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This article will focus on the peculiarities of Dostoevsky’s
double-voiced polyphonic discourse (as conceptualized by Mikhail
Bakhtin) in Zapiski iz podpolia (1864) and on certain linguistic and
meta-linguistic elements involved in the creation of that discourse.
The notion of polyphony with regard to Dostoevsky was developed
by Bakhtin in Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo (1963).! Bakhtin defines po-
lyphony as “MHOMECTBEHHOCTb CAMOCTOSTCABHBIX U HECAMSHHEIX
rorocoB u cosHannn” and writes that it is the main peculiarity of
Dostoevsky’s novels (7). He also states that the double-voiced dis-
course inevitably appears in dialogic conversation and is a main sub-
ject of study of meta-linguistics (315). In distinguishing “pure” linguis-
tics from meta-linguistics, Bakhtin writes that the latter embraces dia-
logic relationships, including the relationship of the speaker to the dis-
course (sowo) (311) and the dialogicality of the remarks, whereas
“pure” linguistics studies language in its abstraction from various as-
pects of the concrete life of the word (309-12).

In the chapter “Geroi 1 pozitsiia avtora po otnosheniiu k
geroiu v tvorchestve Dostoevskogo,” Bakhtin argues that Dostoevsky
is interested in character insofar as the character offers a special view-
point on the world and himself (79). Thus polyphony is formed by
voices of characters, or by different viewpoints. It is noteworthy that
in Zapiski different and contradictory viewpoints often belong to one
and the same character: “SI BeAp BoBce #e das onpasdarus moero cefigac
CTOABKO HATOBOPHA. . . . Sl mMeHHO ceOs oupaBaath xoteA” (Zapiski
[1973] 127; emphasis added). This is one of many examples in which
the underground man represents several voices.

The dominant function of the underground man is the func-
tion of speech. He is also an extremely introspective character; his
narcissism “places” him in the center of the world. Thus he tends to
express his viewpoint on the world primarily with regard to himself
and to speak about himself most of all. The underground man clearly
states at the very beginning of Zapiski: “[O] dyem MOMxeT roBOPHUTH
IIOPAAOYHBI YEAOBEK C HAHUOOABIINM YAOBOABCTBHEM? OTBer: O
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cebe. Hy Tak m 1 Oyay rosoputs o cebe” (Zapiski [1973] 101). The
scope of this article does not allow for close textual analysis of the en-
tire book. Rather, I shall analyze Zapisks's textual elements on the ba-
sis of Chapter 5, the central chapter of the book’s first part, known
for its lack of plot. Because of this feature, the chapter is particularly
susceptible to the influence of meta-linguistics.

In form, the text of the chapter is a single passage two pages
in length; it is what Bakhtin calls “narrator’s narration” (pacckas
pacckasgmka), in which the authot’s discourse is replaced by the dis-
course of the narrator (Problemy poetiki 325). Bakhtin affirms that nar-
rator’s narration is analogous to stylization and says that Dostoevsky’s
characters—chroniclers—develop the narration in the forms of liter-
ary discourse (AmTepaTypHOE CAOBO) in contrast to the narrator’s nar-
ration in the forms of colloquial speech (B dopmax ycrHOI peun), that
is, in the form of skag, in the strict sense of the word (325). In narra-
totr’s narration, the author uses the verbal manner of “the other” as a
point of view, a “position” that the author needs for carrying on the
story (325). The stylization, in turn, presupposes style, that is, it pre-
supposes that the sum of stylistic devices, which it reproduces, once
had a direct and immediate meaning (323-24). The stylizer uses another’s
discourse as the other, and this casts a slight shadow of objectivity over
the latter discourse, which, however, does not become objective (324).
The objectivity of discourse in narrator’s narration is much stronger
than in stylization, but narrator’s discourse can never be purely objec-
tive (325). The twofold direction towards both another’s discourse—
someone else’s speech—and the referential object of speech, as in or-
dinary discourse, is characteristic of all meta-linguistic types studied by
Bakhtin: stylization, parody, skaz, and dialogue (316).2 Bakhtin states
that this twofold directedness of the discourse is beyond the scope of
stylistic and linguistic investigation (317). This was true for the linguis-
tics of the time when Bakhtin wrote his book on Dostoevsky; how-
ever, contemporary linguistics, especially pragmatics and discourse
analysis, pays particular attention to discourse and its directedness.>

In what follows I describe and classify the most significant or
frequently recurring linguistic elements in chapter 5, among which are
interrogative sentences (syntax), direct speech (syntax), pronouns
(morphology), and verbs in the first person (morphology and seman-
tics). I also demonstrate how these linguistic elements are related to
meta-linguistics, if at all. It is important that Bakhtin believed that in
practice the boundaries between linguistics and meta-linguistics are
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very often violated (310). Thus there may be instances in which tex-
tual elements function as both linguistic and meta-linguistic.

Chapter 5 begins with a rhetorical question: “Hy passe
MOKHO, PasBe MOKHO XOTb CKOABKO-HHOYAB YBA:KATH CeOA UCAOBEKY,
KOTOPBI AKE B CAMOM YyBCTBE COOCTBEHHOIO YBAKCHUS IIOCATHYA
OTBICKaTh HacAdkAcHuer” (Zapiski [1926] 118). Six more interrogative
sentences that occur in the text of the chapter hint at the possible ad-
dressee, assist in creating textual dynamics, and, moreover, may be re-
garded as features of colloquial discourse, skag.* It is noteworthy that
for Bakhtin the main characteristic of skag is that it is directed towards
the speech of the other (327).

The structure of the second question includes a remark in di-
rect speech that has a direct address: #anama (Bakhtin 327). Therefore,
presence of the other in the discourse of the underground man be-
comes obvious. In addition, the use of this address testifies to a shift
in style, a change in register from neutral to colloquial. Bakhtin be-
lieves that the role of the address is patticularly important for Dosto-
evsky’s art in general; he also states that the discourse of the under-
ground man is entirely a discourse-address (407). Moreover, this sen-
tence contains what Bakhtin calls microdialogue: “Aa u BooOOIIE
TepreTs i He Mor rosopurse: ‘[lpocrure, mamarra, Brepea He OyAy,—
HE ITOTOMY, 9TOD f HE CITOCOOCH OBIA 9TO CKA3aTh, 4 HAIIPOTUB, MOKCT
OBIT, IMEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO YK CAHIIIKOM CIIOCOOCH Ha 5TO OBIBAA, Ad
erte Kax?” (Zapiski [1973] 107). The dialogical relations, says Bakhtin,
can penetrate a single utterance, or even a single word, if two voices
are dialogically opposed within it (315). These two voices form a mi-
crodialogue. In the interrogative sentence mentioned above, two (if
not three or four) different voices are opposed: one begins the sen-
tence, the second is in the form of direct speech, and the last part of
the sentence can be subdivided into two voices. Thus this sentence is
a rather complex microdialogue.

Bakhtin asserts that direct speech is the most typical and
widespread type of objectified discourse. The text with direct speech
also has two speech centers and two speech unities within one con-
text: the unity of the authot’s utterance and the unity of charactet’s
utterance. The latter unity is not independent, but is subordinated to
the former and included in it (319). The style of the two utterances is
different: the character’s discourse is stylized as another’s discourse,
whereas the stylization of the author’s discourse emphasizes its direct
subject meaning (319). In Zapiski, however, the direct speech includes
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not the author’s utterance but that of the narrator. Both utterances are
stylized as another’s discourse; the underground man’s utterances are
stylized as the discourse of the malenkii chelovek, though we can only
assume (or believe Dostoevsky) that the underground man’s discourse
truly represents the stylization of speech of a social type, since the un-
derground man’s speech does not differ much (if at all) from the
speech of Dostoevsky himself.> Zapiski is not, however, the text in
which the discourses of the author and the narrator merge; it has a
different quality: the stylization of the utterances of the natrator’s
imaginative opponent is doubled and, therefore, is stronger than that
of the narrator:

A N: “0.”

As for the third interrogative sentence in chapter 5, the structure of it
includes neither direct speech nor direct address; however, the other is
still present in this sentence, since it contains the verb in the second
person plural, the grammatical form that presupposes the use of the
second subject: “A crpocure, AAf dero A Tak cam ceOsi KOBEpKaA U
myaun?” (Zapiski [1926] 118). Dostoevsky omits this subject, thus
making the sentence more colloquial, on the one hand, and leaving the
addressee unnamed, on the other. Thus, despite Bakhtin’s claim that
Dostoevsky’s chroniclers develop the narration in the forms of literary
discourse and not in the forms of colloquial speech, in Zapiski there
are certain linguistic and meta-linguistic peculiarities that suggest the
opposite.

The addressee in this sentence does not have a name, which
can be interpreted as proof that s/he is the readet’s contemporary.¢
The omission of a direct address also turns the question into a more
universal one; without a direct address it is addressed to everybody,
including the reader. The question “Kak ato oObacaure?” is purely
rhetorical, whereas the last two questions of the chapter have two per-
sonal pronouns in the first person singular, the reflexive pronoun ceds
and the pronoun wens in the same form: “Hy a xak s, Harrpumep, ceOst
ycrokoro? I'ae y MeHA IepBOHAYAABHBIC IIPUYHHEL, HA KOTOPHIC i
yIpych, rAe ocHoBaHusr” (Zapiski [1926] 119; emphasis added).
Therefore, these two questions are more introspective than “Kak sto
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obpsacanT?” for instance. The differences in functions of the inter-
rogative sentences (purely rhetorical or rhetorical, personal, and cli-
mactic)” bear witness to stylistic variations that occur in the text.

The use of the personal pronoun in the first person singular
(#) is particularly important as a grammatical means to create the intro-
spectiveness of a confessional type of Ieh-Erzablung and confirms that
the underground man 7 his consciousness. The following table illus-
trates the use of #in the chapter:

Table 18

118 |51 He OT IPUTOPHOTO KAKOIO-HUOYAD PACKATHDBA TAK
Terepsb TOBOPIO. ..

118 | Aa u BoOOIIIE TEpIIETh A HE MOT TOBOPHUTb...

118 | ..He moToMy, 9TOO A HECIIOCODEH OBIA 9TO CKa3aTh...

118  |Ilpu; sTOM A OIIATH-TAKU AYIIIOIO YMUASAACH...

118 | ..; yxe ¢ 3A00050 COODPAKAIO...

118 | A copocure, AAf 9€TO A TaK CaM CeOA KOBEPKAA U
MYYHA?

118 | A y»x 006 9TOM yITOMHHAA BBIIIIC.

119 | Hy a kax A, Hanpumep, ceOs yCIIOKOFO?

119 | I'ae y MeHA HEepBOHAYAABHBIE IIPUYHHBL, HA KOTOPBIE
A yOpycCh. ..

119 | Orkyaa A UX BO3bMYy.

119 | A ynpaxHAIOCH B MBIIIIACHHH. . .

119 ...AaBeYa BOT A TOBOPHA O MITICHHH.

119 | A Beab A ClIPaBEAAHMBOCTH TYT HE BHIKY. ..

119 | s AaBeda BEADb € 3TOTO U HAYAA.

119 | O, rocrioaa, BeAb A, MOKET, IIOTOMY
TOABKO U CUHTAIO CeOS 32 yMHOTO YEAOBEKA. . .

119 | Ilycrs, mycts A OOATYH. . .
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In addition to the sixteen cases in which #is used, the confessional
type of Ieh-Erzihlung is also created by the use of forms of #in the
oblique cases, as well as of reflexive and possessive pronouns in the
first person singular. The abundant use of these pronouns also dem-
onstrates the character’s reflections and his acute self-consciousness:

Table 2

118 ...H, KOHEYHO, CAMOTO Ce0s HaAyBaA. ..

118 ...XOT# BCE-TAKH 32KOHBI IIPHUPOABI IOCTOAHHO U
OOA€€ BCEro BCIO KM3Hb MEHA OOMMKAA.

118 ...AAfl Y€TO A CaM Ceos. ..

118 CamMm cebe HPHUKAFOYEHHSA BEIAYMBIBAA U KH3HD
COYMHSIA. ..

118 CKOABKO pa3 MHE CAYIaAOCE. ..

118 ...HAIIyCTHA Ha cebd...

118 ...HO AO TOTO Ce0sA AOBEAEIID. ..

118 Mens Kak-TO BCIO KHU3HD TAHYAO TAaKHE IITYKH
BBIKUABIBATD. ..

118 ...TAK 9TO ViK f CTaA IIOAKOHEIl U B cebe He
BAACTEH. ..

119 ...ce0 YCIOKOIO. ..

119 I'ae y mens. ..

119 ...4 CAEACTBEHHO y MEHA. ..

119 ...Bce MOM’? COMHEHMUH. . .

119 ...€CAH y MEHA U 3AOCTH HET.

119 ...3A00a y MEHA ...

119 ..M CIHTAIO Ce0sA 32 YMHOTO YEAOBEKA. ..

It is peculiar that the number of cases in which pronouns other than #
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are used also equals sixteen. Even though the chapter contains the re-
flexive pronoun ce6s, which refers to a possible opponent or listener of
the underground man (sez ce), the number of instances in which cedr
is used in relation to the underground man himself prevails (# ceds).

There are only two instances in which the personal pronoun
occurs in the second person plural:

Table 3

118 | Crpaaaa, BeAb, TOCITOAA YBEPAIO BAC.

119 | Ber BepHO HE BHUKAM.

However, one of these two instances can be viewed as an attempt by
the speaker to convince himself, which can be seen from a larger sec-
tion of the text: “Apyroii pa3 BAIOOHUTBHCA HACHABHO 3aXOTEA, AAKE
ABa pasa. CTpasaa BEAb, TOCIIOAQ, J6¢parn Bac. B rayonme-to Aymu He
6¢pumica, GTO  CIPAAACIID, HACMCIIIKA INEBEAHTCH, 4 BCE-TAKH
crpapato”’ (Zapiski [1973] 108; emphasis added). Depending on the
reader’s choice, these sentences can be read as representing one of
two viewpoints: either it is the underground man who does not be-
lieve that he suffers, or it is the gospoda who do not. Grammatically,
the verb () sepumeca can refer either to the addresser or to the ad-
dressee: #e sepumen mme vs. e sepumen sam. This opposition, therefore,
can be regarded as an example of what Bakhtin calls the dialogicality
of a single word (315). Moreover, this part of the text contains an ad-
dress to the other, gospoda, which again illustrates a shift in style, a
change from a neutral to a more personal tone, from literary to collo-
quial discourse.

The verb form changes from second-person plural to second-
person singular by the end of the text, for example: npocmume, cnpocunse,
samevatime, noimeme, enuray at the beginning and evompums, maxenrs,
nonpodyi, yenexucs, 803HeHasuds, n0.1100U, Haueus, Hadys at the end (Zapiski
[1973] 107-109). This morphological change attests a switch from the
formal and polite form of address to an informal and/or less polite
one. The logic of the text, however, shows that the addressee of the
underground man at the end of the chapter is the underground man
himself: “Hy, m pyxoll MaxHemb, IOTOMy YTO HE HAIIIEA
IIepBOHAYAABHON IpuaHHEL (Zapiski [1926] 119).10 Thus, if at the be-
ginning of the text the reader can suppose that the other is present in
the text, in the last section of the chapter the narrator (the speaker)
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and the addressee coincide.

As to the semantics of the verbs in the first person, six sen-
tences with # as subject have a verbal predicate denoting an action of
speech: cosopr, cosopunrs, cxasams, ynomuran, 2080pus, Hawaa (2080puns).
Five sentences with »# have verbal predicates that describe the narra-
tor’s emotional state: ywusaica, Kosepran u Mywus, yenokorw, (ie) usy.
Three other verbal predicates refer to the narrator’s mental ability: (co
3106011) coobparcaro, ynpaoknsiocs (8 Meiutaenun), cuumaro (ce6z). Hence, in
fourteen out of sixteen cases the natrator’s action consists of speak-
ing, feeling, or thinking. The only two instances in which the narra-
tor’s action does not have this meaning are yupycs and sosamy. How-
ever, they are still used figuratively. It is noteworthy that these two
predicates, which are unusual for the chapter, convey the idea that is
new for the text; they are the first mention of “reasons” and
“grounds” that the underground man does not have.

The chapter, featuring as it does an abundance of verbal
predicates with the meaning “to speak,” concludes with two sentences
with the nominal predicates 6Gosmyn and 6oamosna. By using these
nominal predicates, Dostoevsky equates # and oz in one sentence
and wasnayenue and Gomosna. This equation is a result of the syntactic
construction involved: “# ecmes (omitted) Goamyr’” and “wnasnayerve ecms
Goamosna.”” Moreover, it seems that Dostoevsky intentionally empha-
sizes this equation in the last sentence as he preserves the emns link
verb, which is omitted in standard Russian.

Another peculiarity of the last sentence consists of the use of
the personal pronoun wes. This is the only instance in the chapter in
which the personal pronoun used is in the first-person plural. The use
of mez implies that the characteristics typical of the underground man
become the characteristics of his addressee, that is, not only is he a
“chatter-box,” but we all are: “Ilycrs, mycrs s OOATYH, O€3BPEAHBIH,
AOCaAHBIN OoATyH, kak u Bce MbL.” In the last two sentences, the un-
derground man is about to agree that the only thing he does is talk,
but he agrees on the condition that everybody is like him. Thus, sche-
matically, the text of the chapter can be presented as follows:

s TOBOPUA/ TOBOPIO ~ BbI HC BHUKAH
1 6oATyH ~ KaK U BCE MBI
1 OOATYH ~ MBI OOATYHBI

Thus, by the end of his polemic in the chapter, the underground man
seems to succeed in persuading his opponent of the fact that the op-
ponent (“rocoaa”) is no better than the underground man; they both
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do nothing but talking. The discourse of Zapiski is what Bakhtin calls
a hidden polemic, that is, the discourse directed at an ordinary referen-
tial object, which involves naming it, portraying, expressing, and only
indirectly striking a blow at the other’s discourse (335). Bakhtin em-
phasizes that this type of discourse is extremely well-spread both in
everyday practical speech and in literary speech; moreover, hidden po-
lemic has enormous significance in the formation of style (335). In
Bakhtin’s opinion, all self-deprecating overblown speech that repudi-
ates itself in advance, speech with a thousand reservations, conces-
sions, loopholes and the like also belongs to the discourses of every-
day practical speech. (336). The hidden polemic of the underground
man thus belongs to both literary and everyday practical speech. In
addition, there are strong elements of confession and biography in
Zapiski: “a10 Amno [the underground man| pekoMeHAyeT camoro ceb4,
CBOH B3TAfIA H... B CACAyIOIIEM OTpBIBKE IPHAYT yKE HACTOSAINILC
‘3AIIICKN’ 3TOTO AHILA O HEKOTOPBIX COOBITHUAX €ro KU3HU  (Zapiski
[1926] 109fn). The hidden polemic, according to Bakhtin, is particu-
larly important for the formation of style in autobiographies and
forms of Ich-Ergihlung of the confessional type (336) and therefore is
one of the main characteristics of the style in Zapiski. Bakhtin also
states that the remark of any real and profound dialogue is analogous
to hidden polemic (336). Hence, the hidden polemic is the style-
formation element, which brings the confessional Ieh-Ergablung of the
underground man close to dialogue. Therefore, it may be possible to
conclude that the text of the first part of Zapiski is a monologue from
the point of view of linguistics, and a dialogue from the point of view
of meta-linguistics.

Bakhtin also differentiates between hidden polemic and hid-
den dialogicality: “OcoOeHHO 3HAYNTEABHO M BAKHO AAfA HAIIIHMX
ITOCACAYIOIINX I[CACH SABACHHE CKPHITOH AHMAAOTHMYHOCTH, HE
COBIIAAAIOIIEE C SIBACHHEM CKpBITOH moaemuku’ (337). However, a
main feature of hidden polemic, as well as of what Bakhtin describes
as hidden dialogicality, are both characteristic of Zapiski. On the one
hand, one of the main features of the hidden polemic, in Bakhtin’s
view, is overblown, self-deprecating speech, which is certainly typical
of the underground man. On the other hand, the speech of the under-
ground man can be viewed as a discourse of hidden dialogicality, that
is, in Bakhtin’s words—as a dialogue of two persons in which the re-
marks of the second person are omitted, but omitted in a way that the
general meaning is not violated (337). The voice of the narrator in
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Zapiski often implies the existence of a second speaker, thus implying
the text’s dialogicality. For example: “O, cxaxure, KTO 9TO IEPBBIN
OOBABHA, KTO IIEPBBIN IIPOBO3TAACHA, YTO YEAOBEK IIOTOMY TOABKO
ACAACT TAKOCTHU, YTO HE 3HACT HACTOAINNX CBOMX HHTCPECOB; 4 UTO
ecAH O €ro IPOCBETHTD...CTaA OBl AcAATH AODpOr” (Zapiski [1973]
110). Dostoevsky’s use of typographical symbols to distinguish be-
tween separate utterances reinforces, on a purely visual level, the ef-
fect of dialogicality:

—A BeAb KaK XOpPOIIO B OTIIOBCKOM-TO OBl AOME

AKATH!...

“B TOH HAAO IOIIACTB,—MEABKHYAO BO MHE,—

CAHTHMCHTAABHOCTBIO-TO, — IIOXKAAYH, HE MHOIO

BO3bMeIIb.”

Bopouem, 510 Tak ToABKO MeABKHYAO. KasfHych, OHa 1

B CAMOM ACAC MCHS HHTCPECOBAAA....

—Kro roopur! —IocremuA A OTBETHTH,—BCE

OBIBACT....

“Uepr BO3BMH, A2 A ABIIY. DTO TaAKO. A MOKET, U

xoporto...” (Zapiski [1973] 156)
In this passage, Dostoevsky plays with direct speech and its graphical
symbols; both its visual and textual aspects emphasize the dialogicality
of the discourse. In hidden polemic as well as in dialogue, the dis-
course of the other actively influences the authot’s discourse and
forces it to change according to this influence (Bakhtin 338). Bakhtin
calls this type of discourse active, as opposed to the passive discourse
of, for instance, stylization and parody (338). Indeed, the discourse of
Zapiski can be regarded as active:

Beiroaal Yro Takoe Beiroaa? Aa m Gepere An BBl Ha

ceOs COBEPILIEHHO TOYHO OIIPEACAHTH, B YeM HMEHHO

YeAOBEYECKAs BBITOAA COCTOMT? A HUTO ecAM Tak

CAVYUTCH, YTO UEAOBEYCCKASl BBITOAA 4HOH pa3 HE

TOABKO MOKCT, HO AQKE UM AOAKHA HMCHHO B TOM

COCTOATh, dYTOO B HHOM CAy4ae ceOe XYAOro

ITOJKEAATD, 4 HE BBITOAHOTO? A €CAHM TaK, €CAH TOABKO

MOKET OBITH 9TOT CAy9ail, TO BCE IIPABHAO IIPAXOM

morrAo. Kax BbI Aymaere, OBIBAET AN TAKOH CAyYail?

Ber  cmeerech; cMmefiTech, TOCIIOAd, HO TOABKO

OTBCYAHTEC: COBEPIICHHO AM BEPHO COCYHTAHBI

BBITOABI ueroBedeckuer (Zapiski [1973] 110; emphasis

in the original)
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The speech of the underground man includes a remark about the
emotional state of the imaginary other. The laughter of the opponent
affects the underground man: he accelerates his speech, as if he does
not want to give the last word to his opponent. Bakhtin calls this ef-
fect the tendency toward “insane infinity” (dyprasn beckoneurnocms) and
says that it is a specific structural peculiarity of the remarks of the un-
derground man (394). Since the second speaker in this dialogue is
missing and the underground man is trying to foresee all his possible
responses, the dialogue in Zapiski can never be finished or finalized
(396). The dialogue tends to be unfinished in other works by Dosto-
evsky as well, for example in Brat'ia Karamazovy, Besy, etc., but in
Zapiski the “insane infinity” of dialogue is particularly clear. Bakhtin
says that in no subsequent work by Dostoevsky did the formal signifi-
cance of “insane infinity,” with its inescapable dialogical oppositions,
take such a naked, abstractly precise, almost mathematical form (396).

To conclude, the textual analysis of Zapiski demonstrates that
its linguistic and meta-linguistic elements ate closely interrelated and
support paradoxical facts regarding Dostoevsky’s discourse in this
work. Linguistic evidence, in particular the morphology of pronouns
and the semantics of verbs, suggest that the text is a confessional type
of Ich-Erzablung that also exhibits the interrelationships between lin-
guistic and meta-linguistic elements. Some linguistic elements (for in-
stance, addresses and interrogative sentences) confirm the dialogicality
of the discourse of Zapiski, whereas other linguistic elements, such as
the absence of the second speaker in direct speech, suggest that this
text, from the point of view of “pure” linguistics, is a monologue.
Such meta-linguistic peculiarities of direct speech as hidden polemic
and hidden dialogicality confirm the polyphony of the work’s double-
voiced discourse. The variability of typographical symbols used in
Zapiski also demonstrates the presence of several interpenetrating
voices in the discourse of a single speaker.

Some textual elements function as both linguistic and meta-
linguistic. For example, interrogative sentences, including rhetorical
questions, are both syntactic units and constituents of hidden polemic
and hidden dialogicality. In addition, interrogative sentences are char-
acteristic of skaz, which, in Bakhtin’s terms, is in most cases intro-
duced in order to bring the voice of the other into the natrration. In
Zapiski, skaz appears to be not simply a form of colloquial discourse,
since both Dostoevsky and the underground man call the text
“notes.” The skag of Zapiski is thus a special type of skag, a combina-
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tion of colloquial and, at least formally, literary discourses or, accord-
ing to a different classification by Bakhtin, a combination of literary
discourse and everyday practical speech. Besides its use of narrator’s
narration (analogous to stylization), Zapiski combines features of three
out of the four meta-linguistic types studied by Bakhtin: stylization,
skazg, and dialogue.

Notes

1. The book is a revised edition of Bakhtin’s Problemy tvorchestva Dostoevskogo (1929).

2. See also Bakhtin’s table (340-41). According to the principle of classification used
in the table, the discourse of Zapiski falls under several categories including 2.e., that
is, “any transmission of someone else’s words with a shift in accent.” This category
belongs to the second type, namely, “vary-directional double-voiced discourse.” It is
noteworthy that parody belongs to the same type of discourse.

3. See, for example, Crystal:

The traditional concern of linguistic analysis has been the con-
struction of sentences; but in recent yeats there has been an in-
creasing interest in analysing the way sentences work in sequence
to produce coherent stretches of languages. . . . Discourse analysis
focusses on the structure of naturally occurring spoken language,
as found in such “discourses™ as conversations, interviews, com-

mentaries, and speeches. . . . Pragmatics studies the factors that
govern our choice of language in social interaction and the effects
of our choice on othets. . .. The broadest [approach to pragmatics]

sees pragmatics as the study of the principles and practice undetly-
ing all aspects of language usage, understanding, and appropriate-
ness. (116-120; emphasis in the original)

4. Eikhenbaum also investigated skazg; he believed that skag is an orientation
(yemanoska) toward the oral form of narration, an orientation toward colloquial
speech and related language characteristics (colloquial intonation, syntactical con-
struction of oral speech, colloquial vocabulary, etc.). As apposed to Bakhtin, Eik-
henbaum does not take into account the fact that in most cases skag is first and fore-
most oriented toward the speech of the other, and only as a consequence—toward
colloquial speech. See Eikhenbaum 210-217 and Bakhtin 327.

5. See Bakhtin about Tolstoy on this issue (310). See also Bakhtin’s table, in which the
category of objectified discourse “with a predominance of individually characteristic
determining factors” (as opposed to the category “with a predominance of socio-
typical determining factors”) seems to be more suitable for characterization of the
discourse of the underground man (340).

6. See also Dostoevsky’s footnote (1973; 99).

7. See below for an analysis of the semantics of the verbs.

8. All page numbers in this and subsequent tables refer to the 1926 edition of Zapiski.

9. The status of woi is not very clear. In grammar books, it is usually listed as a pro-
nominal adjective. Russian grammar books tend to call it possessive pronoun,
whereas English grammars of Russian call it either a possessive or pronominal adjec-
tive.

10. Cf. “I'ae y MeHA nepBoHagaAbHbIC OpuanHb?...” (Zapiski [1926] 119).
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