merely hurling it into the void of non-
existence, into- absolute destruction, but to hurl it down to the reproductive lower
stratum, the zone in which conception and a new birth take place. Grotesque realism
knows no- other lower level; it LS the fruitful earth and the womb. It is always
conceiving.

This 1s the reason why medieval parody is umque quite unlike the.purely formal-
ist literary parody of modern times, which has a solely negative character and is
deprived of regenerating ambivalence ...

In the age of Rabelais abuses and curses still retained their full meaning in the
popular language from which his novel sprang, and above all they retained their
positive, regenerating pole. They were closely relafed to all the forms of degradation
inherited from' grotesque realism; they belonged to the popular-festive travesties of
carnival, to the images of the diableries, of the uUnderworld, of the soties. This is why
abusive languz}ge played an important part in Rabelais’ novel. ..
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The marketplace of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance was a wotld in itself, a
world which was one; all “performances’ in this area, from loud cursing to the organ-
ized show, had something in common and were imbued with the same atmosphere of
freedom, frankness, and familiarity. Such elements of familiar speech as profanities,
oaths, and curses were fully legalized in the marketplace and were easily adopted by all
the festive genres, even by Church drama. The marketplace was the center of all that is
unofficial; it enjoyed a certain extraterritoriality in a world of official order and official
ideclogy, it always remained “with the people.”

This popular aspect was especially apparent on feast days. ..

In the marketplace a special kind of speech was heard, almost a language of its
own, quite unlike the language of Church, palace, courts, and institutions. It was also
unlike the tongue of official literature or of the ruling classes — the aristocracy, the
nobles, the high-ranking clergy and the top burghers — though the elemental force of
the folk idiom penetrated even these circles. On feast days, especially during the
carnivals, this force broke through every sphere, and even through the Church, as in
“the feast of fools.” The festive marketplace combined many genres and forms, all
filled with the saime unofficial spirit.

In all world literature there is” probably no other work 1eﬂe<,tmo so fully and
deeply all aspects of the life of the marketplace as does Rabelais’ novel . . . '

Rabelais was familiar with the marketplace and fairs of his time. As we shall see,
he made good use of his experience and projected it forcefully in his novel. ..

How is the prologue of Pamtagruel constructed? It begins thus:

O most illustrious and most valorous champions) gentlemen and all others who delight
in honest entertainment and wit. I address this book to you. You have read and digested
the Mighty and Inestimable Chronicles of the Huge Giant Gargantua. Like true believers
you have taken them upon faith as you do the texts of the Holy Gospel. Indeed; having
run out of gallant speeches, you have often spent hours at a tipe relating lengthy stories
culled from these Chronicfes to a4 rapt audience of noble dames and matrons ‘of high
degree. On this count, then, you deserve vast praise and sempiternal memory. (Book 2,
Prologue)

Here we see combined the praise of the “Chronicles of Gargantua” and of the
readers who enjoy this chapbook. The praise and glorification are composed in the
advertising spirit of the barker at a show or the hawker of chapbooks, who praise not
only their wondrous merchandise but also the “most illustrious™ public. This is a4

* typical example of the tone and style of the fair. .

The prologue ends in a torrent of abuses and curses hurled at the author 1f there is
a single lie in his book, as well as at those who do not believe him: -

However, before T conclude this prologue, I hereby deliver myself up body and soul,
belly and bowels, to a hundred thousand basketfuls of raving demoss, if I have lied
.so much as once throughout this book. By the same token, may St. Anthony sear you
with his erysipelatous fire ... may Mahomet’s disease whirl you in epileptic jitters...
may the festers, ulcers and ‘chancres of every purulent pox infect, scathe, mangle and
rend you, entering your. bumgut as tenuously as meércuralized cow’s hair,..and may
you vanish into an abyss of brimstone and fire, like Sodom and Gomorrah, if you do
not believe implicitly what I am about to relate in the present C/:rmnrles .{Book 2
Prologue)
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These are typical Billingsgate abuses. The passing from excessive praise to excessive
invective is characteristic, and the change from the one to the other is perfectly
legitimate, Praise and abuse are, so to speak, the two sides of the same coin. If the
right side ispraise, the wrong side is abuse, and vice versa. The Billingsgate idiom is
a two-faced Janus. The praise, as we have said, is ironic and ambivalent. It is on the

‘brink ‘of abuse; the one leads to the other, and it is impossible to draw the line

between them. Though divided in form they belong to the same body, or to the two
bodies in one, which abuses while praising and praises while abusing. This is why in

 familiar Billingsgate talk abusive words, especially indecent ones, are used in the

affectionate and complimentary sense. (We shall further analyze many examples from
Rabelais.) This grotesque language, particularly in its oldest form, was oriented
toward the world and toward all the world’s phenomena in their condition of unfin-
ished metamorphosis: the passing from night to morning, from winter to spring,
from the old to the new, from death to birth. Therefore, this talk showers both
compliments and curses....

It is based on the conception of the world as eternally unfinished: a world dying
and being born at the same time, possessing as it were two bodies. The dual image
combining praise and abuse seeks to grasp the very moment of this change, the
transfer from the old to the new, from death to life. Such an image crowns and
uncrowns at the same moment. In the development of class society such a conception
of the world can only be expressed in unofficial . culture. There is no place for it in
the culture of the ruling classes; here praise and abuse are clearly divided and static,

for official culture is founded on the principle of an immovable and unchanging

hierarchy in which the higher and the lower never merge...

Such is the structure of Pantagruel’s prologue. It is written from beginning o end
in the style and tone of the marketplace. We hear the cry of the barker, the quack,
the hawker of miracle drugs; and the bookseller; we hear the curses that alternate
with ironic advertisements and ambiguous praise. The prologue is organized
according to the popular verbal genres of hawkers. The words are actually a cry, that
is, a loud interjection in the midst of a crowd, coming out of” the crowd and ad-
dressed to it. The man who is speaking is one with the crovsfd-;\he\does not present
himself as its opponent, nor does he teach, accuse, or intimidate it. He Jaughs with it.
There is not the slightest tone of morose seriousness in his oration, no fear, piety, or
humility. This is an absolutely gay and fearless talk, free and frank, which echoes in
the festive square beyond all verbal prohibitions, limitations, and conventions.

At the same time, however, this entire prologue is a parody and travesty of the
ecclesiastical method of persuasion. Behind the “Chronicles” stands the Gospel;
behind the offer of the “Chronicles” as the only book of salvation stands the exclu-
siveness of the Church’s truth; behind the abuses -and curses are the Church’s
intolerance, intimidation, and auros-da~f¢. The ecclesiastical policy is translated into
the language of iromical hawking. But the prologue is ‘wider and deeper than the
usual grotesque parody. It travesties the very foundations of medieval thought, the
methods of establishing truth and conviction which are inseparable from fear, vio-
lence, morose and narrow-minded seriousness and intolerance. The prologue intro-
duces us into a completely different atmosphere, the atmosphere of fearless, free, and
gay truth . .. . : ‘

This debasement of suffering and fear is an important element in the general
system of degradation directed at medieval seriousness. Indeed all Rabelais’ prologues
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ite devoted to this theme. We saw that the prologue of Pantagruel is a travesty that
transposes the medieval conception of the only salutary truth into the flippant lan-
guage of advertising. The prologue of Gargantua. debases the “hidden meaning,” the
“secret.”” the “terrifying mysteries” of religion, politics, and economics. Degradation
is achieved by transforming these mysteries into festive scenes of eating and drinking.
Laughter must liberate the gay truth of the world from the veils of gloomy lies spun
by the seriousness of fear, suffering, and violence. ..

It would be a mistake to think that the Rabelaisian debasement of fear and
suffering was prompted by coarse cynicism. We must not forget that the image of
defecation, like all the images of the lower stratum, is ambivalent and that the
element of reproductive force, birth, and renewal is alive in it. We have already
sought to prove this, and we find here further substantiation. Speaking of the maso-
chism of the gloomy slanderers, Rabelais also mentions sexual stimulus together with
defecation. i

At the end of the Fourth Book Panurge, who defecated from fear and was mocked
by his companions, finally rids himself of his terror and regains his cheerfulness. He
exclaims:

Oh, ho, ho, ho, ho! What the devil is this? Do you call this ordure, ejection, excrement,
evacuation, dejecta, fecal matter, egesta, copros, scatos, dung, crap, turds? Not at all, not
at all: it is but the fruit of the shittim tree, ‘Selah! Let us drink.” (Book 4, Chapter 67)

These are the last words of the Fourth Book, and actually the last sentence of the
entire book that was written by Rabelais’ own hand. Here we find twelve synonyms
for excrement, from the most vulgar to the most scientific. At the end it 1s described
as a tree, something rare and pleasant. And the tirade concludes with an invitation to
drink, which in Rabelaisian imagery means to be in communion with truth.

Here we find the ambivalent image of excrement, its relation to regeneration and
renewal and its special role in overcoming fear. Excrement is gay matter; in the
ancient scatological images, as we have said, it is.linked to the generating force and
to fertility. On the other hand, excrement is conceived as something intermediate
betmeen earth and. body, as something relating the one to the other. It is also an
intermediate between the living body and dead disintegrating matter that is being
transformed into earth, into manure. The living body returns to the earth its excre-
ment, which fertilizes the earth as does the body of the dead. Rabelais was. able to
distinguish these nuances clearly. As we shall see further, they were not alien to his
medical views. Moreover, as an artist and an heir to grotesque realism, he conceived
excrement as both joyous and sobering matter, at the same time debasing and tender;
it combined the grave and birth in their lightest, most comic, least terrifying form.

Therefore, there is nothing grossly cynical in Rabelais’ scatological images, nor in
the other images of grotesque realism: the slinging of dung, the drenching in urine,
the volley of scatological abuse hurled at the old, dying, yet generating world. All
these images represent the gay funeral of this old world; they are (in the dimension
of laughter) like handfuls of sod gently dropped into the open grave, like seeds sown
in the earth’s bosom. If the image is applied to the gloomy, disincarnated medieval
truth, it symbolizes bringing it “down to earth” through laughter. : :

All this should not be forgotten in the analysis of the scatological images that
abound in Rabelais’ novel. )




