K vprasanju historicnega
raziskovanja v umetnostnih vedah:
Michel Foucault in Mihail Bahtin

Kako se historicno raziskovanje vraca po poststrukturalisticni
krizi historicizmov? V tem besedilu bomo pokazali metodolo-
Ske novosti, ki na nov nacin omogocajo raziskovanje his-
toricnih podatkov. V centru nase pozornosti bo najpomemb-
nejSe teoreticno delo Michela Foucaulta z naslovom
Arheologija vednosti, ki sistematicno eksplicira metodo. Poleg
obravnave Foucaultove arheologije - gre pravzaprav za model
analize zgodovinskega gradiva - bomo vzporedno peljali $e eno
rdeco nit, in sicer bomo pokazali na podobnosti med
"metalingvistiko" oz. "marksisticno filozofijo jezika" Mihaila
Bahtina ter Foucaultovo teorijo. Ob tem je treba omeniti Se
kontekst t.i. novega historizma, metodoloskega gibanja, ki se
je razvilo v Zdruzenih drZavah konec sedemdesetih predvsem
v literarni vedi, vrh pa doseglo konec osemdesetih in v devetde-
setih. Za nas je pomembno, da kljub temu, da gre za izredno
heterogeno teoreticno vrenje, kljuéno mesto zavzema pre-
dvsem Foucaultov opus, pa tudi, ceprav manj eksplicitno, teor-
ije Mihaila Bahtina.

Specificnost metode (prostor in ¢as)

Kaj je tisto, kar je drugacnega pri metodi, ki jo konstruiramo?
Zacnimo kar in medias res! Foucault je v nekem interviuju
povedal tole:
Dvojna investiranost prostora, politicno-tehnoloska in
znanstveno prakticna, je filozofijo zreducirala na polje
problematike Casa. Tisto, 0 ¢emer mora po Kantu raz-
mislati filozof, je Cas. Hegel, Bergson, Heidegger. S tem
sovpade korelativno razvrednotenje prostora, ki se vpi-
Se na stran razuma analitiCnega, mrtvega, fiksiranega,
inertnega. /.../, ko sem razpravljal o problemih pros-
tora, /so/ rekli, da je reakcionarno toliko govoriti o
prostoru in da sta cas in "projekt" tisto, kar je v Zivljenju
in napredku bistveno.[1]
Cas je dominantna tema filozofije, prostor zgolj njen nedejavni
privesek. Foucault se v svojem nasprotovanju prevladujocim
prepricanjem navezuje predvsem na pomembnost prostora (in
arhitekture) v primeru Benthamovega Panopticona, kjer pros-
tor ni zgolj matematicen model, ki ga skozi ¢as zapolnjujejo ra-
zlicne duhovnozgodovinske emanacije, ampak Ze sam po sebi
diferencira realnost. Npr.:
/.../ hiSa je bila do 18. stoletja neizdiferenciran prostor
/.../ Seveda so bile sobe: ljudje so v njih spali, jedli, spre-
jemali obiske, vendar je bilo popolnoma vseeno, v ka-
teri sobi so to poceli; nato pa je nenadoma prostor post-
al specificiran in funkcionalen. /../ Delavska druZina
mora biti fiksirana: s tem, da ji dodelimo Zivljenjski
prostor, ki ga sestavlja dnevni prostor, ki sluzi kot ku-
hinja in jedilnica, soba za starse, ki je prostor prokrea-
cije, in otroska soba, ki ji hkrati pripiSemo tudi formo
druzinske morale.[2]

titete skozi igro dolocil. Ampak ugotavlja, da smo razli-
ka, da je na§ razum razlika diskurzov, nasa zgodovina
razlika ¢asov, mi sami razlika mask.[17]
Smo serija v vozliséu Stevilnih diskurzov in institucij. Clovek
kot zavest je entiteta iste vrste kot dispozitiv. Kot "stvar na sebi"
je razblinjen v totalnosti arhiva kot povrsina razprsitve. Pri
obeh avtorjih je potemtakem v ospredju zavracanje modela no-
voveskega subjekta, Se posebej v psihologisti¢ni razlicici.

Tudi osnovni termini se pri obeh avtorjih veji del pokrivajo.
Osnovni element Bahtinove metalingvistike je izjava (vyskazy-
vanie, angl. utterance), ki jo doloca izmenjava govorcev - prim.
predvsem razpravo Problem govornih Zanrov.[18] Pri Fou-
caultu je izjava dolocena z delovanjem izjavne funkcije na stir-
ih ravneh. Na prvi pogled precej razliéni sistematiki, si vseeno
nista nepremostljivo tuji. Vpetost izjave med zacetek in konec
govorjenja enega govorca pri Bahtinu pomeni, da je definirana
v odnosu do celote govorne komunikacije, vzpostavlja odnos
do preteklih, sodobnih in prihodnjih predvidenih izjav. Po dru-
gi strani jo dialoskost kot vélenjenost v dialog doloca tudi navz-
noter, tako da znotraj izjave opaZamo odnose med govornimi
zanri kot skupinami izjav. S tem sicer nastaja problem za Bah-
tina, kako si misliti meje med t.i. primarnimi govornimi Zanri
znotraj sestavljenega, sekundarnega govornega zanra (npr. ro-
man), v nasem primeru pa ravno to dokazuje, da metalingvis-
ticna analiza ustreza arheoloskemu opisu odnosov med diskur-
zivnimi enotami znotraj izjave in med njimi. Bahtinova izjava
je poseg v celoto govorne komunikacije, kar vsebuje tudi celo-
ten druzbeno-zgodovinski kontekst. Ta poseg je heterogen, je
namrec zgolj prelom enih izjav, ki si jih je posameznik prilasti,
ob drugih, ki si jih je ravno tako prilastil. Dodajmo e, da niti
za Foucaulta niti za Bahtina znakovnost sama po sebi ni zados-
ten temelj izjave, vazno je njeno delovanje v izjavnem polju;
seveda pa je obratno vsaka znakovnost mogoca zgolj skozi iz-
javno funkcijo.

Foucault in Bahtin v nasprotju z lacanovsko psihoanalizo
omogocata raziskovanje enot manjsih od individuuma. S tega
vidika so zanimivi odgovori Foucaulta na ugovore Jacquesa-Al-
laina Millerja.

J-A. M.: Konéno, kdo so zate ti subjekti, ki si nasprotu-
jejo?

M. E:: Tole je hipoteza, dejal pa bi: vsi vsem. /.../ Vsi se
bojujemo proti vsem. In vedno je v nas samih nekaj, kar
se bojuje proti neki drugi stvari v nas samih.

J-A.M.:/.../ toda navsezadnje so individui tisti prvi in
zadnji element?

M. F:: Da, individui in celo manj kot individui.

J-A. M.: Manj kot individui?

M. F.: Zakaj pa ne?[ 19]

Vazno je dvoje: da Foucault vztraja, da je subjekt pozicija, ki je
pripisana staliséu naknadno in ni njegov izvor, to pa omogoca
govorjenje o enoti, ki je manj kot individuum. Tisto, kar je
manj od individua, torej enega Cloveka, so - Ce si sposodimo
Bahtinovo podobno situacijo - prepletajoci se diskurzi (ideolo-
gije), ki gradijo njegovo zavest kot notranji dialog. Gre za
vecglasie, ki posega v heteronomno zavest individua in jo plas-
ti.[20] Zavest je mnoZica lomov diskurzov drugega ob drugem.

tezi za tem, da bi te premike opazil. Bahtin npr. historizira Ra-
belaisov odnos do Zenske: skozi protislovnost Rabelaisove na-
klonjenosti do Zensk ter njegovega zagovarjanja t.i. galske tra-
dicije, kjer so Zenske poosebljena nizkotnost, Bahtin pokaze
diskurzivne prelome, ki ji botrujejo; upostevanje ljudske karne-
valske kulture razresi navidezen paradoks, ki pa obenem po-
kaZe, kako svet ni takoj razumljiv. Historiziranje pomeni pre-
vidnost in odgovornost pri razumevanju in delovanju.
Historiziranje je vrednota, ki jo dosegamo progresivno, vendar
pa to ne pomeni pragmaticnega kopicenja ugotovitev, ampak
odkrivanje prelomov v homogenostih. Pomeni pa tudi metodo-
losko odkritje singularnega, kajti v nasprotnem primeru bi
zgolj dekonstruirali izpeljane regularnosti.

Ales Vaupoti¢
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to light. The time is no more an uninterrupted gliding towards
an end that is assured in advance (or at least in a known direc-
tion), instead it breaks up into a field of intertwining temporal-
ities that move quasi-ahead as long as they interfere with other
series. Instead of a line what we have now is an infinite net of
sequences of describable unique elements, or, instead of the
authentic temporal rapture we have the carnival marketplace.

Let us stress once more, that for chronotopicality in this
sense of the term the time on itself is not considered to be im-
portant for the triple relation of time-space-meaning. The neu-
tral conception of chronotope is something totally different
and in its neutrality omnipresent. About the chronotopicality
of the carnival marketplace that is to enable the concrete con-
tent of the notion to historicize, the dialogical confrontation of
a multiplicity of socio-historically specific views of the world is
essential. The historicizing view is directed to the variety of dif-
ferent voices that surrounds us and at the same time creates
us.

Foucault's archaeology of knowledge and Bakhtin's
theory of dialogism

Briefly, we will show the similarities between Bakhtin's theory
of dialogism and the philosophy of Michel Foucault. Outstand-
ingly obvious is the resemblance of not accepting the interpre-
tation and formalisation in Foucault's archaeology with Bakh-
tin's non-acceptance of "individualistic subjectivism” and
"abstract objectivism", for example in the book Marxism and
the Philosophy of Language. On one hand we have the non-
acceptance of the psychologism of expression[9] (Dilthey's
hermeneutics), on the other hand there is non-acceptance of
de Saussure's structuralism with a homogenous structure that
enables us only to explore dead linguistic systems - langue. In
accordance with this are both Foucault's and Bakhtin's furious
denials of structural (linguistic and logical) approaches
throughout their work. At the same time we must take into ac-
count that both authors, although they deny the structuralist
approach, explore above all the relations between elements,
though outside the methodological paradigm of a unifying log-
ical structure. They both search for describable socio-historic
voices, languages or ideologies (Bakhtin) or positivities that
are submerged into the whole of the discursive and non-dis-
cursive field (Foucault).

On the other side we find connections with Marxism. Both
authors stress the interaction between the institutions and the
discursive, but of course outside the homogenous linearity of
base and superstructure and the homogenous history of class
struggle. Also with Bakhtin it is impossible to talk about extra-
linguistic that would one-sidedly define the domain of expres-
sions, instead, reality is a network of socially specific languag-
es or ideologies. Language for Bakhtin is a view of the world,
the world as a whole as it is perceived by 2 human being. Utter-
ance is at large an act in the never-ending great dialogue of
speech communication.

We find it appealing that some researchers understand both
authors in the context of materialism, which is true, although

one. An utterance is an act (and not an event that is a given),
an individual intervention into the reality of speech communi-
cation, although this does not mean the return to the subject.
[nstead, Bakhtin proceeds from the phenomenological analy-
sis of the relation of the self and the other; see Author and
Hero in Aesthetic Activity.]25] Bakhtin describes two inde-
pendent and mutually irreducible modes of existence - I and
Other. Between them there is the so-called relation of "extra-lo-
cation” (vnenahodimost). Let's look at one example: an "I can
not perceive its own external appearance, which of course
does not mean that we can not discursively think ourselves as
a part of the outside world, it is only that we can not experi-
ence ourselves in our external appearance. We can not ap-
proach ourselves through an "emotional-volitional reaction’,
we can not decide on our beauty or ugliness. All my emotional
reactions to myself are taken from the reactions of others to
myself. This phenomenological analysis of two existential
modes is the foundation of heteronomous human conscious-
ness as a series of internalised foreign utterances, other peo-
ple's ideologies. It is also the theoretical basis for the concept of
dialogism, since in its core there is extra-location as the con-
stitutive relation.

In Bakhtin's fragment Towards the Philosophical Bases of
the Human Sciences (1940-43) that was later developed into
his last text Toward a Methodology for the Human Sciences
we find a dichotomy between the reification process in the
practical interest and the other extreme: "[...] thought of God
in the presence of God, a dialogue, petition, prayer. Necessity of
free self-exposure of the personality." Here we find the concept
of dialogue that implicates two consciousnesses that are radi-
cally non-fused. Their relationship tends to affirm the other as
the absolute other. The dialogue is founded in the extra-loca-
tion of the I toward the other, and is an ethical and hermeneu-
tic feature. Bakhtin's thought is through the absoluteness of
the other therefore close to the mystical tradition. In the core
of mysticism there is a thought that opens up to the transcen-
dental, which could never be adequately described or named.
All what is left are cognitive attempts to grasp the transcenden-
tal, which not being accessible to logic opens up through play,
imagery, symbols, and particularly in Bakhtin's case through
dialogue as an ethical and hermeneutic task driven to the
pitch of religious experience. (See Vaupotic 7he Philosophy of
Mikhail Bakhtin.)

Foucault's relation to hermeneutics is problematic, particu-
larly because he rejects it - having in mind especially the Dilth-
ean type. Nevertheless, he inaugurates the limited character of
the archaeological analysis - which opens, as we have shown,
the spatial development of the field of problems (which has
been in the horizon of traditional history squeezed into a line)
-, with an arbitrary hypothesis about an interdiscursive config-
uration or group, and continues with the hermeneutical circle
of verifications and revisions of the premises thus bringing us
closer to greater certainty. The hermeneutical attitude is evi-
dent in the opening of possible understandings and in system-
atically revising them.

Michel Foucault somewhere mentions his direct predecessor

Foucaulta zanimajo odnosi oblasti, ki so imanentni prostorom,
in poziva k "histori¢no-politicni" problematizaciji problema
prostora, za nas pa je zanimivo predvsem, da prostor Ze sam
po sebi vsebuje pomenske naboje in ucinkuje kot ideoloska (v
Bahtinovem pomenu besede, torej diskurzivna) drza v svetu.
Dodatna omemba "Sirokosrcne" obogatitve hise z razdelitvijo
na deske in dekliske sobe je seveda ironicna, saj gre pri tem
predvsem za subjektivizacijo (podjarmljanje, dolocanje) indi-
viduov v decke in deklice znotraj konteksta t.i. "cités ouvrieres"
(delavske cetrti sredi 19. stol.).

Prostor nosi diskurzivni naboj, za povezavo z Bahtinovimi
teorijami pa je Se bolj pomembna povezava prostora z ideolo-
Skim nabojem na literarnem primeru npr. gradu v t.i. gotskem
romanu.[3] Kronotop - grad v grozljivem romanu - je diskur-
zivna enota prostora in Casa ter ideologije, s tem pa se Foucaul-
tovo poudarjanje pomena prostora, na racun Casa, pribliza
Bahtinovi problematiki kronotopa (ki najbrz predstavlja skraj-
ni domet njegove misli). Izraz Bahtin uporablja v dveh pome-
nih: v nevtralnem pomenu je kronotop isto kot govorni Zanr,
torej osnovna genericna enota njegove teorije, skupina podob-
nih izjav. Potemtakem lahko tudi sklenemo, da je posamezen
konkreten kronotop pravzaprav izjava, ki presega lingvis-
ticnost kot svoje formalno (oz. nebistveno) dolocilo. Za nas je
na tem mestu pomembnejsa druga raba besede kronotop, in
sicer v obliki lastnosti kronotopicnost, ki predstavlja posebno
vrednoto, zgoscevanje ¢asa v prostoru. V osrednji razpravi o tej
temi Oblike casa in kronotopa v romanu Bahtin omenja
kronotop med drugim kot usnovitev ¢asa, pomembno mesto
pa zavzema kronotopicnost npr. tudi v monografiji o Dostojev-
skem (predvsem v predelani razlicici) Problemi poetike Dosto-
Jevskega, kier sta osrednja kronotopa, ki sta "zelo kronoto-
picna’, karnevalski trg in prag. V obeh primerih je tisto, na kar
meri Bahtin, sobivanje raznih glasov (lahko bi rekli diskurzov)
v enem trenutku in zato pravzaprav zunaj ¢asa.

Bahtin potemtakem eliminira Cas, ki ga v teleoloski linear-
nosti, iznicujoci se v svoji monoloski koncnosti, ne zanima. Po-
membni so sinhroni odnosi med glasovi kot govornimi Zanri
oz. ideologijami (torej skupinami podobnih izjav). Vrnimo se
nazaj k Foucaultu, ki predlaga nekaj podobnega v horizontu
arheoloske metode. V knjigi Arheologija vednosti metoda z is-
tim imenom "zamrzne zgodovino". S kronoloskega vidika jo
zanimata zgolj tocki zacetka, ko se t.i. diskurzivna formacija
pojavi, in konca, ko izgine. Cas obstaja zgolj v prelomih, v za-
poredju vecnosti, to pa seveda nasprotuje tradicionalni homog-
eni linearnosti zgodovine.[4] Arheoloski opis je razvit na ravni
splosne zgodovine, kar pomeni, da diskurz ni neodvisen in ide-
alen, zaprt v homogeno in absolutno zgodovino, ampak se ar-
heoloski opis razvija na ravni, "kjer zgodovina lahko daje pros-
tor dolocenim tipom diskurza, ki imajo vsak svoj tip
zgodovinskosti in ki so v odnosu s celo vrsto razlicnih zgodo-
vinskosti".[5]

Foucaultovski arheoloski pristop k zgodovinskim danostim
konstruira drugacen tip zgodovinskosti kot npr. linearna suk-
cesivnost jezika ali toka zavesti; diskurz (z vidika arheologije)
ima drug model historicnosti. Zanj je pomembno predvsem
dvoje. Prvi¢ (IV/5/1[6]): navidezna sinhronija diskurzivnih

Pri Bahtinu se vecjezicje znotraj ene izjave razkriva predvsem v
problematiki polifoni¢nega romana, podobno stanje pa najde-
mo tudi pri Foucaultu, ko lahko eno umetnisko delo (oeuvre)
obvladuje ena ali vec pozitivitet.[ 21 ] Meje med pozitivitetami v
tem primeru sovpadajo s problematiko notranjih mej med go-
vornimi Zanri znotraj ene (sestavljene) izjave pri Bahtinu.

Omenimo temo karnevala, ki je za Bahtina osrednjega pome-
na, posebej poudarjena pa je tudi npr. v Foucaultovi knjigi
Nadzorovanje in kaznovange.

Bahtinovemu dialogu delno ustreza pri Foucaultu boj, voja-
Ska strateSka konfrontacija. O tej razliki bomo $e natancneje
govorili, vendar pa je ni mogoce doloCiti na terminoloski rav-
ni. Bahtinov dialog je prostor srditih bojev in konfrontacij.

Foucaultovemu diskurzu oz. natancneje, pozitivitetam, ustre-
zajo Bahtinovi glasovi, jeziki, ideologije in, najbolj teoreti¢no
dodelan koncept, govorni Zanri, torej skupine izjav. Celota vseh
izjav je pri Bahtinu govorna komunikacija, v obliki dialoga, pri
Foucaultu arhiv. Celo terminoloska prehoda ez (teoreticno
manj pomembno) prelomnico med diskurzivnim in (kvazi)ne-
diskurzivnim sta oba avtorja zaznamovala s spremembo izraz-
ja - Bahtin za to uporablja izraz kronotop, za ne samo diskur-
zivni govorni Zanr, Foucault pa dispozitiv, ki je heterogena
enota diskurzov in institucij.

Vendar je najpomembnejSa podobnost, tista, ki je bila povod
te primerjave - in nae razprave nasploh -, dejstvo, da teoriji
obeh avtorjev omogocata opis polja diskurzivnih odnosov, ne
da bi ga reducirali na homogeno sistematiko sistema /angue
ali ustvarjalnega subjekta. Foucault in Bahtin sta izjemna av-
torja zato, ker prestopata omejitve, ki jih postavlja dekonstruk-
cija, in odpirata podrocje vedjezicja, kjer je mogoce opisati ne-
Steto specificnih in edinstvenih diskurzivnih formacij. Ta dva
filozofska aspekta z vztrajanjem na ravni povrsine, zunanjosti
diskurza odpirata pogled na specificnost posameznih diskur-
zivnih praks, ki so bile do sedaj neopazne. Tam, kjer dekon-
strukcija vidi dve izkljucujoci se moznosti, ki sta skozi na-
sprotie zvedljivi druga na drugo, se z, lahko bi rekli,
novohistoristicnega vidika odpira mnoZica nereduktibilnih dis-
kurzivnih praks, bogastvo bivanja, ki trdovratno zavraca total-
no formalizacijo, kljub temu, da ga ne moremo ve¢ razumeti
zunaj horizonta znakovnega. Pravzaprav je mogoce reci, da
pri obeh avtorjih sama sistematicnost teorije, predvsem z vidi-
ka taksonomije, ki je pri Foucaultu precej bolj dodelana, po po-
membnosti ne dosega povsem novih spoznavnih horizontov.

Obe metodologiji, Bahtinova in Foucaultova, sta seveda uni-
verzalni. Pri Bahtinu je to vidno npr. pri aplikaciji dialoskega
pristopa na problematiko historicne gramatike (v Marksizmu
in filozofiji jezika, Tretji del). Prav tako je to oitno iz Bahti-
novega zadnjega spisa K mefodologiji humanisticnih
ved,|22] kjer je razvita celovita hermenevtika. Razumevanje je
pravzaprav integracija razumljenega v kontekste razumeva-
joCega, ki se odpira v prihodnost. Tema integracije v lastni kon-
tekst bi lahko predstavljala tudi eno od legitimnih razumevanj
Foucaultove problematike odnosa med kriti¢nim in deskriptiv-
nim momentom arheologije, omenimo namrec, kako Foucault
v komentarjih svoje razprave Nadzorovanje in kaznovanje
preseZe zgolj spoznavno raven in prestopi mejo politicnega no-
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On the problem of historical research
in humanities: Michel Foucault and
Mikhail Bakhtin

After the poststructuralist crisis of historicisms how is it possi-
ble for historical research to be once again predominant in hu-
manities? This paper will point at the methodological novelties
that enable new approaches to the research in historical data.
We will focus on the most important theoretical work of Mi-
chel Foucault 7he Archaeology of Knowledge which systemat-
cally explicates the method. Besides analysing Foucault's ar-
chaeology - this being a model for the analysis of historical
data - we will focus also on pointing out the similarities be-
tween the "metalinguistics' i.e. "Marxist philosophy of lan-
guage" by Mikhail Bakhtin and the theory of Foucault. Never-
theless we must mention also the context of New Historicism,
a methodological movement that emerged in the United States
in late seventies especially in literary criticism and reached its
highest point in late eighties and in nineties. Although this be-
ing a highly heterogeneous theoretical conglomerate, its core
is still dominated by the theories of Michel Foucault and also,
even if not that explicitly, by theories of Mikhail Bakhtin.

the details of this problem are very important. Bakhtin's
thought is materialistically monistic,[10] which means that
the only substance is the materiality of the discursive. In the
book Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, being ex-
plicitly Marxist, the existence that is before the ideological is
frequently taken into account, although it is at the same time
being diminished by the radical understanding of the ideologi-
cal-semiotic. "Language, a word, that is almost everything in
human life."[ 11] The ideological steps in the foreground. The
sign is material - a single material thing - but it carries also
meaning (thereby the sign overcomes its singularity) which is
inseparable from the material. Outside the material there is no
meaning. The meaning is not of the order of psychological or
ideal. We have three things: the sign, the thing and the mean-
ing (znacenie). The meaning is the function of the sign, the re-
lation between the reality of the sign and the represented reali-
ty.[12] Alongside, it is important that Bakhtin's method
explores the level of relations of heteroglossia, the brakes be-
tween and within ideologies.

Regarding Foucault it is also possible to talk about the mate-
rial dimension of a statement, whereas the dilemmas of this
materiality is solved by the author with the formulation:
"institutional materiality".

A statement cannot be identified with a fragment of
matter; but its identity varies with a complex set of ma-
terial institutions.[13]

In a similar direction points the lecture The Order of Dis-
course, where Foucault speaks of "disembodied materialism',
whereby stressing that an event is nor something of the order
of body neither something immaterial.[ 14] In both cases,
Bakhtin's and Foucault's, we can talk about materialism only
from the view point of, we could say, discursive materialism -
the only substance being the substance of materiality of signs
as long as they are utterances.

Both authors are connected also through a similar anthropo-
logical view. In Bakhtin's Marxism and the Philosophy of
Language the human consciousness is an internal dialogue
and the human identity can be found in the specificity of indi-
vidual diffraction of ideologies in the field of which he or she
lives. The consciousness for Bakhtin is of the order of dis-
course. Foucault's standpoint can be seen in the quotation re-
garding the limits in the research of an archive where it is im-
possible for the scholar to analyse his own archive:

In this sense, the diagnosis does not establish the fact of
our identity by the play of distinctions. It establishes
that we are difference, that our reason is the difference
of discourses, our history the difference of times, our-
selves the difference of masks.[15]
We are a series in the network of multiplicity of discourses and
institutions. The human as consciousness is an entity of the
same order as the dispositive. As subject one is dispersed in the
totality of the archive as the surface of the dispersion. In both
authors, thus, we find the rejection of the model of modern
subject, especially in its psychologistic version.

Likewise, the terminology in the works of both authors cor-

responds to a large extent. The basic element of Bakhtin's met-

at the College de France Jean Hyppolit. In Foucault's works we
can, considering Jean Hyppolit's project, talk about the open-
ing of the Hegelian metaphysical structure through the reject-
ing of totality and through the shift of interest towards the
particular,[ 26] however Bakhtin's solution seams more appro-
priate, since it explicitly deals with the relationship of the re-
searcher to the transcendent reality of discourse, which is af-
terwards being described. This reality can not be constructed
through loosening and destroying the Hegelian metaphysical
structure because everything there is is always already caught
in the development of the Idea. In the case of Bakhtin's - and
also of Foucault's - opening of the non-regularity of the experi-
ence, the relation to the transcendent according to the mysti-
cal scheme appears to be more relevant, although the tran-
scendent is only attainable through the crevices in the
homogenous patches of positivities.

The differences between Bakhtin's and Foucault's theory can
be gathered in the religious and ethical obligation of the dia-
logical model of hermeneutics on one hand and the aggressive
ludistic image of Nietzscheian struggle on the other. Interest-
ing are some examples from the discussion between Jacques-
Allain Miller and Foucault about the problem of the subject:

J-A. M.: You are once again looking for the source,
this time the quilty one is Tertulian ...

M. F.: I do this for fun.

J-A. M.: Of course, you will say: this is more complex,
there are many heterogeneous levels, movements up-
wards and downwards. I am being serious, this quest
for the point of beginning, this sickness of speech, do
you ...

M. F.: Tsay this fictionally, for fun, stories.[27]

On one side we have Bakhtin the mystic, on the other Fou-
cault, the modern joker who blasphemically combines philoso-
phy with the vulgarity of the anarchistic struggle for domina-
tion.

Conclusion

The New Historicism that is to a large extent founded in theo-
ries of Michel Foucault and also, though less explicitly, in
works of Mikhail Bakhtin, was born from a double tension -
the crisis of deconstruction and the tendency to research the
data from the point of view of their historical singularity. How-
ever, traditional history that was refused by formalisms and
different forms of structuralism, can not defy the insights of
deconstruction, which would be necessary if we want to have
a method that succeeds deconstruction. For New Historicism
the most important is the finding of the theoretical apparatus
that reveals specific socio-historically singular discursive fields.
Thereby, the monologism of the unifying structuralist ap-
proach, that is looking for the more or less non-problematic
unity of langue behind the surface of discourse, is overcome.
New Historicism, methodologically a so called philosophical
aspect,[ 28] opens the specificity of events, but only as far as
they constitute archaeological territories - the actually existent,
always limited social discourses. This limitation is not so much

formacij je pravzaprav zacasni odlog temporalnih zaporednos-
ti, da bi se pokazali odnosi, ki dolocajo temporalnost same dis-
kurzivne formacije, to pa se kaze npr. v primeru, ko je nekaj
arheolosko prej, vendar pa ni prej tudi z vidika kronologije. S
tem arheologija (a) sprosca "raven 'dogodkovnega’ angazma-
ja', to pomeni, da osvobaja posamezne singularne dogodke iz
unicujoce linearnosti. Po drugi strani (b) so pravila formacije
diskurzivne prakse razlicno splosna, bodisi so v sinhronem hi-
erarhi¢nem razmerju, bodisi implicirajo tudi "¢asovni vektor".
S tega vidika arheologija kartografsko opisuje temporalne vek-
torje izpeljave. Drugic (IV/5/11): cilj, ki ga Zeli Foucault doseci s
pomodjo arheologije je diferencirati razlike in zato zavraca ho-
mogeni pojem "spremembe” in se zavzema za vec tipov
"transformacij', ki se kazejo na ve¢ ravneh dogodkov.

Precej smo Ze zasli v teorijo arheologije vednosti, vendar pa
se je nujno vrniti k Bahtinu, ¢e hocemo vzdrZevati vzpored-
nice. Res je, da Bahtin velja za nesistemati¢nega avtorja (kar je
na ravni terminoloske in nasploh akademske strogosti vecji
del precej ocitno), toda to ne velja tudi za osrednje linije, ki po-
vezujejo celoto opusa vsem odklonom navkljub. Kakorkoli Ze,
pri njem ni najti tako zelo obseznih sistematicnih shem, kot jo
je Foucault razvil v Arheologiji vednosti, vendar je vseeno mo-
goce pokazati, kje se pri Bahtinu kaZe tovrstni pogled na zgo-
dovinsko analizo, pricakovali bi namrec, da bi podobna izhodi-
sca pripeljala do podobnih zakljuckov.

S tega vidika je pomembna Bahtinova pripomba iz razprave
Ep in roman,[7] da ga ne zanimajo literarnozgodovinska gi-
banja in smeri, temve¢ vidi kot protagoniste literarne zgodo-
vine literarne zvrsti. S tem postavlja v jedro literature kot proc-
esa odnose med zanri - po eni strani gre seveda za literarne
zZvrsti, kot so ep, tragedija, roman, vendar je njihovo dojemanje
ujeto v metalingvisticni kontekst teorije govornih Zanrov, ki so
nekaj podobnega kot Foucaultove diskurzivne formacije. Da
Bahtina res zanimajo prelomi in podobnosti na t.. arheoloski
ravni je videti npr. iz zanimanja za tradicijo karnevalskosti, ki
je ne omejuje na zunanje podobnosti ali skupne ideje, ki bi po-
vezovale pojave med sabo, ampak isce tisto, kar bi Foucault im-
enoval npr. "arheoloski izomorfizmi'[8] med razlicnimi dis-
kurzivnimi formacijami. Npr. omenimo, da so po Bahtinu v
pozni antiki romanesknemu bliZje resno-smesni Zanri, kot pa
anticni roman. Ali primer, ko se karnevalska tradicija ohranja
znotraj literature, manj pa npr. v cirkusu, ki je po zunanjih po-
dobnostih precej blizje samemu karnevalu - Foucult bi to ime-
noval "arheoloski zamik" (ista sturktura, vendar z arheoloske-
ga vidika razlicna elementa, z Bahtinovim izrazjem bi lahko
rekli, da pripadata karneval in cirkus razlicnim druzbeno-zgo-
dovinskim glasovom).[9]

Tako Bahtinova kot Foucaultova metoda pristopata k zgodo-
vinskim danostim zunaj poenotujoce logike zgodovinskega
razvoja. V ospredju ostaja specificnost posameznih diskurziv-
nih praks (Foucault) ali glasov, jezikov (Bahtin). Oba avtorja
vztrajno zavracata tisto, kar bi Bahtin imenoval monoloskost
ali Foucault princip kontinuitete, ki brise specifi¢nosti na povr-
$ini pojavov. Da se nam poanta ne razblini povzemimo osredn-
jo misel. Pokazali smo, da oba avtorja poudarjata pomen pros-
tora za sodobno filozofijo na racun casa - Foucault povsem

vacenja. Tak pristop, kakr$nega opisujemo, je onkraj znanst-
vene objektivnosti zaprtega sistema resnice. Resnica je samo Se
stratesko oroZje na karnevalskem trgu zgodovine.

Razlike - Bahtin in mistika

Se pomembneje kot pokazati podobnosti je razgrniti razhajan-
ja med Bahtinovo in Foucaultovo mislijo. V zborniku 7/ze New
Historicism Harolda Arama Veeserja, ki je zbirka razprav o
novem historizmu, najnovejSem metodoloskem gibanju v sod-
obni humanistiki, najdemo zanimivo razpravo Johna D.
Schaefferja The Use and Misuse of Giambalttista Vico: Rhel-
oric, Orality and Theories of Discourse,[23] ki ugotavlja, da
s0 v nasprotju z religioznimi komponentami npr. Vicovih raz-
prav Foucaultove (razsvetliensko) omejene na posvetno
razseZnost diskurza. Foucault ne uposteva religioznega tipa od-
1NOSOV.

Foucaultov opus je zares preZet z razsvetljenskim duhom svo-
bode, kot avtor sam natancno formulira v spisu Kaj je razs-
vetljenstvo? - ta okolis¢ina ima pomembne posledice. Izjava je
zanj dogodek (v nasprotju z Bahtinovim dejanjem). Foucaulta
zanimajo odnosi med dogodki, zanje pa mu sluzi model vojne,
bojev, strategij (v nasprotju z Bahtinovim dialogom).[24] Kak-
$na gonila obstajajo za boji v polju oblasti-vednosti, naj nas po
Foucaultu ne zanima. Seveda pa zaradi te nedorecenosti izvira,
subjekta ali temelja vseh regularnih diferenciacij nastaja prob-
lem. Celote arhiva ni mogoce opisati predvsem z vidika meto-
doloske koherence, torej, predvsem se je ne sme opisati v celo-
ti, kajti v nasprotnem primeru, ce bi bil arheoloski opis
neomejen, bi se vrnili na strukturalno raven zgodovine idej,
kot pravi Foucault sam.[25] Seveda je ocitno, da arhiva v celoti
ni mogoce opisati, lahko bi rekli, da prepoved celovitosti tokrat
predvsem prenasa poudarek iz zgornjih predelov razsvetl-
jenske znanstvene piramide (univerzalni zakoni) na spodnje
(raznolikost pojavov), vendar se zdi tako preprosto prepovedo-
vanje precej samovoljno ravnanje in, kot bomo videli, je v skla-
du s Foucaultovo ludisticno drzo. Seveda nocemo zanikati po-
mena obrata kritike negativnosti v pozitivno kriticnost,[26] ki
specificira posameznost dogodkov, vendar se zdi, da je v ozadju
vsega tega igrivost svobode, ki jo je tezko misliti zunaj obicaj-
nega modela subjekta in strukture.

Bahtinova misel je v nasprotju s Foucaultovo personalisticna,
izjava je dejanje (in ne postavljeni dogodek), individualni pos-
eg v realnost govorne komunikacije, vendar to ne pomeni
vrnitve k subjektu, ampak Bahtin izhaja iz fenomenoloske an-
alize odnosa jaz in drugi; prim. Avtor in junak v estetski de-
Javnosti.[27] Bahtin opiSe dva, drugega na drugega nezvedlji-
va nacina eksistence. Med njima je odnos t.i. "zunajbivanja"
(vnenahodimost). Poglejmo si samo en primer: "jaz' ne mor-
em dojeti svoje zunanje podobe, to seveda ne pomeni, da si ne
morem misliti samega sebe kot dela mnoZice ljudi zunanjega
sveta, ampak da se ne morem doziveti v svoji zunanji podobi,
ne morem pristopiti k sebi s "Custveno-voljno reakcijo", ne mor-
em se opredeliti npr. do svoje lepote in grdote. Vse moje Cust-
vene reakcije nase so privzete iz tujih reakcij name. Ta fenome-
noloska analiza dveh eksistencialnih modusov - seveda

The specificity of the method (space and time)

What makes the method we are constructing different from
other methods? Let's get in medias res! Foucault in one of his
interviews said:
The double investment of space, politically-technologi-
cal and scientifically-practical, has reduced philosophy
to the field of questions about time. What according to
Kant the philosopher must question is time. Hegel,
Bergson, Heidegger. This coincides with correlative de-
valuation of space, which is inscribed to the side of rea-
son, analytical, dead, fixed, inert. /.../ when I was argu-
ing on problems of space, they said that it is
reactionary to speak so much about space and that
time and "project’ are what matters in life and prog-
ress.[1]
Time is the dominant theme of philosophy, whereas space is
only its non-active appendix. In his criticism of established
convictions Foucault relates mainly to the importance of space
(and architecture) in Bentham's Panopticon, where space is
not a mere mathematical model that is filled in time with ema-
nations of Geistesgeschichte, but it alone differentiates the re-
ality. Foucault is interested in power relations immanent to the
space. He appeals to the "historical-political'[ 2] questioning of
the problems of space, but for our concern it is essential that
the space itself implicates its meaningfulness and functions as
an ideological (in Bakhtin's words, i.e. discursive) attitude in
the world context. For instance, Foucault's reference to the
"kind" enrichment of the working class house by division of
rooms into separate rooms for girls and boys would be of
course ironic, since here what is at stake is mainly the subjecti-
vation (subjugation, determination) of individuals into boys
and girls in the context of "cités ouvrieres".

The space implicates a discursive charge, but however for
comparison with the theories of Bakhtin the ideological im-
pact of space in a literary case, e.g. the castle in the so called
gothic novel, is even more significant.[3] The chronotope - the
castle in the gothic novel - is a discursive unit of space, time
and ideology. Thus, Foucault's insisting on the priority of space
over time comes even closer to Bakhtin's studies of chronotope
(this being probably the most important concept in his
works). The word is used by Bakhtin in two different mean-
ings: neutrally chronotope means the same as speech genre,
i.e. the basic generic unit of his theory, a group of similar utter-
ances. From this we can conclude that every specific chrono-
tope is actually an utterance that overcomes its mere linguistic
character as its formal (i.e. non-essential) feature. However,
we will make more out of the second use of the word chrono-
tope, meaning the quality of chronotopicality that represents a
special quality or value of condensation of time in space. In the
main study on this theme Forms of Time and Chronotope in
the Novel Bakhtin mentions chronotope as a materialisation
of time, whereas chronotopicality occupies an important place
also in the monograph on Dostoevsky (especially in the rewrit-
ten version) Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics where the cen-
tral chronotopes, which are very "chronotopical', are the car-

alinguistics is the utterance (vyskazyvanie) that is determined
by the exchange of speakers - see especially the treatise 7/e
Problem of Speech Genres.[16] In Foucault the statement is
determined by its enunciative function on four levels. At first
sight rather different systems turn out to be remarkably simi-
lar. The location of the utterance between the starting and the
ending point of one speaker's locution in Bakhtin means, that
it is defined in relation to the whole of speech communication
and thus it relates to previous, present and anticipated future
utterances. On the other hand, the utterance is being deter-
mined also internally by dialogism - this meaning its existen-
tial incorporation into a dialog - and thus we can see the rela-
tions between speech genres as groups of utterances also
inside a single utterance. For Bakhtin this implies problems
about how to think the borders between primary speech gen-
res inside composite secondary genres (e.g. a novel), whereas
in our case this proves that the metalinguistic analysis corre-
sponds to the archaeological description of the relations be-
tween discursive units inside a singular statement and be-
tween different statements. Bakhtin's utterance is an
intervention into the whole of speech communication this in-
cluding also the whole of the socio-historical context. This in-
tervention is heterogeneous, it is a diffraction of some utteran-
ces, that have been appropriated, in other utterances that have
also been appropriated by the individual. Let us add that nei-
ther for Foucault nor for Bakhtin semiotic on itself is a suffi-
cient basis for the utterance - crucial is its functioning in the
enunciative field; whereas if we reverse this rationale every
sign can exist only through its enunciative function.

Foucault and Bakhtin in contrast to the Lacanian psychoanal-
ysis enable the research of the units smaller than an individu-
al. Regarding this we find interesting the answers of Foucault
to the objections of Jacques-Allain Miller.

J-A. M.: Finally, for you who are these subjects that
confront each other?

M. F.: This is a hypothesis, I would say: everyone to ev-
erybody. /.../ We all fight against everybody. And there
is always something inside us that fights against some-
thing else inside us.

J-A. M.:/.../ but at the end, the individuals are the first
and last element?

M. F:: Yes, individuals, and even less than individuals.

J.-A. M.: Less than individuals?

M. F.: Why not?[17]

We have to stress two things: that Foucault insists on the sub-
ject to be the position that is attributed to a certain standpoint
only subsequently and is not its origin, and secondly, this fur-
thermore makes it possible to speak about a unit smaller than
an individual. What is less than the individual, i.e. a human,
are - if we borrow a similar situation in Bakhtin - the inter-
twining discourses (ideologies) that build one's consciousness
as internal dialogue. We have to bear in mind the heteroglos-
sia that intervenes with the heteronomous consciousness of
an individual and stratifies it.[ 18] The consciousness is a mul-
tiplicity of refractions of discourses with other discourses. In
Bakhtin the heteroglotic character of one utterance becomes

a theoretical condition as it is an existential mode of the hu-
man being that opens to the outside, be that a text, the world,
other people or whatever. New Historicism reveals the reality
of phenomena as they open to our intuition, that is, as we
communicate with them. A theoretically informed examina-
tion of particular events (Foucault) or actions (Bakhtin) is
thus once again possible.

The fil rouge of our paper could be the expression "to histori-
cize", which is a kind of slogan of American New Historicists.
Like most of expressions today this one appears to be pretty
awkward since the call: "Always historicize!" has been written
down by Frederick Jameson in the Marxist context. The de-
mand for unification and totalization is nowhere as strong as
it is in science with mathematics on its top. Historicizing can
be considered a counter-practice. Every use of a statement acti-
vates the whole of the discursive formation and also the whole
of an archive, it changes the whole reality. New Historicism
tends to notice these displacements. Bakhtin for example his-
toricizes Rabelais's relation to women: through the contradic-
tions in Rabelais's favourable disposition towards women and
his approval of a folklore tradition where women represent the
utterly base, Bakhtin points at discursive raptures, that condi-
tion these discontinuities. Taking into account the discourse of
carnival resolves the apparent paradox. This example at the
same time shows, how world may not be transparent at first
sight. Historicizing means to be cautious and responsible in
understanding and in action. Historicizing is a value that is at-
tained progressively, however this does not mean a pragmatist-
ic piling of findings, but rather a disclosure of raptures in ho-
mogenities. Last but not least, it means also the
methodological unveiling of the singular, because in the oppo-
site case we would only be deconstructing the derived regulari-
ties.

Ales Vaupotic
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eksplicitno -, to pa nas vraca k moznostim te metode, ki so dru-
gacne od npr. dekonstrukcijskih, za katere se zdi, da z osredo-
to¢anjem na problematiko casa sicer pridejo do prelomov in
bolj ali manj pristne casovnosti, vendar jim to orodje ne omo-
goca izdiferenciranega pogleda v samo razpoko v ¢asu. Bahti-
nova in Foucaultova teorija to omogocata.

Ce na tem mestu premislimo pojem historiziranje, ki ga liter-
arnoznanstvene razprave ameriskih novih historistov pogosto
uporabljajo in se kaze predvsem kot problem, mu lahko na
tem mestu podelimo konkretnejSo vsebino. Z njim lahko oz-
nacimo tisto, kar Bahtin imenuje kronotopicnost kot posebno
vrednoto. Gre za razpostavitev kompleksov casovnih, prostor-
skih in semioti¢nih odnosov "kot da" v prostoru, ob tem pa se
pokaZe specificnost singularnih dogodkov, ki stopajo v odnose
drug do drugega, tako znotraj istega kronoloskega trenutka
kot skozi vsakic specificne transformacije na casovni premici.
Cas ni ve¢ neustavljivo drsenje proti vnaprej zagotovlienemu
cilju (ali vsaj v jasni smeri), ampak razpade na polje prepleta-
jocih se casovnosti, ki se gibljejo kvazi-naprej, zgolj kolikor sto-
pajo v odnose z drugimi serijami. Namesto premice smo dobili
neskon¢no mrezo serij opisljivih edinstvenih elementov, name-
sto pristne razpoke v ¢asu karnevalski trg.

Naj $e enkrat opozorimo, da pri kronotopicnosti v tem pome-
nu besede pravzaprav ni pomemben vidik ¢asa sam po sebi kot
sestavina trojnega odnosa Cas-prostor-smisel. Nevtralni pojem
kronotopa je nekaj precej drugacnega ter v svoji nevtralnosti
omniprezentnega. Pri kronotopicnosti karnevalskega trga, ki
naj omogoci konkretno vsebino pojma historiziranje, je najpo-
membnejse dialosko soocanje in prelamljanje mnozice druzbe-
no-zgodovinsko specificnih pogledov na svet. Historizirajoci
pogled je usmerjen na govorno raznolije, ki nas obdaja in
obenem soustvarja.

Foucaultova arheologija in Bahtinova teorija dialo-
Skosti

Na kratko bomo osvetlili podobnosti med Bahtinovo teorijo di-
aloskosti in filozofijo Michela Foucaulta. Naravnost presenetlji-
va je podobnost med zavracanjem interpretacije in formaliza-
cije v arheologiji in Bahtinovim zavracanjem t.i.
"individualisticnega subjektivizma" in "abstraktnega objektiviz-
ma" npr. v knjigi Marksizem in filozofija jezika. Na eni strani
je zavracanje psihologizma ekspresije[10] (Diltheyeva herme-
nevtika), na drugi de Saussurjevega strukturalizma s homoge-
no strukturo, ki lahko raziskuje zgolj mrtve jezikovne sisteme,
langue. V skladu s tem sta tako Foucaultovo kot Bahtinovo
stdito zavracanje strukturalnih (lingvisticnih, logi¢nih) pristo-
pov skozi ves opus. Obenem je treba upostevati, da oba avtorja
kljub odklanjanju strukturalisticnih pristopov, obravnavata
predvsem odnose med elementi, vendar zunaj meja enovite
logi¢ne strukture - oba iSceta opisljive druzbeno-zgodovinske
glasove, jezike ali ideologije (Bahtin) ali pozitivitete, potopl-
jene v celoto diskurzivnega in nediskurzivnega polja (Fou-
cault).

Na drugi strani je odnos do marksizma. Oba avtorja posebej
poudarjata interakcijo med institucijami in diskurzivnim, ven-

opravljena z vec vidikov - je pravzaprav podlaga heteronomne
Cloveske zavesti kot vrste ponotranjenih tujih izjav, ideologij,
pa tudi teoreticni temelj koncepta dialoskosti, v njegovem je-
dru namrec lezi zunajbivanje kot odnos. Poglejmo zanimiv na-
vedek:
Stvar, ki je oropana lastne neodtujljive in neuporabne
notranjosti, je lahko samo predmet prakticnega zani-
manja. Druga skrajnost - misel 0 Bogu v navzocnosti
Boga, dialog,[28] prosnja, molitev. Nujnost svobodne-
ga samorazkritja osebnosti. Tu je notranje jedro, ki ga
ne smemo pogoltniti, izrabiti, tu je vedno navzoca dis-
tanca, v razmerju do tega jedra je mogoca samo popol-
na nesebicnost; ko se osebnost razkriva drugemu vedno
ostaja tudi sama zase. [ 29]
Na tem mestu najdemo povezavo med dialogom, ki implicira
dve zavesti, radikalno nezliti, in misticnim miljenjem tran-
scendence. Njun odnos teZi k dopuscanju drugega kot absolut-
nega drugega. Dialog je utemeljen v jazovem zunajbivanju
glede na drugega, ki sega tako v eticno kot spoznavno dimenzi-
jo. Bahtinova misel je skozi radikalizacijo odnosa do drugega
blizu misticni tradiciji, ki jo lepo ilustrira odlomek iz Dialoga
o skritem Bogu Nikolaja Kuzanskega. V jedru njegovega misl-
jenja je odpiranje preseznemu, Nedoumljivemu, ki:
/../ ni imenovan, ni neimenovan, ni imenovan in nei-
menovan, saj vse, kar lahko disjunktivno ali kopulativ-
1o, skladno ali protislovno izre¢emo o Njem, Zanj zara-
divzviSenosti Njegove neskoncnosti ni primerno.[30]
Gre za poskuse miSljenjskega doseganja transcendentnega, ki
seveda ni dosegljivo logicnemu misljenju, ampak se odstira
skozi igro, podobe, simbole, v Bahtinovem primeru pa seveda
skozi dialog. DialoSkost je pri Bahtinu hermenevticna drZa,
zaostrena do meja religioznosti. (Prim.Vaupoti¢ 7he Philoso-
phy of Mikhail Bakhtin: Dialogism and mystical thought.)
0Odnos Foucaulta do hermenevtike je problematicen, e pose-
bej ker jo eksplicitno zavraca - s tem cilja predvsem na dilth-
eyevski tip. Vendar pa omejenost arheoloske analize, ki odpira,
kot smo pokazali, prostorsko razvitje problematike (ta se je v
horizontu tradicionalne zgodovine stisnila v premico), zacenja
z nakljucno hipotezo o interdiskurzivni konstelaciji, nato pa se
skozi hermenevticni krog preverjanj in revizij izhodiS¢a pri-
blizamo vedji gotovosti. Hermenevticna drZa je vidna v odpir-
anju moznih razumevanj in njihovem sistematicnem prever-
janju. Michel Foucault nekje omenja svojega neposrednega
predhodnika na College de France Jeana Hyppolita:
Iz /heglovske/ filozofije, ki pa je ni pojmoval kot total-
nost, ki se navsezadnje lahko misli in zaobjame v giban-
ju pojma, je J. Hyppolite naredil nalogo /.../ ki vedno
zaCenja znova in je zapisana obliki in paradoksu po-
navljanja: filozofija kot nedosegljivo misljenje totalnosti
/131
Pri Foucaultu torej lahko, z upostevanjem Hyppolitovega pro-
jekta, govorimo o razpiranju metafizicne strukture skozi odre-
kanje totalnosti, vendar pa se zdi ustreznej§a Bahtinova resitey,
ki izrecno tematizira temeljni odnos raziskovalca do presezne
realnosti diskurza, ki jo nato opisuje. Te realnosti ne moremo
konstruirati skozi rahljanje in razdiranje heglovske metafi-

nival marketplace and the door-step. In both cases what
Bakhtin is trying to emphasise is the co-existence of different
voices (we could say discourses) in a single moment and there-
fore outside of time.

It is apparent that Bakhtin eliminates the time, which is in
the teleological linearity, annihilating itself in its monological
finality, of no interest to him. Important are the synchronous
relations between different voices as speech genres or ideolo-
gies (i.e. groups of similar utterances). Let's look back at Fou-
cault who is proposing something similar in the horizon of the
archaeological method. In the book The Archaeology of
Knowledge the method with the same name "freezes the histo-
ry". From the chronological point of view the archaeology is
interested only in the starting point, when the so called discur-
sive formation comes to existence, and the end point, when it
disappears. Time exists only in the raptures, in a sequence of
multiplicity of eternities, which is largely in disagreement with
the traditional homogenous linearity of history.[4] The ar-
chaeological description is developed on the level of general
history, which means that discourse is not independent and
ideal, enclosed in a homogenous and absolute history, but it is
rather developed on the level "in which history can give place
to definite types of discourse, which have their own type of
historicity, and which are related to a whole set of various his-
toricities".[5]

Foucauldian archaeological approach to the historical @ pri-
ori constructs a different type of historicity from, for instance,
the linear successivity of language or the stream of concise-
ness; the discourse (from the point of view of the archaeology)
has a different model of historicity. There are two main issues
involved. First, (IV/5/D[6]: the apparent synchrony of discur-
sive formations is actually a temporary suspension of temporal
successivity, in order for the relations that define the temporal-
ity of the discoursive formation itself to appear. This is mani-
fested in such cases when, for example, something that is ar-
chaeologically before is not necessarily before also from the
chronological point of view. Thereby, archaeology (a) releases
"the level of 'evential engagement', i.e. it releases specific sin-
gular events from the destructive linearity. On the other hand,
(b) the rules of formation of discoursive practice appear on
different levels of generality: they may be in a synchronous hi-
erarchic relationship or they may implicate the "temporal vec-
tor". From this point of view, archaeology cartographically
"maps the temporal vectors of derivation". Second (IV/5/1D):
the aim Foucault approaches by means of archaeology is to dif-
ferentiate the differences and therefore he declines the homo-
genous term of "change" and instead he proposes a multiplici-
ty of types of "transformation” that appear on different levels
of events.

After this excursion into the theory of archaeology we must
return to Bakhtin in order to maintain the parallels. Bakhtin is
known to be a very non-systematic author (which is regarding
the terminological and academic rigour quite obvious), but
this is certainly not true about the central lines that bind to-
gether the whole of his works regardless of occasional varia-
tions. Although we can't find in Bakhtin the kind of large sys-

most explicit in polyphonic novel - a similar situation we find
also in Foucault - when one oeuvre is governed by one or
many positivities.[ 19] The borders between the positivities co-
incide in this case with the problems of the internal borders
between speech genres inside one (composite) utterance in
Bakhtin.

Let us only mention the theme of carnival, the central theme
in Bakhtin's works, that is also very important in Foucault's
Discipline and Punish.

Bakhtin's dialogue partially corresponds with Foucault's
struggle - the military strategic confrontation. We will consider
this distinction more closely later on, but however it can not be
determined on the level of terminology. Bakhtin's dialogue is a
field of furious combat and confrontations.

We can compare Foucault's discourse, or more precisely posi-
tivities, with Bakhtin's voices, languages, ideologies and, the
theoretically most elaborate concept of speech genres, i.e.
groups of utterances. The whole of all utterances is for Bakhtin
the speech communication in the form of a dialogue, whereas
in Foucault we speak of the archive. Even the terminological
trespasses across the (theoretically less important) borderline
between the discursive and the (quasi)non-discursive are in
both authors marked with the terminological change: Bakhtin
uses the term "chronotope” for the not only discoursive speech
genre, whereas Foucault uses the word "dispositive" meaning a
heterogeneous unity of discourses and institutions.

However, the most important resemblance, the one that pro-
voked our comparison, is the fact that the theories of both au-
thors enable the description of the field of discursive relations
without reducing it to a homogenous systematic of a system
(langue) or to the creative subject. Foucault and Bakhtin are
exceptional authors because they trespass the limitations of
the deconstruction and they inaugurate the domain of hetero-
glossia, where it is possible to describe literally an infinite
number of specific and unique discursive formations. The two
philosophical aspects by insisting on the surface or the exteri-
ority of discourse enable the view into the specificity of singu-
lar discursive practices that were till now theoretically unno-
ticed. Where the deconstruction sees two exclusive possibilities
that are through their opposition translatable to each other,
there the so called New Historicist view sees a multiplicity of
non-reducible discursive practices, the variety of existence that
obstinately declines the totalizing formalisation, although it
can not be understood outside the horizon of semiotic any-
more. We could say that in both authors the systematic of their
theories alone (especially from the point of view of taxonomy,
that is more elaborate in Foucault) does not reach the impor-
tance of their opening of completely new horizons in humani-
ties.

Both methodologies, Bakhtin's and Foucault's, are of course
universal. In Bakhtin this can be seen in the application of the
dialogic approach to the problem of historical grammar (in
Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, Third Part). It is
evident also from Bakhtin's last treaties, e.g. Toward a Meth-
odology for the Human Sciences[20] where he develops his
own hermeneutics. Understanding is actually the integration

24 See Foucault: What is Enlightenment? in Vednost - oblast - subjekt.
25 Bakhtin: Art and Answerability.

26 Vednost - oblast - subjekt, 25.

27 Same, 91.

28 See Kos: Uvod v metodologijo literarne vede.

dar seveda zunaj homogene linearnosti baza - nadstavba ter
homogene zgodovine razrednega boja. Tudi pri Bahtinu ni mo-
goce govoriti o zunajjezikovnem, ki bi enosmerno dolocalo po-
drocje ekspresij, ampak je realnost preplet druzbenih jezikov,
ideologij. Jezik je pogled na svet, svet v celoti, kot se daje clove-
kovemu dojemanju. Izjava je pravzaprav dejanje v nikoli
koncanem velikem dialogu govorne komunikacije.
Zanimivo je, da oba avtorja nekateri raziskovalci razumejo
znotraj materializma,[ 11] kar sicer velja, vendar so posebej po-
membne posebnosti tega problema. Bahtinova misel je materi-
alisticno monisti¢na,[ 12] to pomeni, da je edina substanca ma-
terialnost diskurzivnega. V delu Marksizem in filozofija
Jezika, ki je deklarativno marksisticno, je pogosto upostevano
bivajoce, ki je pred ideoloskim, vendar se zaradi radikalnosti
razumevanja ideoloskega-znakovnega ta plast precej skrci.
"Tezik, beseda, to je skoraj vse v Clovekovem Zivljenju."[ 13] V os-
predje stopa ideolosko. Znak je materialen - posamezna mate-
rialna stvar -, vendar nosi tudi pomen (s tem znak presega svo-
jo posamicnost), ki pa je zlit s samim materialom. Zunaj
materialnega nosilca ni pomena. Ni nekaj psiholoskega niti
nekaj idealnega. Imamo troje: znak, stvar in pomen
(znacenie). Pomen je funkcija znaka, odnos med stvarnostjo
znaka in reprezentirano stvarnostjo.[14] Ob tem je pomemb-
no, da Bahtinova metoda raziskuje raven odnosov govornega
raznolicja, lome med ideologijami.
Tudi ob Foucaultu je mogoce govoriti o materialni dimenziji
izjave, problematicnost te materialnosti pa avtor zavije v for-
mulacijo, da gre za "materialnost institucij".
Izjava se ne more poistovetiti s fragmentom materije;
vendar se njena identiteta spreminja s kompleksno
vrsto materialnih institucij.[15]

V podobno smer nakazuje predavanje Red diskurza:
Ce diskurze obravnavamo najprej kot zbirke diskurziv-
nih dogodkov, kateri status je treba podeliti temu poj-
mu dogodka /.../? Seveda, dogodek ni ne substanca ne
akcidenca, ne kvaliteta ne proces; dogodek ni iz reda
teles. In vendar ni nematerialen; vedno ucinkuje, je
ucinek na materialnem nivoju; ima svoje mesto in ob-
staja v relaciji, koeksistenci, razprsitvi, razdelitvi, ko-
picenju, selekciji materialnih elementov; ni ne dejanje
ne lastnost telesa. Zgodi se ucinek neke materialne
razprsitve in v njej. Recimo, da bi se morala filozofija
dogodka pomikati v na prvi pogled paradoksni smeri
nekega netelesnega materializma.[ 16]

V obeh primerih, Bahtina in Foucaulta, je o materializmu mo-

goce govoriti zgolj z vidika, lahko bi ga imenovali, diskurzivne-

ga materializma - edina substanca je substanca materialnosti

znakov, kolikor so izjave.

Oba avtorja povezuje tudi podoben antropoloski pogled.
Clovekova zavest je za Bahtina v Marksizmu in filozofiji jezi-
ka notranji dialog, clovekova identiteta je v specifi¢nosti indi-
vidualnega prelamljanja ideologij, v polju katerih Zivi. Zavest je
za Bahtina diskurz. Foucaultovo stalisce se vidi npr. v citatu, ki
zadeva meje raziskovanja arhiva, ko ne moremo analizirati
lastnega:

V tem smislu diagnoza ne vzpostavlja dejstva nase iden-

ziéne strukture, kajti tam je vse Ze vnaprej ujeto v pojmu. V pri-
meru Bahtinovega, pa tudi Foucaultovega odpiranja neregular-
nosti izkustva, se zdi relevantnejsi odnos do preseznega po
vzoru mistike, vendar pa je presezno seveda dosegljivo pre-
dvsem skozi $pranje v homogenih zaplatah pozitivitet.

Razliko med Bahtinovo teorijo in Foucaultovo potemtakem
lahko strnemo v religiozno in eti¢no zavezujocost dialoskega
modela hermenevtike na eni strani in agresivno ludistiéno po-
dobo nietzschejanskih bitk na drugi. Zanimiv je primer iz po-
govora med Jacquesom-Allainom Millerjem in Foucaultom o
problemu subjekta.

J-A. M.: Znova i§ces vir, tokrat je krivec Tertulijan ...
M. F.: To po¢nem za hec.
J-A. M.: Seveda, rekel bos: to je bolj kompleksno, ob-
staja vec heterogenih ravni, gibanj navzgor in navzdol.
To govorim resno, to iskanje tocke zacetka, ta bolezen
govora, ali ti ...
M. F: To govorim fiktivno, zaradi smeha, zgod-
bice.[32]
Na eni strani imamo Bahtina mistika, na drugi modernega $al-
jivca Foucaulta, ki blasfemi¢no zdruzuije filozofijo z vulgarnost-
jo anarhisticnega boja za prevlado.

Zakljucek

Novi historizem, ki v veliki meri temelji na teorijah Michela
Foucaulta, pa tudi ceprav manj eksplicitno Mihaila Bahtina, se
je rodil iz dvojne napetosti - krize dekonstrukcije in teznje po
raziskovanju podatkov z vidika njihove zgodovinske singular-
nosti. Seveda pa tradicionalna zgodovina, ki so jo zavracali
razni formalizmi in oblike strukturalizma, ne more kljubovati
uvidom dekonstrukcijske metode, kar je seveda nujno, ce Zeli-
mo govoriti o metodi naslednici dekonstrukcije. Za novi histor-
izem je najpomembnejSe odkritje aparata, ki razkriva speci-
fi¢na socialno-zgodovinsko singularna diskurzivna podrocja, s
tem pa je presezena monoloskost poenotujocega strukturalis-
ti¢nega pristopa, ki isce (bolj ali manj problemati¢no) enovi-
tost langue za povrsino diskurza. Novi historizem kot filozof-
ski aspekt razpira specificnost pojavov, vendar zgolj kolikor gre
za arheoloske teritorije, udejanjene druzbene diskurze, ki so
vedno omejeni. Ta omejitev ni toliko teoreticni pogoj, kot eksis-
tencni modus cloveka kot bitja, ki se odpira tistemu zunaj sebe,
pa naj bo to tekst, svet, drugi ljudje ali kar koli. Novi historizem
razkriva realnost pojavov, kot se dajejo nasemu odpiranju
zanje, kolikor komuniciramo z njimi. Na nov nacin je mogoce
teoreticno okrepljeno zanimanje za posamezne dogodke (Fou-
cault) ali dejanja (Bahtin).

Rdeca nit nasega besedila bi lahko bil izraz historiziranje, ki
velja za nekakSen slogan ameriskih novih historistov. Kot
danes vecina terminov je tudi ta skoraj neverjetno neroden,
seveda Ze zato, ker je poziv: "Vedno historiziraj!" izrekel znotraj
marksisticnega horizonta Fredrick Jameson. Zahteva po poe-
notenju in totalizaciji ni nikjer tako izrazita kot v znanosti z
matematiko na njenem vrhu. Historiziranje je nasprotni post-
opek. Vsaka raba izjave aktivira celoto diskurzivne formacije
in arhiva nasploh, spremeni celotno realnost. Novi historizem

tematic schemes Foucault has developed in his 7The
Archeaology of Knowledge, it is still possible to point out
where this view of historical analysis becomes manifest also in
Bakhtin's work.

In this regard we find significant Bakhtin's remark from his
treaty Epic and Novel:[ 7] he is not interested in literary move-
ments or periods, instead as protagonists of literary history he
considers the literary genres. It is important that he places at
the core of literature as a process the relations between genres.
On one hand, these are literary genres like epos, tragedy or
novel, but on the other hand, they are understood in terms of
metalinguistic context of the theory of speech genres that are
similar to Foulcault's discursive formations. Bakhtin's interest
in the raptures and similarities on the level of archaeology can
be recognised in his research of the tradition of carnival,
which is not limited to the external similarities or common
ideas, but it is rather trying to find what Foucault would call
"archaeological isomorphisms'[8] between different discour-
sive formations. For example, let us just mention, that accord-
ing to Bakhtin the closest to the novel in the late Antiquity are
the "serious-funny" genres and not the ancient romances. Or
the case when the carnival tradition is kept in literature and to
amuch lesser extent in circus although the latter is in its exter-
nal features very similar to the original carnivalesque manifes-
tations. Foucault would call that an "archaeological shift"
(same structure but from the archaeological point of view dif-
ferent elements, with Bakhtin's words we could say, that carni-
val and circus belong to different socio-historical voices).

Bakhtin's and Foucault's methods likewise approach the his-
torical @ priori without succumbing to the unifying logic of
historical development. What remains in focus are the specific-
ities of different discursive practices (Foucault) or voices, lan-
guages (Bakhtin). Both authors insist on declining what Bakh-
tin would call monologism and Foucault the principle of
continuity that washes away the specific features from the sur-
faces of events. In order not to lose our emphasis, let us sum-
marise the central line of this paper. We have shown that both
authors emphasise the meaning of space - and not of time - in
contemporary philosophy (Foucault rather explicitly), which
in turn takes us back to the possibilities of this method that are
different from for example deconstruction that seemingly by
concentrating on the problems of time arrives to the raptures
and more or less authentic temporality, but still can't establish
a differentiated perspective into the actual rapture of time.
While that's exactly what Bakhtin's and Foucault's theories en-
able us to do.

At this point let us rethink the term "to historicize" so com-
monly used in literary treaties of American New Historicists
and most of the time perceived as a problematic term. We will
try to give it a more concrete content. By the term
"historicizing" we can denote what Bakhtin calls chronotopi-
cality as a special quality. It means the disposition of complex
temporal, spacious and semiotic relations "just like" in space,
whereby the specificity of singular events that relate to each
other, likewise within the same chronological moment and in
the always different transformations on the time line, comes

of the understood into the contexts of the one that under-
stands and who is open for the future. The theme of the inte-
gration into one's own context could also represent one of the
legitimate understandings of Foucault's problematic of the re-
lation between the critical and the descriptive moment of the
archaeology, let us note how the Foucaults commentaries on
his book Discipline and Punish sometimes reach beyond the
level of knowledge and transgress the border of political re-
cruiting. The approach we are proposing is beyond the scien-
tific objectivity of a closed system of truth. The truth is just a
strategic weapon on the carnival marketplace of history.

The differences - Bakhtin and mysticism

Even more significant than to show the similarities is to point
at the differences between Bakhtin's and Foucault's thought. In
the book The New Historicism, a collection of treatises on the
most recent methodological movement in contemporary hu-
manities, edited by Harold Aram Veeser, we find an interesting
paper by John D. Schaeffer The Use and Misuse of Gianbat-
tista Vico: Rhetoric, Orality and Theories of Discourse,[21]
which establishes that Foucault's treatises are following the
spirit of the Enlightenment in being limited to the profane di-
mension of discourse, in contrast to Vico's thought that recog-
nises also religious components. Foucault does not consider
the religious type of relations.

Foucault's works do indeed possess the Enlightenment's spirit
of Freedom, like the author himself accurately states in his pa-
per What is Enlightenment? (Was ist Aufkldirung?) This cir-
cumstance has important consequences. For him the state-
ment is an event (in contrast to Bakhtin's personalistic act).
Foucault is interested in relations between events, for model of
which he takes the war, combat, strategies (in contrast to
Bakhtin's dialogue).[22] What are the drives behind the strug-
gle in the field of powerknowledge, we shouldn't ask, says
Foucault. However, because of the lack of the origin, the sub-
ject or the basis of all the regular differentiations, there arises a
problem. The whole of the archive can not be described espe-
cially from the viewpoint of methodological coherence, that is,
it must not be totally described because in the opposite case, if
the archive description would be unlimited, we would return
to the structural level of history of ideas, says Foucault.[23] Of
course it is obvious that the archive can not be described in its
totality, but we have to add that the categorical restrain in do-
ing so moves the emphasis from the upper parts (universal
laws) of the scientific pyramid to its lower parts (variety of
events). However, such straightforward prohibition appears as
a rather arbitrary act and, as we will see, it is in accordance
with Foucault's ludistic attitude. Most certainly we don't want
to deny the importance of the turn of negative criticism into a
positive one[ 24] (that specifies the singularity of events), even
though it seams that we can find the playfulness of freedom
behind the whole project and therefore it can hardly be under-
stood outside the usual scheme of the subject and the struc-
ture.

Bakhtin's thought is, in contrast to Foucault's, a personalistic



