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Refractions of Reported Speech as a Discursive Episteme in Verbal
Creativity / Refragdes do discurso citado como episteme discursiva na
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ABSTRACT

This essay reviews the critical analysis of V.N. Voloshinov with respect to the process
of discursive transmission, questioning consecrated studies of stylistic and
impressionistic categories. Voloshinov, on discovering ways in which reported speech
creates tension in the citation, causing a quasi-direct discourse to emerge, which can be
attributed to both the narrator as well as the character, understands he has found another
history of discourse that is much more favorable to the manifestation of bivocality as
active reaction to the discourse of the other, and as a full manifestation of the
ideologeme. We infer, thus, that the problem examined by the theorist establishes a new
discursive episteme in dialogic studies.
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RESUMO

O ensaio revé a analise critica de V. N. Volochinov a respeito dos processos de
transmissao discursiva, questionando estudos consagrados das categorias estilisticas e
impressionistas. Ao descobrir formas em que o discurso citado tensiona a citacéo
fazendo emergir um discurso quase direto, que tanto pode ser do narrador como da
personagem, Volochinov entende ter encontrado uma outra histdria do discurso, muito
mais favoravel a manifestacdo da bivocalidade como reacdo ativa ao discurso de
outrem e como plena manifestacdo do ideologema. Inferimos, por conseguinte, que o
problema examinado pelo tedrico se coloca como uma nova episteme discursiva nos
estudos dialdgicos.
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Introduction: Bivocality as a New Discursive Episteme

Within the panorama of the critical reception of V.N. Voloshinov’s Marxism and
the Philosophy of Language (1929-1930), the intense and controversial debate around
the authorship of the text did little to contribute to recognizing the radicality of his
critical thought in his conceptual and theoretical review of the dialogical production of
language. This lack of recognition was aggravated by his being relegated to the status of
a mere co-author, pseudonym, or even ghostwriter of Mikhail M. Bakhtin. The near
complete erasure of the theorist becomes a serious threat in light of his disappearance,
together with other intellectuals, in the Stalinist expunctions of the 1930s, which left the
merit of his contributions suspect. However, recent studies of his biography, his
investigations, and his publications, have given rise to another analytical understanding
of his work, and contributes to the construction of the image of a scholar who is neither
a spokesperson, nor a myth, and much less a ghost (GRILLO; AMERICO, 2017,
pp.255-281).

Without precedence in philosophical, historical and dialogical theory of
language studies, many of Voloshinov’s radical approaches to the process of the
construction of the ideological sign guarantee the unity and coherence of competent and
well-founded theoretical thought that does not shy away from challenges in the name of
the object of its critical reflection: the discursive interactions in concrete utterances? in
forming awareness, without which it is impossible to sustain critical thought, and to
establish scientific rigor. On carrying out his analysis of verbal works strongly linked to
a view of the signifying construction of interactive processes, Voloshinov outlines a
critical epistemological space informed by methodologies focused on utterance/E — one
of the privileged places of his reflection, and of the unfolding of signifying refraction.

The destiny of the conceptual formulations in Marxism and the Philosophy of
language (1929-1930) was also submitted to controversial scrutiny in its critical
reception. Conceptual formulations from the first part, and the historical review of the

two theoretical lines of philosophy of language from the second part, are commonly

EEINT3

1 TN: The terms “enunciagdo,” “enunciado” and “enunciado concreto” are translated here and throughout
the text as “utterance/E,” “utterance/e,” and “concrete utterance” respectively, to distinguish them
according to the author’s meaning, as an act, as a thing, and as a specific thing modified as concrete as
explained in footnote 2.
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cited and incorporated in various works of commentary. The conceptual confrontations
that construct the theory of utterance/E that focuses on consecrated concepts about
utterance/E, from the third part of the book, demand a keener interpretative investment,
slower processing, and, above all, access to the sources that are not readily available.
According to our understanding, the magnitude of the concept of the ideological
sign acquires materiality as a form of utterance/E that is historically constructed from
concrete utterances? in interactive processes of language because it is constituted as
orientation for the other. VVoloshinov dedicates the third and final part of his book to the
understanding of a modality of this orientation: the review of the processes of
transmission of the discourse of the other considering impasses between reported speech
and the citation of concrete utterances in narrative discourse. On examining trends by
which discursive transformations occurring in their transmission are understood, he
discovers a revealing history of forms of discourse, which addresses his concerns. In
this history there are studies regarding enunciative creation in which reported speech
and reporting, in our view, enter into conflict with the context of transmission, and are
presented as concrete utterances by the narrator, and by the characters. Two problems
are considered: the first relates to the history that is reassembled to the representation, in
the discourse in the narrative prose text, of the forms of transmission and representation
of the discourse of one, and the discourse of the other. The second concerns the process
of bivocalization when the direct emission confuses the limits of the discourse of one
with the other. Voloshinov returned to this bivocal modality seeing that, instead of the
discourse establishing itself in one or another sphere, it poses as a direct discourse that
can emanate both in the voice of the characters as well as the narrator. Thus, we are
dealing with an impure or improper formation, irreverent to submission, not conforming
even to the limits of the consecrated category of free indirect discourse. According to

the synthesis of the argument developed in our investigation, before Charles Bally’s

2 Utterance/E, utterance/e, and concrete utterance are correlated concepts, but not equivalent, as different
theories have already elucidated (TODOROV, 1970; BRAIT; MELO, 2005, pp.78; DE OLMOS, 2006,
pp.91-97; SOUZA, 1999). In the present study, utterance/E is employed in the broad sense of dialogic
realization of the interactive manifestations in the act of life experience (MACHADO, 1995, pp.311;
337). It is not restricted, however, to the verbal, but encompasses the broader socio-cultural
communicative semiosis. For example, the studies of utterance/E consecrated film studies in the cinema
(SIMON; VERNET, 1983, p.38). On the one hand, when the analysis refers to utterance/e its objective is
to focus, insofar as is possible, on the unit of the verbal interaction in the process of its realization as
language. On the other hand, concrete utterance designates and distinguishes that which in the interaction
is discursive realization: the discourse, in all of its capacity, is the conceptual nucleus of the concrete
utterance.
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formulation, in 1912, consecrated as discours indirect libre [free indirect discourse],
there were other attempts to conceptualize the difficult relationship of uttering the
discourse of the other or even citing it in the body of a concrete utterance or another
discourse, such as Tobler’s (1887) concept of Eigentimliche Mischung direkter un
indirekter Rede [a peculiar mix of direct and indirect discourse]; G. Lerch’s concept of
Uneigentliche direkte Rede [improper direct discourse]; and by Th. Kalepky’s (1899)
concept of Verschleierte Rede [veiled discourse]. In opposition to Bally, E. Lork (1921)
proposes the Erlebte Rede [experienced discourse]. In Voloshinov’s historical-literary
investigation, he examines these formulations to base his argument according to which
the category that he consecrated as discours indirect libre [free indirect discourse]
shows itself to be insufficient to cover the epistemological complexity of the events that
occur in the process of dialogic interaction, whose challenge is the distinctive analysis
of the discursive orientation.

Contrary to possible commonly held presuppositions, VVoloshinov does not show
interest in proposing a new category, but rather only in formulating a problem, and in
constructing critical analysis methods used in understanding new phenomenon arising
from the experience of the discourse as constituting a speaker’s dialogue with his or her
own speech through intonation and value accents. Thus, it seemed to him indispensable
to rely on the concept of “neco6cmeennas npsmas peus” [“nesobstvennaia priamaia
retch”] — a discourse that is neither decidedly direct nor indirect, but actually a quasi-
direct discourse — bivocalized — and which can be constituted as reported speech both in
the discourse of the characters and the narrator given it is configured on the borderline.
This is the theorist’s bold point: direct discourse is also manifest in the narrative voice
and in the full-valence of the narrator’s discourse in dialogue with the characters. How
then, can the discursive forms produced by discursive refractions of this nature be
conceptualized? To formulate a critical metalanguage in the context of the historical
configuration was the task Voloshinov took upon himself in the final chapter — the
book’s icing on the cake — and third part, considered, deservingly, the most radical
approach in the entire book (LOCK, 2001, p.79).

As the recent Brazilian translation of the work informs us, the problem was also
approached by M. M. Bakhtin who developed a proposal based on three modalities:

“discourse focused on the object, the character’s objectified discourse, and discourse

162 Bakhtiniana, S&o Paulo, 15 (1): 159-184, Jan./March 2020.

All content of Bakhtiniana. Revista de Estudos do Discurso is licensed under a Creative Commons attribution-type CC-BY 4.0



directed to the discourse of the other” (VOLOCHINOV, 2017, pp.87-88, footnote 9 [T.N.]).2
Adding further:

While Marxism and the Philosophy of Language approaches the
second type, Bakhtin dedicates himself to the different modalities of
bivocal discourse (stylization, parody, skaz, etc.). The two works seem
to participate in a common project of studying the forms of discourse
that have double directions: to the object of meaning, and to the
discourse of the other (VOLOCHINOV, 2017, p.88, footnote 9).*

The analysis that VVoloshinov undertakes in the third part of his book returns to
the study of the second modality with indications for the third, when he concentrates on
the reactive character of the discourse as it is constituted as an ideologeme.

These clarifications contribute to the thinking that in the third part of the book,
beyond the syntactic question, the target are the concrete utterances in their distinct
refractions, in interaction with the other’s discourse. With this, the work closes a unified
proposition of the problematic of the ideological sign® as an elementary construct of all
semiotic processes of creation, and of communication, respecting an historical
approach.

Voloshinov’s capacity to historically situate the examination of discursive
procedures together with the construction of a critical metalanguage informed by
dialogical relationships unveils surprising analytical directions, favoring possibilities for
much updating. Concepts such as utterance/E, citation, the construction of meaning,
discursive transmission, concrete utterance and, particularly, ideologeme, not only
pervade different approaches of other works by the Bakhtin Circle, but can also be
constantly revisited faced with the challenges of the dynamics of communicative

3 In Portuguese: “o discurso voltado para o objeto, o discurso objetificado dos personagens e o discurso
orientado para o discurso do outro.”

4 In Portuguese: “Enquanto em Marxismo e filosofia da linguagem aborda-se o segundo tipo, Bakhtin
dedica-se as diferentes modalidades de discurso bivocal (estilizagdo, parodia, skaz etc.) As duas obras
parecem participar de um projeto comum de estudar as formas de discurso que tém dupla orientacdo: para
0 objeto de sentido e para o discurso do outro.”

> We further clarify that by ideological sign we mean the refractions of the word to constitute itself as
discourse in the context of enunciation. In this sense, the conceptual key lies in the confrontation between
points of view, tensing any conciliatory tendency. The ideologeme refers to the realization of the concrete
discourse of the word situated in the enunciative field, having as a conceptual key the distinction of its
accents and intonations. In this sense, the ideologeme is the construction of the ideologue responsible for
the speech he enunciates.
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processes in the culture. From this, the very structure of dialogic theory projects the
basis of its relational constitution. At the far boundary, it is the entire universe of
bordering relations in the conflict of encountering their limits that is uncovered.

When read in the context of the process of signifying reflection and refraction,
occasioned by the uses throughout history, many of the concepts can be understood in
the rigor of the critical metalanguage developed by the theorist, not always agreeing
with the philosophical-linguistic theories of Western approaches, as in the case of the
concept of utterance/E, formulated in the 1920s, and examined in the third part of the
book.

Even prior to Emile Benveniste’s (1958) formulations, the almost thirty years
that separated one study and another seem not to have been sufficient for the
reconsideration of the incomparable singularity of Voloshinov’s formulation. From the
1960s, with the dissemination of various structuralisms in Western Europe, it is
Benveniste’s conception that dominated studies in semiology, which reserve, actually,
the most cruel silence with regard to the Russian theorist’s propositions. Consequently,
a great opportunity to acquire an analytical instrument about the incorporation of the
contextual relationships of alterity in the interactions was lost. This, we understand as
threatening the concept of ideologeme when distancing from the irreverent bivocalized
discursive utterance/E that does not submit to the transmission in such a way as to
liberate the dialogism as a creative praxis in artistic composition.

Among the versions in Western languages to which we had access, with the
exception of the English translation of 1973, credited to Ladislav Matejka and I. R.
Titunik, all of the others translated “nesobstvennaia priamaia retch” as equivalent to
“style indirecte libre” (free indirect style), as denominated, conceptualized and
consecrated by Charles Bally in 1912. If, on the one hand, the notion of “style indirecte
libre” or “free indirect discourse,”® as the Portuguese translations refer to it, responds to
the needs of the translation according to the second categories conceived in stylistics, on
the other, Bally’s notion does not serve the epistemological demands to apprehend the
dialectical process of construction of the discourse of the other as concrete utterance

forming awareness. Nor does it reach the compositional discursive diversity of the prose

® In Portuguese: “discurso indireto livre.”
164 Bakhtiniana, Sdo Paulo, 15 (1): 159-184, Jan./March 2020.

All content of Bakhtiniana. Revista de Estudos do Discurso is licensed under a Creative Commons attribution-type CC-BY 4.0



in the realm of written culture. It is to this apprehension that Voloshinov’ directs his
concerns, and, consequently, our own. However, it is important to clarify that the
problem of our concern is not linked to linguistic translation, but to the discursive
episteme that Voloshinov proposes as a hypothesis in his theory about the refractions of
the discourse of the other in the citations of reports. Therein lies the challenge.
Although Voloshinov recognized Bally’s theoretical systemization, he suspected
that this framework, systematized by the French scholar from the point of view of the
stylistic technique of the French language, was not sufficient for encompassing
discursive modalities that are as specific as those Voloshinov observed in the German
and Russian languages, enabling its examination in others. In his studies, he discovered
instantiations which, considered to be the historical-conceptual limits, were constituted
as true challenges to the possibilities of uttering the discourse of the other in its variety
and diversity. With this, if the theoretical instruments available moved in the sense of
objectively systematizing the processes of transmission of speech, thoughts, and
feelings of the characters by the narrator, Voloshinov took a detour to examine the
verbal process of discursive creation in the complexity of its refractions responsible for
confrontations from the web of citations. When he recovered studies and instantiations
that were situated on the border between characters’ direct discourse, and the indirect
discourse of the narrator, or the direct discourse of the characters and the direct
discourse of the narrator, he caught sight of discursive behaviors that were of no effect
in the framework categorized by the stylistic technique that justifies the free indirect
discourse. Proposing the notion of quasi-direct discourse and quasi-indirect discourse
was his hypothesis for understanding the dialogical relations occasioned in the impasse
between reported speech and citation. In the final analysis: his analytical method did
nothing more than seek to avoid projecting the movement between reflection and
refraction, maintaining, consequently, the theoretical coherence of its system of ideas
constructed around the notion of the ideological sign. Not for naught, all of his critical
metalanguage is directed to reaching the ideologeme — a concept that expresses the

discursive dialogism in the process of active reception of the discourse of the other that

" To examine Voloshinov’s premise, the present essay is informed by comparative versions, relying
primarily on the Russian text by Voloshinov of 1929-1930 published in 1972 by Mouton; to the English
version of 1973, with the preface by the author from 1929; to the Portuguese version of 2017 which is
based on the two editions — 1929 and 1930. We also consult the French translation of 1977, on which the
first Portuguese version in 1979 was based. Complete bibliographic data is cited in the references.
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operates in the sphere of forming awareness from where the constructive possibilities
for critical thought emanate.

Recuperating the procedures of this precious investigation, as well as its
propositions and discoveries, registering the merit and the current relevance of
Voloshinov’s thinking, is the great challenge that the reading of the last chapter of his
book poses us. Those who thought that the ideological sign, which opens the volume,
was the only introductory innovation of the book certainly degusted the magnitude of its

gran finale.

Emergence of the Quasi-Direct Discourse as a Form of Enunciative Refraction

Readers of Voloshinov know that his methodology does not dispense detailed
examination of primary sources, be they literary, historical or theoretical works. With
these he constructs investigative paths of propositions oriented by the objectification of
the problem to be examined, supported, thus, by arguments difficult to contest. In the
study of the “necobcmeennas npamas peun” [“nesobstvennaia priamaia retch”] — or quasi-
direct discourse as we shall heretofore refer to it — the methodology was no different. From the
beginning of his argument, he clearly, concisely, and precisely elaborates, the problem of
critical-theoretical concerns: the need to reposition a new discursive form that is insinuated
between reported speech and the narrative report creating an unexpected relation
between these, modifying the character of the interaction itself in the creative process.

To this end, he discusses with theorists from the Vosslerian and the Saussurean®
traditions of German and French scholars who have dedicated themselves to the
examination of the problems of transmission, above all, from the point of view of
narrative representation, and subjective expression. He situates different demands of the
prose, and the process of development of the forms of discursive transmission in the
report with regard to the challenge of uttering different enunciative constructions.
Subsequently, he discovers distinctions between the approaches that treat the discursive

formations as representations supported in the transmission, and those that can be

8 Trends constituted around Karl Vossler (1872-1949), representative of German idealism or idealist
subjectivism; and Ferdinand Saussure (1857-1913) linked to abstract objectivism. Voloshinov discusses
both in the second part of his book. For a study on the insertion of these two lines of thought in the works
of Voloshinov, see Grillo (2017, pp.7-80).
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understood as utterance/E from a diversity of voices irreducible to a single narrative
focus. In processes of this nature the utterance/E is configured clearly as the
presentation of concrete utterances — those produced in a communicative situation that
comprehends the semiotic instantiations realized in word, and organized by surrounding
dispositions. In the third chapter of his book, he works with these distinctions, and
conceptual formulations without fixating on the theoretical framework that is
consecrated in the West, fomenting the stylistic categories that are the fundamental
reference for the analysis of the forms of transmission.

Aligned with his premises regarding the ideological sign, and in sync with the
Bakhtinian circle’s scholarly praxis with respect to verbal creation in the context of
prose developed through written culture, distant and distinct, however, from the epic
world of the oral narrative, Voloshinov begins his reasoning historically situating the
discursive conquests in which he learned to distinguish between the “discourse of one”
and the “discourse of other,” and that is seen as faced with the challenge of not just
transmitting the discursive plurality, but also consolidating forms of composition
conjugated to the enunciative web. He introduces, thus, A. Tobler’s notion from the
studies of Romance Philology, and formulates ways of conceptual apprehension of this
process in the work, when observing the emergence of utterances/E that are poorly
accommodated, whether as direct discourse, or indirect discourse, given that they are
not presented as mere transmission. With a lack of more pertinent premises, Tobler
understands it’s a manifestation of a mixture between discourses, which Voloshinov

ponders in the following:

The first mention of quasi-direct discourse as a special form for
reporting an utterance, on a par with direct and indirect discourse, was
made by Tobler in 1887 (Zeitschrift fir romanische Philologie
[Journal of Romance Philology], XI, 437). [...] This mixed form,
according to Tobler, derives its tone and word order from direct
discourse and its verbal tenses and persons from indirect discourse.

As pure description, this definition may be considered acceptable.
Indeed, from the superficial viewpoint of the comparative descriptive
of features, Tobler has accurately indicated the resemblances and
differences between the form in question and direct and indirect
discourse.

But the word “mixture” in the definition is completely unacceptable,
since it entails a genetic explanation — “formed from a mixture of” —
which can hardly be proved. And even in its purely descriptive way,
the definition is faulty inasmuch as what we have in quasi-direct
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discourse is not a simple mechanical mixture or arithmetical sum of
two forms but a completely new, positive tendency in active reception
of another person’s utterance, a special direction in which the
dynamics of the interrelationship between reporting and reported
speech moves. But Tobler is deaf to dynamics and registers only the
abstract features of patterns (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.142; italics in
original).®

Voloshinov understands, thus, that Tobler had glimpsed a new discursive
phenomenon whose fundamental trace was the active perception of the discourse of the
other in a qualified transmission that sows the soil of discursive bivocality as a
procedure of verbal creativity. This understanding, however, was not taken into
consideration in general, and, historically, at the turn of the century, there emerges a
discursive systemization that, without being informed by this active perception of the
discourse of the other, consolidates its premises in stylistics. In 1912, Charles Bally,
attentive to the stylistic distinctions of prose, developed by Gustave Flaubert in his
novel Madame Bovary (1857), conceptualizes the elaboration oriented not by the speech
of the prose of everyday life, but by the emergent prose of the written text, which
suggests to him the configuration of a stylistic procedure. It is only there that the
discourse, which is neither direct nor indirect, is conceptualized as “free indirect style.”

Bally’s understanding, according to which free indirect discourse is
characterized as a form of thought'? is valuable to a dialogic approach, and Voloshinov

does not ignore how important this contribution is, as the following excerpt attests:

® In Russian: “Ssnenue uecobcmeenHoli npamoli peuu, Kak o0cob6oil (opMbl Iepeiaud 4yxkKoro
BBICKA3bIBAHMS, PAJOM C NPSAMON M KOCBEHHOH peubio, ObUIO BriepBbie ykazaHo Tobler'om B 1887 r. (B
Zeitschr. f. roman. Philol., XI, S. 437). Ou omnpexaenui, 4ToO SBJICHHE, KaK “CBOECOOpa3HOE CMELICHHE
npsiMoii u kocBenHo# peun” (“Eigentumliche Mischung direkter und indirekter Redem”). U3 npsimoi
peun 3Ta cMelanHas popma 3auMcTBYeT, 1o Tobler'y, mown u nopsdox cros, a U3 KOCBEHHOH — 6pemera
U auya TnaroyioB. Kak 4yicTo onmcarenbHOe, 3TO ONpeeNICHHe MOXKET ObITh MPUHSTO. [leCTBUTENBHO, C
TOYKH 3PEHHSI OBEPXHOCTHOTO CPABHUTEIHFHOTO OMHMCAHMS MPU3HAKOB, COOTBETCTBYIOIINE Pa3IMyus U
CXOJICTBa JAHHOHN (OPMBI C MPSIMOI0 W KOCBEHHOI peubto Tobler'om ykasamsr mpasuisHo. Ho cioBo
«CMEIICHHE» B JIAHHOM OINpEJENCHHH COBEPIICHHO HEIPUEMIIEMO, TaK KaK BKIIOYAeT TeHETHYECKOe
o0BsicHeHHe — “00pa30BajoCh W3 CMEIIECHHs», YTO €Ba JIM MOXET OBITh Joka3aHo. Jla u dmcTo
OIUCATENILHO OHO HEBEPHO, MO0 Iepe/l HAMHU He IMPOCTOE MEXaHUYECKOEe CMEllIeHHE HIH apUpMETHIECKOe
CIIOKEeHUE IBYX (hOpM, HO COBEPIICHHO HO6dsA, TOJOKWUTEIbHAS TEHICHIMS AKMUBHO20 BOCHPUAMUSL
YYIHC020 BbICKA3BIBAHUSL, 0COO0e HanpasieHue TUHAMHUKH B3aMMOOTHOLICHUS aBTOPCKOW M YyXKOH pedH.
Ho aroit aunamuku Tobler He cipimuT, KOHCTATHPYs JMIIb aOCTpakTHbIE NPH3HAKH IIa0JIOHOB”
(BOJIOLLIMHOB, 1930/1972, pp.139-140).

10 We know that the comprehension of free indirect discourse was developed by Charles Bally in the
analysis of the stylistic techniques in the novels of Gustave Flaubert and Emile Zola, published in the
essay that became a classic: Le style indirecte libre en francais modern — (Free indirect style in modern
French). In this essay, according to Othon Garcia (1971, p.128), “Bally called attention to the new
technique, until then ignored by grammars,” recognizing in it “a form of thought” that was unreachable
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Bally points out, furthermore, that this variant of indirect discourse —
which he appropriately enough terms style indirect libre — is not an
inert form but a form in motion, moving toward direct discourse as its
furthest extreme. In particularly intensive cases, Bally claims, it is
sometimes difficult to say where style indirect libre leaves off and
style direct begins (VOLOSINOV, 1973, pp.144-145; italics in
original).1t

However, throughout the study, this is the one time that Voloshinov nominally cites
style indirect libre (free direct style). To deal with the problem of his concerns — or the
phenomenon as he refers to it — he uses the previously mentioned “nesobstvennaia priamaia
retch.” This distinctive employment reveals not merely a terminological adjustment, but
the need to comprehend a new discursive episteme in the realm of artistic creativity of
verbal works, and secondly the process of the active perception of the discourse of the
other.

The impasse is located, therefore, in the realm of a problematic situation. The
context comprises the universe of the “emergence of prose” (KITTAY; GODZICH,
1987) — a founding mark of Western culture, and of the constitution of its “empire of
signs” (borrowing an expression from Roland Barthes). It does not deal only with the
consecration of writing, but of different movements of metalanguage that took on the
expansion and transformation in systems of signs of another nature: reading,
interpretation, intonation, rhythms, value accents, graphic signs, cartography, etc.
(FELDMAN, 1995, pp.55-74; KITTAY, 1995, pp.179-186; OLSON, 1995a, pp.163-
178; 1995b, pp.267-286). In this universe of prose emerges the demand not just to
transmit oral utterance/E, but to represent it in writing, or rather, to create spaces for its
manifestation and expansion as an artistic procedure for enunciative creation. Oral
utterance/E that is not only speech, but dialogue, thought, discursive replica not always
vocalized, but never deprived of rhythms, and intonational accents, oblige the written

prose to submit to many refractions of a semiotic universe of potential expansion.

for grammatical forms (BALLY, 1912, p.605 apud GARCIA, 1971, p.128, note 46). The conceptual
proposition would be consecrated from 1926 on, when Marguerite Lips wrote an essay about Le style
indirecte libre — Free indirect style, formulating the basis of the concept (GARCIA, 1971, p.128),
definitively marking the French linguistic style that had been generally consecrated in the West.

11 In Russian: [...] Bally ykasbiaer 4to 3Ta pa3HOBHIHOCTh KOCBEHHON PeYH, KOTOPYHO OH M Ha3bIBAET
coorBercTtBeHHO Style indirect libre, He sBnsercst 3acTeiBiICr0 (OPMOM, a HAXOAUTCS B JBHIKCHUH,
CTpeMsICh K TpPSMOM pedl, Kak K CBoeMy Ipejely. B Haiibonee BbpasuTenbHBIX ciydasx, mo Bally,
TpyaHO OBIBaeT ompenenuTh, rae komwaercs «Style indirect libre» w naumnaercs «style direct»
(BOJIOIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.142).
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Voloshinov showed himself to be attentive to all of this context, and to continually
scrutinize Bally’s formulations, given they rely on the stylistics of the phrase, taken in
its technical-grammatical structure, the capacity to express the discursive expression
through the angles of its manifestation of the prose. Neither does he hold to the primacy
of the indirect discourse of the narrator to encompass the complexity of what is
classified as character discourse. In fact, this limitation is figured as incongruent, which
fuels his indignation with respect to the formations that fuel the conflict between
reported speech and the citation.

Considered mentor of the conceptions founded in abstract objectivism, such as
those presented in the second part of the book, Bally’s formulations — disciple of
Saussure, author of Cours de linguistique générale [Course in General Linguistics]
(1916) — are examined by Voloshinov with many reservations. In light of his studies of
historical-theoretical sources, he affirms that Bally incurred an error in understanding
the construction of the indirect discourse of the German language as equivalent to the

quasi-direct discourse of the French language, as can be seen in his reasoning:

Bally is also wrong in taking the German indirect discourse
construction of his second type to be analogous to French quasi-direct
discourse. It is extremely symptomatic mistake. Bally’s analogy is
irreproachable from the standpoint of abstract Grammar, but from the
standpoint of socioverbal tendency, the comparison cannot hold up
under criticism. After all, one and the same social-verbal tendency
(dictaded by identical socioeconomic conditions) in different
languages may, in accordance with the grammatical structures of those
languages, appear with different outer features. In any particular
language, what begins to undergo modification in a certain specific
direction is precisely that pattern which turns out to be the most
adaptable in the necessary regard. In French it was the pattern of
indirect discourse, in German and Russian — direct discourse
(VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.146).12

2 In Russian: “He npas Bally u Torma, xorga oH ykashiBaeT B KauecTBE aHAJOTMU (PaHILy3CKOM
HecoOCmBeHHOU NpAMOU peqy Ha HEMEIKYI0 KOCBEHHYIO KOHCTPYKIHUIO BTOPOTO THIA. DTa OMIMOKa €ro
ype3BblyaiiHO xapaktepHa. C Touku OpeHus abGCTpakTHO-TpaMMaThHueckoi anamorus Bally
Oe3ykOpH3HEHHa, HO C TOYKH 3pPEHHS COLHMAIBLHO-PEYEBON TEHACHLHHM O5TO COIMOCTaBICHHE He
BBIICP)KUBACT KPUTUKH. Belb oHA M Ta e cOLMalIbHO-pedeBas TCHACHIHM (OnpenesseMas OIHUMH U
TEMH e COLUAJIbHO-DKOHOMHYECKHMMH YCIOBUSIMH) B Pa3iMYHBIX SI3bIKAX, B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT HX
rpaMMaTHYECKUX CTPYKTYP, MOXKET MPOSBUTHCSA B PAa3IMYHbIX BHELIHHX NpH3HAKax. B TOM WM MHOM
S3bIKE HAaYMHAeT MOIU(MUIMPOBATHCS B ONPEACICHHOM HANpPaBICHUH MMEHHO TOT LIA0JOH, KOTOPHI
OKa3bIBaeTCs Hanbosiee THOKUM B JAHHOM OTHOMIEHHH. TakuM BO (hPaHITy3CKOM SI3BIKE OKA3alcs MabiioH
KOCBEHHO# pedH, B HEMEIIKOM M pycCKoM — mpsimoii peur’” (BOJIOIIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.143).
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Faced with the error involving forms whose expression in prose undergoes
variations in consequence of the concrete utterances of the different linguistic cultures
in their sociodiscursive formation, Voloshinov understands that it is difficult to ignore
the property of the variant of the quasi-direct discourse, emphasizing, not a mixture, but
the intonation capable of apprehending the social dimension. Besides this, in his
analyses, he examines how distant from the French the quasi-direct discourse in German

appears and how much it approximates the Russian form, which leads him to infer that:

In actual fact, however, the abstract system of language where Bally’s
formes linguistiques are to be found, is devoid of any movement, any
life, any achievement. Life begins only at the point where utterance
crosses utterance, i.e. where verbal interaction begins, be it even “face
to face” wverbal interaction, but mediated, literary variety
(VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.145).13

If there is no rationale for considering Bally’s approach within the same
conceptual sphere as Voloshinov, there is no rationale impeding us from supposing that,
returning to the problem of the “nesobstvennaia priamaia retch,” Voloshinov was not
envisioning it as a mere correlation of the stylistic resource that Bally had conceived as
free indirect discourse. The problem of his investigation was focused on concrete
utterances that do not report categories, but the dialogical realizations of the discourse
of verbal creation whose intonational force of the values liberate them from the limits of
transmission, emphasizing the process of active reception of the other. Besides the
possibility of scrambling the sources of emission — narrator and character — it
bivocalizes what is presented as direct discourse without identifying the voice. With
this, the quasi-direct discourse is constituted in a discursive modality that is not limited
nor confused with free indirect discourse, letting escape utterances/E of the direct voice.
This constitutes an emergent modality as a cultural and discursive form in the context of
the prose that expands, complexifying the utterance/E that is developed on the
borderline between orality and writing, thought and voice. A true challenge for the

communicative process of transmission.

13 In Russian: “Ha camoM ziesie, B abCTpakTHOM cucTeMe s3bIKa, rae naHsl formes linguistiques Bally, vet
JIBHKCHUS, HET JKU3HH, HET cBepiieHus. JKu3Hb HAYMHACTCS JIHIIb TaM, TJI€ CXOIUTCS BBICKA3bIBAHHE C
BBICKa3bIBaHHEM, T. €. TaM, IJIe HAYMHACTCS PEYEBOC B3aMMOJICHCTBHE, XOTA Obl U HE HEMOCPEACTECHOE,
‘JIUIIOM K JIMLY’, a ONOCpeaCcTBOBaHHOE, muTepatypHoe” (BOJIOLIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.143).
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Voloshinov’s argument is nurtured by other historical formulations against
which he examines Bally’s concepts. He relies the work of the Vosselerian Ettienne
Lorck, Die Erlebte Rede (1921), who “defined quasi-direct discourse as ‘experienced
speech’ (erlebte Rede),” which is distinguished from “direct discourse, defined as
‘repeated speech’” (gesprochene Rede) and from “indirect discourse — ‘communicated
speech’ (berichtete Rede)” (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.147). Therefore, we are dealing
with experienced discourse (Erlebnis), which is impossible to be transmitted to a third
party once the enunciative scene, and the intonational environment in the experience is
not communicable to a third party. In the situation of a scene from a monologue in
Faust,* cited by Lorck, it is possible to reach the subtle distinction of the experience as
concrete utterance of the utterance/E.

Uttered in the first person, the phrase of the monologue is the following: “Habe
nun, ach! Philosophie/Juristerei [...]/Durchaus studiert mit heifem Bemiihn.” [“I have,
alas! studied Philosophy, / Jurisprudence and Medicine, too, / And worst of all, theology
/ with keen endeavor, through and through”] (GOETHE, 1963, p.93).%° In his or her
experience, mediated by the perception, the listener transforms the utterance/e into the
third person: “Faust has studied, alas! Philosophie.” If the listener is to pass on to
Faust’s monologue, heard and mediated by his perceptive experience, he can: repeat the
quotation from direct discourse [“I have, alas! studied Philosophy”]; utter the quote in
the indirect discourse [“Faust says he has unfortunately studied philosophy!”]; or even
the free indirect speech [“Faust had studied, what a misfortune!”].*® Even though the
examples are stylistically justified, the experience to what the conception is referred to
is not maintained, and undergoes refractions. Recuperating it would require that the
discursive forms resonated one with the other in the name of the very dramaturgy that

sustains it, as can be seen in the following.

14 GOETHE, J. Faust. Translated by Walter Kaufmann. New York: Anchor Books, 1963.

15 For reference, see footnote 14.

16 In Russian (a) and in English (b) versions we find only the synthesis of the thought.

(2) “Eciu Temeps caymiaTenb 3aX04eT IepeaaTh APYroMyY, TPETbEMY, YCIBIAHHYIO U IEPEKUTYIO UM PEeUb
daycra, TO OH MPUBEJET €€ MM IOCIOBHO B mpsamoii ¢popme: ‘Habe nwmm, ach! Philosophie’... nmu xe B
kocBeHHOM: ‘Faust, dass er leider’ wu: ‘Er hat leider’... Eciu e oH cam 11 ce0sl oXkeaaeT BbI3BATh B
CBOEHl [yllle JKHMBOE BIEYATICHHE MEPEKUTON CIEHbl, TO OH BcrmomHuT; ‘Faust hat mwmn, ach,
Philosophie’... wmu e, Tak Kak jaeno WAET O MPOUUIBIX BredaTinenusix: ‘Faust hatte nun, achl’”
(BOJIOILIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.145).

(b) “But if he should desire to summon up for himself in his own mind the living impression on the scene
experienced, he will recall it as: ‘Faust hat nun, ach! Philosophie...” or, inasmuch as it is a case of
impressions in the past, ‘Faust hatte nun, ach!...”” (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.147).
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Indeed, for an artist in process of creation, the figures of his fantasies
are the realest of realities; he not only sees them, he hears them, as
well. He does not make them speak (as in direct discourse), he hears
them speaking. And this living impression of voices heard as if in a
dream can be directly expressed only in the form of quasi-direct
discourse. It is fantasy’s own form. And that explains why it was in
the fable world of La Fontaine that the form was first given tongue
and why it is the favorite device of such artists as Balzac and
especially Flaubert, artists wholly able to immerse and lose
themselves in the created world of their own fantasies.

And the artist, when he uses this form, also addresses himself only to
the reader's fantasy. I t is not his aim to communicate facts or the
content of thought with its help; he desires only to convey his
impressions directly, to arouse in the reader's mind living figures and
representations. He addresses himself not to the reader's intellect, but
to his imagination. Only the reasoning and analyzing intellect can take
the position that the author is speaking in quasi-direct discourse; for
the living fantasy, it is the hero who speaks. Fantasy is the mother of
the form (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.148)."

In Lorck’s view of the discursive form, the one manifested, is basically
supported by the experience, and by what emanates from it as fantasy, which shows,
according to Voloshinov, the tendency to consider discourse as a “living organism” / a
“living occurrence”/ (energeia) (BOJIOILIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.146; VOLOSINOV,
1973, p.148).

The formulations originating from the works centered on the analysis of the
realizations in which the discursive forms are confronted with the expressive,
communicative and perceptive needs, mediated by the distinct experiences, lead

Voloshinov to seek the history of these discursive forms that are transformed in

7 In Russian: “B camoM zene, a1 XyH0KHHKA B IIPOIIECCE TBOPYECTBA 00pa3bl ero (haHTa3uil ABIIOTCS
CaMOI0 PeasbHOCTBIO; OH HE TOJIKO BHIHUT X, HO WM cibIUUT. OH HE 3aCTaBIsIET UX FOBOPHUTH (Kak B
IPSIMOM pedu), OH CIIBIIINT UX TOBOPSIIMMH. U 3TO *MBOE BIEYaTIICHHE OT KaK Obl BO CHE yCIJIbIIIaHHBIX
TOJIOCOB MOKET OBITH HETIOCPEACTBEHHO BEIPAXKEHO TOIBKO B (hopMe HECOOCTBEHHOW MPSAMO pedn. D10 -
¢opma camoii anrazun. [Toromy-To OHa M 3a3Bydana BIEpBbIE B ckazouHOM Mmupe JladoHTeHa, moTomy-
TO OHA M SBJSIETCS W3TIOOJICHHBIM NPUEMOM TaKMX XYyJOXXHUKOB, Kak bamb3ak u OcobeHHo Pnobep,
CIIOCOOHBIX COBEPIICHHO MOTPY3UTHhCS M 3a0BbIThCS B CO3/aHHOM uX (aHTazmeid mupe. M XynoXKHUK,
ynotpebmsisi 3Ty GpopMy, oOpamaercs Toxe ToJabKo B PanTasuu untatens. OH He CTPEMUTCS] COOOIIUTD C
ee IMOMOILIbI0 KAaKUXJIMO0O0 (haKTOB WIJIM COZMEpXKAHHUS MBIIUICHUS, OH XO4YET JIMIIb HENOCPEACTBEHHO
nepenarb CBOW BIEYATIICHHS, NPOOYAWTh B JyIIE€ YHUTATENs JKMBble 0Opassl W mpencraBieHus. OH
oOpaiaercsi He K pacCcyiKy, HO K BOOOpaxeHHI0. TONbKO € TOYKH 3pEHHs PACCYXKIAIOUIEro M
AQHATM3MPYIOLIETO pPaccy/lka B HECOOCTBEHHOW MNpPSIMOM pedM TOBOPUT aBTOP, JUIA JKUBOW (aHTa3uu
roBoput repoit. @anrazus — math 310# hopmer” (BOJIOLLINHOB, 1930/1972, pp.145-146).
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different enunciative process, initially in the French tradition and later in the German,
beginning with the medieval period.

An important mark of this investment was the discovery that remote examples in
the French language show that the narrative discourse does not clearly distinguish the
discourse of the author, and the citation of the character. Without grammatical options
for this, the narrative discourse does not guarantee the rigor of an authorial discourse
that is aware of its limits as a carrier of discourses, and as a filter of the transmission of
the discourses of others. They are insinuated in the uses practiced in this era, instructive
clues to the construction of a discursive environment of the formations that it

denominates “nesobstvennaia-priamaia retch,” as illustrated in the following excerpt.

In Old French, psychological and grammatical constructions were far
from being as sharply distinguished as they are now. Paratactic and
hypotactic components could still be mixed together in a great many
different ways. Punctuation was still in its embryonic stage. Therefore,
no clearly marked boundaries between direct discourse and indirect
discourse existed then. The Old French storyteller was as yet unable to
separate the figures of his fantasy from his own “I.” He participated in
their words and actions from within, operating as their intercessor and
advocate. He had not as yet learned to transmit another person’s words
in their literal, outward shape, eschewing personal involvement and
interference. The Old French temperament still stood far removed
from dispassionate, cogitative observation and objective judgment.
However, this dissolving of narrator into his characters in Old French
was not only the result of the storyteller’s free choice, but also came
about of necessity: firm logical and syntactic forms for distinct,
mutual demarcation were lacking. And so, quasi-direct discourse first
appears in Old French on the basis of this grammatical deficiency and
not as a free stylistic device. Quasi-direct discourse in this instance is
the result of the simple grammatical incapacity of the author to
separate his own point of view, his own position, from that of his
characters (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.150; our italics).'®

18 In Russian: “B crapo-()paHIIy3cKOM f3bIKE IICHXOJOTMYECKHe ¥ TPAMMaTHYECKHe KOHCTPYKLHH ellle
JTAJIEKO HE CTOJb CTPOTO Pa3NuYajich, Kak Temepb. [lapatakcHdeckne W THIIOTAaKCHYECKHE COYETaHMS
eme MHOrooOpa3HO nepeMeHHHBaIHCh. [lyHKTyanmsi Haxomwnachk eme B 3adaTke. [loaTomy He ObUIO
PEK3KHX TPaHUI] MEXAY MPAMONA M KOCBEHHOIO peubio. Ctapo-(paHIry3ckuil paccka3dnk eIie He yMeeT
OTIEeNuTh 00pa3oB cBoel (haHTa3MM OT CBOEro COOCTBEHHOTo «si». OH BHYTpEHHE ydYacTBYeT B WX
MOCTYIIKaX U CJIOBaX, BBICTYIAET, KaK MX XoJaTail u 3amuTHUK. OH elle He Hay4HyICs Iepe1aBaTh ClIoBa
JPYToro B MX JOCJIOBHOM BHEIIHEM BHJE, BO3/IEPKHUBAsICh OT COOCTBEHHOI'O YYacTHsl M BMEIIATEIbCTBA.
Ero crapo-dpaniyscknii TemMnepaMeHT eme AaleK OT CIOKOHHOIr0, CO3epLaTesIbHOro HaOIoAECHHUS U
00BEKTHUBHOTO CyXJeHus. OHAKO, 3TO PACTBOPEHNE pacCKa3yMKa B CBOMX IepOsiX B CTApO-(PPaHIy3CKOM
S3bIKE SIBJSIETCSI HE TOJIBKO PE3yIbTaTOM €ro CBOOOIHOTO BBIOOPA, HO M HEOOXOAUMOCTH: OTCYTCTBOBAJIH
CTPOTHE JIOTMYECKHE W CHUHTAaKCH4YecKHe (OpPMBI JUIS OTYETIMBOrO B3aMMoOpasrpaHH4eHus. 1 BoOT Ha
MOYBE 3TOTO TPAMMaTHYECKOTO HEIOCTAaTKa, a HE KaK CBOOOHBIN CTHIIMCTHYSCKUH MPHEM, U TOSABIISETCS
BIIEPBEIE B CTapo-(paHITy3CKOM SI3bIKE HECOOCTBEHHas! IpsAMas pedb. 37eCh OHa - Pe3yibTaT HMPOCTOrO
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If, in the Medieval times, the transmission of the alien discourse is practically
inexistent, in the Renaissance it becomes intuitive since the narrator is aligned with
his/her characters in a more intimate fashion. However, the personalization of the alien
discourse would only occur in the 17th century when indirect discourse is organized
with rules of modality and tense. The use of the imperfect marks the distinction with the
present tense of the direct discourse, marking, thus, the independence of an authorial
discourse. Thus, there is favorable ground configured for the appearance of the quasi-
direct discourse, conceived as a demand for the distinction and coordination of the
actions through time (consecutio temporum). This is the path that led Voloshinov to
consider the importance of the emblematic creation of La Fontaine, as evidenced in his

formulation.

The device of quasi-direct discourse, which so neatly surmounted the
dualism of abstract analysis and unmediated impression, bringing
them into harmonious consonance, proved very suitable for the
fabulist La Fontaine. Indirect discourse was too analytical and inert.
Direct discourse, though able to recreate another person’s utterance
dramatically, was incapable of creating, at the same time, a stage for
that utterance, a mental and emotional milieu for its perception
(VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.151).2°

There is something revealing in the recuperation of these processes in the march
of history that directly addresses the problem examined by Voloshinov: focused on the
context of its historical development, the discursive forms show structural
transformations that manifest different levels of maturation. Opposing the stylistic
premises that consecrate free indirect discourse in the 20th century, and delineated in
the realm of its constitution in the processes of transmission, the phenomenon of the
form understood as “nesobstvennaia-priamaia retch,” evokes a framework of discursive

possibilities whose development is not separated from the internal contradictions of its

rpaMMaTHYeCKOTO HEYMEHHUS OTIEIUTh CBOIO TOUYKY 3PEHHMS, CBOIO MO3HIUIO OT MO3UIMH CBOMX IepoeB”
(BOJIOILIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.148).

19 In Russian: “Bacnonuciyy JlagoHTeHy OYeHb MOJXOAMJ 3TOT MPUEM HECOOCTBEHHOM MPSIMON peuw,
CTOJIb CYACTIMBO IIPEOJIOJICBAIONIEH Jyainu3M aOCTPaKTHOTO aHalM3a W HENOCPEICTBEHHOTO
BIIEYATJIEHUs, NMPUBOAS HMX K TapMOHMYHOMY CO3By4Hio. KOCBEHHas pedp CIMIIKOM aHAJIMTHYHA |
MepTBeHHa. [IpsiMas sxe peub, XOTS OHa M BOCCO3/IAET JpaMaTHUECKH 1y)KO€ BBICKa3bIBaHHE, HE CIIOCOOHA
OJTHOBPEMEHHO K€ CO3JIaTh M CIEHY JJIS HEro, JyNIEBHOE 3MOLMOHAIBHOE Milieu mis ero BoctpusiTus’”
(BOJIOIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.149).
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own constituents. While the forms of transmission permit a disjunctive categorization,
the unstable forms of quasi-direct discourse move in a conjunctive way in the sense of
overcoming its own limits. We are faced with a very significant argument for the
analysis of phenomena that VVoloshinov had taken on as a challenge (BOJIOILIMHOB,
1930/1972, p.148; VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.150).

Nonetheless, VVoloshinov considers the importance of the discursive creation in
La Fontaine, which differs from Lorck’s presuppositions, since these are manifested as
representations of experiences that, through language, become expressions of the life of
the psyche. Voloshinov’s reasoning runs in the opposite direction: it considers that the
discourse is not a lived experience, but an experience of language capable of reacting

actively to the discourse of the other.

Ideologeme as a Process of Active Recreation of the Discourse of the Other

Without conceding the primacy nor the abstract stylistic categories supported by
grammatical resources, nor the discursive forms such as expression of emotional and
psychic experiences in a broad way, Voloshinov’s investigation is distinct from the
studies based only on transmission and, in a way, representation. On the horizon of his
indignation, only the need to understand the processes by which reported speech
interacts with the citation is presented, showing the tensions that the speaker employs
within his/her own discourse, when his/her speech becomes bivocalized. A discursive
experience is then configured, orchestrated by the evaluative accents of intonations that
denounce the active reaction of the discourse of the other. Although they are developed,
in the majority of cases, as inner discourse, it is not the expression of lived experience,
but the manifestation of self-awareness.

We are a long way from understanding the active reaction in the limits of
discursive transmission and reception. The field of forces of the active reaction to the
discourse of others is manifest as a struggle between reported speech and citation, while

simultaneously showing the dislocation of the focus, centered on lived experience, to
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the immersion of the living world of discursive experiences of utterances/e in
interaction.?

In Voloshinov’s work, the analytical process of comprehension of the active
reaction to the discourse of the other relies on the context of its analysis to the
ideological sign, when re-dimensioning in the word the texture of its inflections in the
realm of dialogue, thanks to the forces that act in the field of its realization: the process
of reflection and refraction of the ideas. At the impasse between reported speech and
citation, the active reaction to the discourse of the other accentuates positionings that
Voloshinov understood as authentic constitution of the “ideologeme.” With this
concept, he designates the culmination of the process of self-awareness that emerges in
the active reaction, and is constituted as valuative accentuation. In the segment in which
he introduces the concept of ideologeme in his text, he considers self-awareness as a
personality that develops itself with verbal reactions in different contexts of ideological
production, as seen in the following excerpt.

The inner subjective personality with its own self-awareness does not
exist as a material fact, usable as a basis for causal explanation, but it
exists as an ideologeme. The inner personality, with all its subjective
intentions and all its inner depths, is nothing but an ideologeme — an
ideologeme that is vague and fluid in character until it achieves
definition in the more stable and more elaborated products of
ideological creativity. Therefore, it is nonsense to try to explain
ideological phenomena and forms with the aid of subjective psychic
factors and intentions: that would mean explaining an ideologeme of
greater clarity and precision with another ideologeme of a vaguer,
more muddled character (VOLOSINOV, 1973, pp.152-153).%

20 It behooves us to remember the importance of the concept of Erfahrung in Walter Benjamin’s
conception presented in his classic study of the storyteller. Understood as experience of a knowledge
dialogically constructed by different generations in productions of language (narratives in the form of
stories, fables, sagas, parables, proverbs, etc.), the Erfahrung is constituted as a type of historical-cultural
atavism, distinct, however, from lived experience (Erlebnis), which does not imply the mediation of
language, but only expressing behaviors. According to Benjamin, modernity, by giving excessive value to
lived experience (Erlebnis), threatens experience (Erfahrung), which was aggravated with the post-war,
practically annihilating the capacity to narrate through this memory of a common past of many to be
transmitted to innumerable others (BENJAMIN, 2002, pp.143-144). The Benjaminian concept of
Erfahrung resounds in the notion of active reception conceived by Voloshinov, accentuated its character
of dialogical interdiscursive realization and how historico-cultural and socio-discursive experience of the
language that is not limited to experiences lived out. [BENJAMIN, W. The Storyteller: Observations on
the Works of Nikolai Leskov. In: BENJAMIN, W. Selected Writings: Volume 3 - 1935-1938. Edited by
Howard Eiland and Michael W. Jennings; translated by Edmund Jephcott et al. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2002.]

2l In Russian: “BHyTpeHHss1 CyObEKTHBHAs JIMYHOCTh C €€ COOCTBEHHBIM CAMOCO3HAHMEM JIaHA HE Kak
MaTepUaNbHBIN (DaKT, MOTYIIUH CIY)KUTh OTIOPOH UI Kay3aJbHOTO OOBSCHEHHS, HO KaK HIEO0JIoreMa.
BHyTpeHH}Iﬂ JJMYHOCTh, CO BCEMH €€ Cy6’beKTI/IBHBIMI/I HWHTCHOUAMHU, CO BCEMH €€ BHYTPCHHUMU

Bakhtiniana, S&o Paulo, 15 (1): 159-184, Jan./March 2020. 177

All content of Bakhtiniana. Revista de Estudos do Discurso is licensed under a Creative Commons attribution-type CC-BY 4.0



Besides affirming the comprehension of the ideologeme as active reaction of the
process of self-awareness, Voloshinov breaks out his weightier argument against
linguistic studies based on the stylistics and impressionism of the utterances/E that,
incapable of understanding the complexity of the processes which they analyze, end up
creating categories that merely contribute to banalizing conflicts and tensions of
discursive points of view, without which any dialogue is constituted.

From the view point of its discursive refractions, the analysis of the discursive
relationships from the ideologeme addresses the confrontations when, “[...] in the forms
of reported speech, language itself reacts to personality as the bearer of the word”
(VOLOSINOV, 1986, p.153).22 This deals with a development that elevated verbal
prose to artistic elaboration, since the citation clearly mainifests as “phonic embodiment
of reported speech displayed by the author’s context” (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.156;
italics in original).?® Given this, the ideologeme is presented as an analytical device of
apprehension, not of a category, or a classification, but of a discursive occurrence,
whose communicational character is configured by the play of forces of the discursive
relations in dialogue.

The presupposition of bivocality between citation and reported speech was not
considered in studies by Lorck and Lerch, who, for VVoloshinov, are the theorists who
most closely approximate the experience of discourse with a double intonation.
However, they lack consideration of the evaluative character of the intonations that are

confronted in the discourse. On this point, VVoloshinov infers:

Both Lorck and Lerch alike fail to take into account one factor of
extreme importance for the understanding of our phenomenon: the
value judgment inherent in every living word and brought out by the
accentuation and expressive intonation of an utterance. Message in
speech does not exist outside its living and concrete accentuation and
intonation. In quasi-direct discourse, we recognize another person’s

TIyOMHAMH TOJIBKO HUJIE0JIoTeEMA; U UIe0JIoTeMa CMYTHAs M 3bI0Kasi, TOKa OHA He ONpeaenuT ceds B 6oTee
YCTOWYMBBIX M NPOpabOTaHHBIX IPOJIYKTaX HAEOJOTHYECKOro TBOpUecTBa. 1103TOMYy OecCMBICIEHHO
OOBSACHATh KaKHe-THOO HAEOJIOTHYECKUE SIBJICHHUS W (OPMBI C MOMOLIBIO CyOBEKTHBHO-TICUXHUYECKHX
(akTOpOB M MHTEHIMH: BeJb 3TO 3HAYUT OOBACHATH Oojiee SICHYI0 M OTYETIHMBYIO MIEOJIOTEMY
UIICOJIOreMOi ke, HO Oosiee cMyTHO# 1 cymOypHoit” (BOJIOILIMHOB, 1930/1972, pp.150-151).

22 In Russian: “[...] B QopMax mepenaum 4yx)oil peum, cam S3bIK PEArMPYET Ha JIMYHOCTh KaK Ha
HocuTepHuLy cioa” (BOJIOLIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.152).

23 In Russian: “Ciie10BaTeNbHO, He C060 AENACMCA 6LIPANCEHUEM GHYMPEHHEL TUYHOCTU, d 6HYMPEHHSIS.
JUYHOCTIb eClb BbIPAJICEHHOE U 3a2HanHoe 60 6Hympb cioso” (BOJIOIIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.151).
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utterance not so much in terms of its message, abstractly considered,
but above all in terms of the reported character’s accentuation and
intonation, in terms of the evaluative orientation of his speech.

We perceive the author’s accents and intonation being interrupted by
these value judgments of another person. And that is the way, as we
know, in which quasi-direct discourse differs from substituted
discourse, where no new accents vis-a-vis the surrounding authorial
context appear (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.155).2

From the bivocalized intonation arises not only a discursive texture of the play
between reported speech and citation, from which it is possible to reach the refractions
of human existence in their socio-historical conditions. In this framework, the discursive
form of the ideologeme is also translated both by the discursive semiosis, and by the
projection of the embodied idea in its intonation, being projected, consequently, as a tri-
dimensional form that is manifested in the time/space of its configuration. In general
terms, it is from this refracted intonational tri-dimensionality in the discourse that active
reaction of the play between reported speech and citation is addressed in the verbal
work of Dostoyevsky, rigorously examined in detail by M. M. Bakhtin in the
polyphonic weaving of inner discourse created by the Russian writer.

That is to say that, from the point of view of the ideologeme, defined as active
reaction to the discourse of the other, the inner discourse — of the sensitive, imprecise,
speculative ideas — transcend the limit of free indirect discourse. First, it does not fit in
the limits of indirect discourse; secondly, it evokes a speech-in-direct; thirdly, if it is put
in the tradition of the discourse that does not know its limits in the field of an author and
takes it to its ultimate consequences, the bivocality of the utterances/e arrives at the
polyphony in the intonational confrontation of the many accents. Thus, Voloshinov
qualifies his understanding of quasi-direct discourse as investigative phenomena of
verbal creation that does not shy from confronting the irreverence of the discourses of

creation.

24 In Russian: “U Lorck u Lerch, o6a oa@HAKOBO HE YYHMTBHIBAIOT OJHOIO YPE3BBIYAHO BaXKHOIO I
MMOHMMAaHHUS HAILEro SIBJICHUS MOMEHTA: OLIEHKH, 3aJ0KEHHOW B KaXKJOM >KHBOM CJOBE M BbIpa)kaeMOn
aKIIeHTyallel U dKCIPECCUBHON MHTOHAIMEH BhICKa3biBaHUS. CMBICT peYM HE JIaH BHE CBOCH KUBOW U
KOHKPETHOW aKIICHTyalli U MHTOHAIIMHA. B HECOOCTBEHHOU MPSMOI pedd MBI y3HAeM YyXOe€ CIOBO He
CTOJIBKO IO CMBICTY, OTBJIEYEHHO B3SITOMY, HO MPEXKJIE BCETO MO aKIEHTyallMl 1 HHTOHUPOBAHUIO Teposl,
M0 IICHHOCTHOMY HANpaBlIeHUIO pedd. MBI BOCHPHHHMAaeM, KaK JTH YyXHE OIICHKH MepeOuBaroT
aBTOPCKHE aKIEHTHl U MHTOHAIIMUA. DTUM W OTJIMYAETCS, KaK MBI 3HaeM, HECOOCTBEHHAS MpsIMasi pedb OT
3aMEILLEHHON peyH, € HUKAKUX HOBBIX AKIEHTOB IO OTHOILEHUIO K OKpPYXalolleMy aBTOPCKOMY
KOHTeKCTy He nosieisiercs” (BOJIOILIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.153).
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By no means does quasi-direct discourse express a passive impression
received from another's utterance. It expresses, instead, an active
orientation, and not one that merely amounts to a shift of person from
first to third, but one that imposes upon the reported utterance its own
accents, which collide and interfere with the accents in the reported
utterance. Nor can we agree with Lorck in his contention that quasi-
direct discourse is the form of reported speech closest to direct
reception and experience of another person's speech. Each form of
reported speech perceives the speech to be reported in its own
particular way (VOLOSINOV, 1973, pp.154-155).°

While it is not proposed as a category, quasi-direct discourse gains the status of a
discursive form by which the idologeme can be examined. Besides the bivocality
between the intonation and the authorial context and that which marks the character’s
discourse, examined in the analysis of an excerpt by Pushkin, VVoloshinov considers that
the accents and intonations can interact to provoke isolation in which one observes a

dislocation of the authorial discourse. In situations such as this,

The reported speech will begin to sound as if it were in a play where
there is no embracing context and where the character’s lines confront
other lines by other characters without any grammatical
concatenation. Thus relations between reported speech and authorial
content, via absolute acting out, take a shape analogous to the
relations between alternating lines in dialogues. Thereby the author is
put on a level with his character, and their relationship is dialogized.
From all this, it necessarily follows that the absolute acting out of
reported speech, where a work of fiction is read aloud, is admissible
only in the rarest cases (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.157).26

Concluding that the quasi-direct discourse is not category, modality, and much
less stylistic technique does not mean we have reached the magnitude of Voloshinov’s

formulation with regard what is referred to as the generation of the process of social

%5 In Russian: “HecoGcTBeHHas TpsAMasi peyub BOBCE HE BHIPAKAET NACCHBHOIO BIIEYATIIEHHS OT O YyXKOTo
BBICKA3BIBAHMS, HO BBIPAXKAECT aKTHBHYIO OPHEHTAILIMIO, OTHIOJh HE CBOJIIYIOCS K IEpEMEHE IEepPBOTO
JUIa B TPEThe, a BHOCANIYI0O CBOM AKILEHTHI B UYyXO€ BBICKA3bIBAHWE, KOTOPHIE CTAIKHBAIOTCS H
UHTEP)EPUPYIOT 371eCh C aKIeHTaMHu 4yxoro ciosa. [..] Kaxkmas dbopma mepemaum wyxoit peun mo-
CBOEMY BOCTIpUHUMAET 4Yy)KO€ CJIOBO M aKTHBHO ero mpopadartsiBaet [...]” (BOJIOILIMHOB, 1930/1972,
pp.152-153)

% |n Russian: “Uyxas peub Ha4HET 3BY4YaTh Kak B JPaMe, TJl€ HET OOBEMJIIONIETO KOHTEKCTA M TJIE
perumKaM reposi MPOTHBOCTOST I'PaMMAaTHYECKH Pa300IIeHHbIE CHUM PEIUIMKU JIpyroro repos. Takum
o0pa3oM, myteM aOCOJIOTHOTO pa3bIrPhIBAHUS MEXAY UY)KOI0 pPEYbl0 M aBTOPCKUM KOHTEKCTOM
YCTaHaBJIMBAIOTCS OTHOMIECHWS, aHAJIOTUYHBIE OTHOIIEHUIO OJHOM PEIUIMKU K JPYroi B anaiore. ITHM
aBTOP CTaBUTCS PSJIOM C T€POEM, M MX OTHOLICHUS AHAIOTH3YI0TCA. M3 Beero 3Toro ¢ He00X0AMMOCTBIO
BBITEKAET, YTO aOCONIOTHOE PA3BITPBIBAHUE UYXKOW PEUYM NPH YTCHWH BCIYyX XYHAO0XKECTBEHHOH MPO3BI
JOTYCTHMO JTHIIb B peadyaimux cinydasx” (BOJIOIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.155).
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interaction from the basic material of the word, understood as the ideological sign par
excellence. Aware that there are various investigative paths on which to approximate
the phenomenon analyzed, Voloshinov opted to seek the social generation of the word
in the philosophy of the word, and, particularly, in the history of the word in the word.
Or rather, as he states in one of the formulations that, based on Lorck can be taken as
paradigmatic thought that closes the study about “the word that really means and takes
responsibility for what it says” (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.159).7’

Conclusion

Voloshinov’s reasoning is dense, and its full reach is beyond the scope of the
few lines of our essay. The dilemma regarding the emergence of the discourse analyzed
here, if not entirely resolved, is at least presented in the rigor and complexity of the
author’s perspective. The problem Voloshinov apprehended and formulated is far from
being just a matter of choices in translation or adjusting terminology. On the one hand,
it deals with the perception that relating the discourse of another involves difficulties
that are not resolved in the linguistic sphere, but they report the problems of utterance/E
of concrete semiotic experiences. On the other hand, it implies the investigation of a
new phenomenon in the studies that move beyond the transmission, toward full-valence
of the discursive bivocality of the dialogue. In this sense, we are faced with, in fact, a
new episteme in discourse studies, in their interactive processes, in the dialogical
relations, and, particularly, in the verbal creativity wherever it is manifest. These
relations, we insist, extrapolate the limits of transmission and reception, and are
configured as utterance citation steeped in the contrasting weaving of its own
intonations. Here, citation is not to be confused with transmission exceeding the field of
authorial discursive performance with which it is confronted to manifest itself in the
hybridism of the forms generated by the ideas. In the process of dialogical
communication, the transit of the discursive exchanges is constituted as the dialogical
powers that are or can be seen as “ideologemes” in dialogical relations to their

ideologues.

2 In Russian: “[...] TOJIbKO W BO3MOXKHO OOHOBJIEHHME HJIEOJNOTHUECKOTO CJIOBA, TEMATHYECKOTO,
IIPOHUKHYTOI'O YBEPEHHOH M KaTeropuyecKoi COLIMAIBbHOM OLEHKOH, CEPbE3HOr0 U OTBETCTBEHHOIO B
cBoeii cepresnocTr cioa” (BOJIOIIMHOB, 1930/1972, p.157).
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Voloshinov does not propose a modality, nor a category, but discovers a
phenomenon potentially responsible for an episteme. Of this, he proved to be fully
aware, as demonstrated in his frank testimony, strategically presented at the end of his

essay:

We are perfectly well aware of the shortcomings of our study and can
only hope that the very posing of the problem of the word in word has
crucial importance. The history of truth, the history of artistic veracity,
and the history of language can benefit considerably from a study of
the refractions of their basic phenomenon - the concrete utterance - in
constructions of language itself (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p.158; italics in
original).?®

Voloshinov completes with this thought his “answer to the science of language
of the 19th-20th centuries” (GRILLO, 2017, pp.7-79),% rigorously carrying out the
analysis of the fundamental problems of the theoretical approaches consecrated, without
hesitating in exposing their most problematic conceptual limits. As a response, the
result of the investigations remains coherent with the elementary presuppositions of the
dialogical understanding of the phenomena of language in the potential extension of its

verbal creativity.
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