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INTRODUCTION :

The upsurge of current literary theory hasdbee something of significant
phenomenon in contemporary literature, emerging f@snidable force in
interdisciplinary subjects. Dialogic criticism praged by Mikhail Bakhtin is one of
the new perspectives to study literary work. To lBak text is not a self contained
organism and the language represented in texttialim entity, instead a site for
dialogic interaction of multiple voices or modesdi$course. This research paper
briefly attempts to introduce dialogic criticismaaits theoretical concepts like
polyphony, heteroglossia and their relation tarditg work. It also concentrates on
the theory of dialogism in relation to the notichiertexuality in contemporary
critical theory. The revival and reinterpretatidrBakhtin has become a part of the
contemporary critical trend. Mikhail Bakhtin’s Daagjic Criticism concentrates on
plurality of text and plurality of independent umged voices. He stood against
Russian Formalists views that text as independadtimpersonal linguistic or
cultural force. To Bakhtin, text is not merely arlv&@ but a social phenomenon.
The literary work, according to Bakhtin, is the ¢gwot of manifold determinants
that are a specific to a class, social group an@&edp community.

Bakhtin’s prime interest is in novel, and e@splly in the ways that the voices
constitute the text of the any novel disrupt théharty of author’s single voice.
He finds the novel to be most effective instrumainéxploiting and strengthening
heteroglossia. The heteroglot novel is more efficia bringing the gap between
self-other dichotomy. In Problems of Dostoevsky@etits (1929,trans by Caryl
Emerson, 1984), he contrasts monolithic novels ratevs such as Leo Tolstoy to
dialogic form or polyphonic form of Dostoevsky’s vats. Polyphonic voice
undertakes to subordinate the voice of all the adtars to the authoritative
discourse and controlling purposes of the author.Dbstoevsky’s novels the
characters are liberated to speak a plurality dependent and unmerged voices
and consciousness, a genuine polyphony of fullydvabices. In an essay on
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‘Discourse in the Novel’, Bakhtin develops his vi¢hat novel is constituted by
multiplicity of divergent and contending social ves. He makes the basic
difference in prose and poetry. According to himgge is opposed to poetry in the
sense that prose is intertexual but poetry is Tibeé poem is a direct uttering at
whereas prose, particularly novel, represents dieding act. The language of the
poet is his own language; he is wholly immersed and inseparable from it. The
language of the poetry is highly personal, authtvie and monolithic. The prose
writers speak through language represents mangsa@nd conflictual modes that
surround the language. Bakhtin constantly sitedl@n's using ‘Eugene Onegin’

as an example of novel not of poetry, for it avaself of this discourse. In that
sense Robert Frost's ‘The Telephone’ is a poemialbgical imagination. The

drama, for Bakhtin, is hostile to dialogism, andrdatic discourse is made up only
of objectified speeches utterly subordinates talimate semantic authority. This
Is the view appropriate to naturalist drama. Irdterecht’'s Epic Theatre and
Dramas written on Brechtian mode which makes useaofative elements are
examples of non dramatic dialogism.

Bakhtin’s ‘polyphony’ is equivalent term tintertexuality.’” Intertexuality is
the term coined and expounded by Julia Kristevhaninterpretation of Mikhail
Bakhtin’s dialogism in her seminal work ‘Word, Doglue and Novel'. She
writes,” What allows a dynamic dimension to struatism is Bakhtin’s conception
of ‘the literary word’ as an intersection of textgarfaces rather than a point of (a
fixed meaning) as a dialogue among several writingszetan Todorov in his
‘Mikhail Bakhtin: The Dialogical Principle’ has asused Kriesteva’'s term
intertexuality in an inclusive sense to denote afjidm. The theory of
intertexuality postulates that a text cannot eaishe as a self contained, hermetic
whole. It is shaped by the repetition and transédrom of other textual structures.
The writer is a reader of texts and texts as sirastof writing in a narrow sense,
text as signifying matters in a broad sense bdferes creator of texts. Therefore
the work of art gets inevitably inflected with regaces, quotations and influences
of every kind.

The theory of intertexuality in different fos and expressions has been
presented by Bakhtin in his works like ‘Marxism aRtilosophy of Language’,
‘Freudianism: A Marxist Critique’, ‘Problems of Diogvsky’s Poetics’, ‘Rabelias
and His World’. Bakhtin’s theory proposes that dkcourse is in dialogue with
prior discourse on the same subject, as well ab discourse yet to come. It
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forsees or anticipates is a statement on intertexudy plan in the paper is to

trace his theory of dialogism through his concegittijuman science, language,
meaning, utterance and novel and link it to stmadtsm and post structuralism.
Bakhtin’s concept of human science is differenbfrinat of natural science. While
natural science reduces everything including hurbamg to objects, human
science deals with man as a subject expressing@aaking subject, who is always
creating a text actual or potential. A text is thigect of human science and the
knowledge of subject is dialogical. A subject intdizes the other in him, so he is
not ‘I', he is ‘we’, who contains many voices, lon voice as well as other voices
which he constantly appropriates for communicatidtan’s selfhood is itself

dialogical in nature. Man is basically a sociallganized individual, and exchange
takes place between two socially organized indiaisluThe self is composed and
constituted of the social forces which are alwaysanflict. Selfhood derives from

the internalization of voices a person has heamd @ach of these voices is
saturated with social and ideological values. Témerce of man, Bakhtin argues,
IS not an abstraction inherent in each separat&idchal. In its reality it is the

aggregate of social relationships.

Language, for Bakhtin, is both a cognitivel asocial practice. While social
forces are always in conflict, language is whem@adstruggles are engaged most
comprehensively and at the same time most intiyadall personally. Michael
Holquist, one of the most influential expositors Bé&khtin, calls language as
“politics of representation”. It lies in the bordere between oneself and the other.
According to him there are three dominant ways Imclv language has come to be
understood and the ownership of the meaning of svdrds to come to be
interpreted. One is personalist view expressed asvti meaning”. Meaning, in
this sense is a product of intention willed by aegeign or transcendent ego.

Bakhtin’s theory of dialogism is sometimesdisas an equivalent term to
deconstruction. Derrida’s theory of free play asdimination is deeper probing of
intertexuality that dialogism emphasizes. It prggmges a sense of immediate
presence, simultaneous logo-centrism and phonaoisent But there is slight
difference between Bakhtin’s theory of dialogisnddberrida’s deconstruction.
Deconstructionist view is, “no one owns meaningticated in the structure of
difference, caught in the arbitrary play of diffeces between signs and meaning
becomes perpetually elusive. Instead Bakhtin’s odism states, “We own
meaning”. Meaning is rooted in the social discoubsg the social discourse
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conceived in a particular way. Bakhtin observes, tapart from linguistic matter,

there exists another part of the utterance, wischoin verbal, which corresponds
to the context of enunciation. The basic differebetween Bakhtin and Derrida is
that the former does not reject altogether the eptan of an original self as the
latter does. The dialogism is based on the dialdmeteveen individual and the
social, text and context, and text and text, anchasifestation of the principles of
intertexuality in life.

The appeal of dialogism to New Historistelitephen Greenblatt lies in its
challenge to the text/ context opposition. Iniitsistence on listening to and giving
free play to various voices, which indicates that @an hope to combat official
monological history by listening to voices that baween repressed or
marginalized. Words, according to Bakhtin, are namirely lexical but
contextualized in a heterogeneous social or idecdbdield and this conflictual
model of language is termed as heteroglossia. Tim#lessness or rather
multiplicity of context that goes beyond linguigtidhas come to known as
Bakhtin’'s translinguistics.

In conclusion, Bakhtin’s theory of dialogiswmwes much to theory of
intertextuality. It remains not only a significapbint of reference but also an
impulse for many critical theories, such as Deaworesibn, New Historicism,
Marxism, to grapple with text-text, text-contexaxt—life relationship.
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