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Intertextuality: Theories and Practices: Michael Worton,Judith Still.  Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1990.  
(Reference: Allen, Graham. Intertextuality. London: Routledge, 2000.  See table of content at the end.)
General Questions: 

1. What is intertextuality according to Julia Kristeva, Mikhail Bakhtin, Roland Barthes and Michael Riffaterre? 
2. How is the study of a text in terms of its intertextuality (an intertextual approach to a text) different from influence study or source study?  Are there other methodological implications to the theories of intertextuality? 
3. What is ‘textual margin’?  What is outside it?  Can we make a distinction between the textual and the social?  
-- Are the following things definitely ‘coded’? [consciousness, experience, wisdom, story, gender, culture, politics, body, the economic]
-- Is reality an endless chain of semiosis?  

4. How is intertextuality related to the following concepts: imitation and origin, mimesis, monologism vs. heteroglossia, ?  Quotation and citation and irritability?  The other key words—do you understand them and the issues involved?  
architext (a set of categories), transtextuality (everything that links one text to another), metatextuality, paratextuality, hypertextuality (hypotext), cryptogram, word.
I. Introduction 

Julia Kristeva’s definition: “The word's status is thus defined horizontally (the word in the text belongs to both writing subject and addressee) as well as vertically (the word in the text is oriented towards an anterior or synchronic literary corpus) . . . each word (text) is an intersection of words (texts) where at least one other word (text) can be read . . . any text is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; any text is the absorption and transformation of another. (“The Word, Dialogue and Novel”  p. 37)”
A. Definition:

1. the term starts in 1960’s with Kristeva, Bakhtin, Roland Barthes and Riffaterre? 
2. p. 1 it implies a different concept of the text: “The theory of intertextuality insists that a text (from the moment to be understood in the narrower sense) cannot exist as a hermetic or self-sufficient whole, and so does not function as a closed system.  
3. Two reasons: 

1) the writer: “the writer is the reader of texts before s/he is a creator of texts, and therefore the work of art is inevitably shot through with references, quotations “
· Kinds of intertext: the most conscious and sophisticated elaboration; a scholarly use of sources; the quotation of snatches of conversation typical of a certain social milieu. 

2) the reader: a text is available only through some process of reading; what is produced at the moment of reading is due to the cross-fertilization of the packaged textual materials by all the texts which a reader brings to it.   
· Kinds of intertext: allusion; the reader’s experience of some practice or theory 
· P. 2 author—text—reader: emotionally (love-hate transfer) and politically charged; there can be erotic and violent aspect of intertextual relations, too. 

B. Pre-History –Enactors 
1. textual unity: 

1). Plato – (pp. 2-3) Although Plato bans poetry from his Republic, 
a. his theories are still important to intertextuality; for instance, his theory of imitation, the passionate poet and reader (likened to Bacchic maidens), and the notion of texts as subliminal purveyors of ideology. 

b. Plato himself is a poet, engaged in a fierce rivalry with Homer.  

c. (p. 3-4) “The form of the Socratic dialogue [. . . ] embodies a Bakhtinian intertextuailty, as well as the striving of Plato the artist-philosopher against Homer’s influence” 

2). Aristotle: ( a. Bakhtin: p. 4 Bakhtin argues that “the whole discipline of poetics (e.g. the three unity), based upon Aristotle’s source text, is permeated with the sense of organic and harmonious wholeness, and that Aristotle’s concept of poetic discourse is one of a system of unitary language spoken by an individual.” 
b. Aristotle re-interpreted: historical truth (what a persona actually did in a particular situation) vs. universal truth (what a person will probably or necessarily say or do in a given situation).  = universal truth vs. social language types. 

3. Horace (skipped)

4. Longinus: reading poetry = feminizing experience 

On the Sublime: “one route to the sublime is imitation and emulation of great historians and poets of the past, representing that relationship variously as catching fire from inspiration, breathing in or impregnation. [. . .] The poet as receiver is thus [. . . ] a feminized figure.  Longinus’ reader of sublime language is subject to an irresistible force and mastery.  +  
2. Imitation 

5). theories of the oratory—Cicero (skipped)
6). imitation (as translation but not paraphrase) 

a. for Cicero – imitation as a consciously intertextual practice.  Of the two major forms of imitation—paraphrase (translation from Latin into Latin) and translation (translation from Greek into Latin)—Cicero [. . . ] rejects fthe former since it is likely to lead either to gratuitous tautology or to a dimunition of signifying force.   

b. for Quintilian – imitation is not repetition but an act of interpretation.  
c. imitation as supplement (p. 7)

3. Quotation: 

7). Renaissance writer – Montaigne—on imitation: he chooses a lot of sources.  “He reads and judges, yet he also feels the need to escape. . . “ (p. 9)

( 8). imitation and translation: (pp. 9 -10) textual modalities of recognition and transgression.  “Kristeva has argued that every text is under the jurisdiction of other discourses, and we would further suggest that imitation and translation should also be considered as forms of creative splitting or catastrophe which function both as  temporary proofs of the integrity of the writing subject and as transgressive inscriptions of (feminine) fluidity into textuality.  Furthermore they demand that the reader perceive not only the genetic determination of any individual text but also the fact that all Law is textual ideology and consequently not timeless or universal but subject to prevailing cultural codes.” (10) 
9). Montaigne’s use of quotation: (p. 10) deliberately omits the sources of his quotation, because he is suspicious of quotations (which fragments his text), but he quotes extensively.  These quotes –mark his absence, as well as “the existence of an already-read, to intertexts which may or may not be locatable.”
( 10). Quotation: (pp.11-12)

a.  “The use of italics or inverted commas certainly signals a repetition and a ceding of authorial copyright; it also points to an obligatory interetext, to a conscious manipulation of what Barthes calls the circular memory of reading, thereby a blocking mechanism which (temporarily at least) restricts the reader’s free, aleatory intertextual reading of the text.”
b. a fragment ( “every quotation distorts and redefines the ‘primary’ utterance by relocating it within another linguistic and cultural context.” 
c. “The quotation itself generates a tension between belief both in original and originating integrity and in the possibility of (re)integration and an awareness of inifinite deferral and dissemination of meaning. “
d. Generating centrifugality (離心), “it also generates centripetality, focusing the reader’s attention on textual functioning rather than on hermeneutics.”
e. tropological/metaphoric reading of quotation: -- the Gestalt is ambiguous, because there is definitely a conflict between sociolect and idiolect (of the author’s and the reader).  ( p. 12 “We would therefore suggest that every quotation is a metaphor which speaks of that which is absent and which engages the reader in a speculative activity.”
f. To quote is to interrogate the chronicity of literature and philosophy (12), to question originality 

4. Imitation ( plurality of authors? – an empirical reality and a poetic illusion.  e.g. Borges’ “Pierre Menard, author of Don Quixote” (pp. 13-14) Menard = the Quixote himself
a. Genette’s interpretation of Borges: “Menard’s Don Quixote is not a copy but a minimal transformation or a maximal imitation, i.e. a pastiche.” 

b. “the latecome text tropes (upon) the ‘original’ text, metaphorising it and even perhaps making of it the result rather than a cause.” (e.g. Brokeback Mountain or the other filmic adaptations)
C. Contemporary Theories 

1. Bakhtin pp. 15 – a. utterance; b. monologism c. double-voice discourse 

2. Kristeva pp. 16- from Word to Text 

a. word as an “intersection of textual surfaces rather than a point (a fixed meaning), a dialogue among several writings: that of the writer, the addressee, and the contemporary or earlier cultural context ” 

b. text= a structuration  

c. the politically subversive nature of celebrating dialogism/intertextuality.

d. her recent work focuses more on the peculiar social context which is psychoanalysis, i.e. the meeting of analyst and analysand in the transference, than on that of reading poetry, i.e. the meeting of reader and the text.. . .  

3. Roland Barthes 

a. seductive and delicious words:  p. 18 “The intertext is not necessarily a filed of influences: rather it is a music of figures, metaphors, thought-words; it is signifier as siren.”  He finds certain words “delicious and seductive.” E.g. bourgeous (18); chora, etc. 

b. cryptogram – “a whole past of increasing density” which drowns the sound of my present words. 
c. Barthes as “perverse” reader (p. 19) –interested in semantic and sexual inversion 

d. “split” reader: or the fracturing of the reader. Split between the real and textual events; “S/he is willfully split again if, like Barthes, s/he enjoys both the hedonistic delight of a culture and the destruction of that culture, both the consistency and the loss of the self.”  Even that mastery is a fiction, however, if we define the reading subject according to S/Z where the “I” is an intertextuality, a network of citation . . . 

e. eroticization of reading: body as text and text as body (20)

f. The problems: the use of “should be” and “ought”
g. blurring the generic boundaries 

4. Genette –definitions of architext (a set of categories), transtextuality (everything that links one text to another), metatextuality, paratextuality, hypertextuality (hypotext)

5. Jacques Derrida – a. his own writing –intertextual relations with preceding writers; b. quotation and citation: “No communication is comprehensible unless it could be repeated or cited.”(24)
6. Riffaterre: a. the literary phenomenon: “not only the text, but also its reader and all of the reader’s possible reactions to the text.”
b. two stages of reading: initial, linear; retroactive 

c. signs of ungrammaticality, catachresis(譬喻誤用), and syllepsis ( signs of intextuality.  

Note: A syllepsis is the use of a single word in such a way that it is syntactically related to two or more words elsewhere in the sentence , but has a different meaning in relation to each of the other words.
d. aleatory intertextuality vs. obligatory intertextuality 

7. Harold Bloom: catasphrophe-creation:  the author in “a defense against and agonistic struggle with precursors”
D. Conclusion: 

-- the feminine

-- connecting differences 

Positive implication in the blurring of the ontological distinction between the categories of the textual and the real.  P. 33 

2. Intertextuality and Ontology – John Frow 
Main Idea: In discussing the impact of theories of intertextuality on our views of “the Real” (or “the textual vs. the social”), John Frow uses Derrida and Louis Althusser as support to argue that there is still something “extra-textual.”  He ends with suggesting using articulation and discourse as terms to replace ‘intertextuality,’ since for him the former help better to engage the issues of the social, and social causality. 
A. theses
B. The radical implication of the theses: (p. 47) 
1) the codedness or textuality of what had previously been thought in non-semiotic term (consciousness, experience, wisdom, story, gender, culture, and so on.) 

2) how is the “real” signified? P. 47 
3) Derrida’s idea of the general text p. 48 

The edge p. 49 

His argument that we never try to get rid of “the extra-textual” pp. 49-50 

4) Althusser’s structural causation –overdetermination and determination in the last instance p. 50-51 

5) Laclau and Mouff – pp.51- and their confusing use of the word discourse 

6) Conclusion: from textuality to discourse p. 54  

Reference: Table of Content of Allen, Graham’s Intertextuality, provided here to help us better categorize the theorists under discussion. 
1 Origins: Saussure, Bakhtin, Kristeva 
The relational word: Saussure 

The social word: Bakhtin 

Dialogism;  Kristeva: Dialogism to intertextuality
2 The text unbound: Barthes 
From work to text 

The death of the Author 

Readerly and writerly texts 

The paradoxical text 

3 Structuralist approaches: Genette and Riffaterre 
Structuralist poetics: Genette 

Transtextuality 

Paratextuality 

Hypertextuality 

Structuralist hermeneutics: Riffaterre 

Literary competence 


4 Situated readers: Bloom, feminism, postcolonialism 
Influence revisited: Bloom 

Mapping misreading 

Gynocriticism and intertextuality 

The return of the female author 

The return to Bakhtin: feminism and postcolonialism 


5 Postmodern conclusions 
Intertextuality in the non-literary arts 

Postmodernism and intertextuality 

Postmodernism and the return of history 

Intertextuality, hypertextuality and the World Wide Web
