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Abstract

This thesis, entitled "The Semiotic Anthropology of Soviet Film Culture, 1960s-
90s”, is an interdisciplinary, ritual-centered study of Soviet cinema based on the
methodology of semiotic anthropology (study of cultural codes, meanings and symbols in
the context of ritual processes and national values). The dissertation shows socio-cultural
meanings as a system connected to the fundamental ritual needs of society, and explores
transformations of ritual symbols during the turbulent changes in twentieth-century
Soviet history, with the focus on 1960-90s. The dissertation has three goals: (1) to
provide a theoretical basis for the anthropology of cinema, by summarizing key points of
the semiotics of ritual, (2) to outline ritual symbolism and the aspects of metatextuality in
Soviet antitotalitarian films of 1960-1990s, by analyzing selected filmtexts, and (3) to
elaborate an interdisciplinary approach—a synthesis of anthropology with semiotics in
the study of cinema and culture—by integrating theory with discourse analysis. Ritual is
considered in the dissertation as one of the metalanguages of culture, and it is precisely on
this basis that a comparative study of ritual and film is introduced in the dissertation.

The thesis consists of the introduction, with outline of theoretical sources, Part I,
Part II and the conclusion. Part [ is focused on theory and consists of the following
chapters: "The Subject of Ritual" (on Bakhtin's concept of the Collective Body to be
discussed as an integral protagonist of the Soviet film culture), "The Ritual Action" (on
the paradigms of ritual theory, in particular, the works of Turner, which are especially
important to the study of cinema), "From Ritual to Film" (a discussion of the
interdisciplinary approach toward filmtext from the perspectives of interpretive and
semiotic anthropology). Part II presents discourse analysis, a typological rather than
chronological study of the following films in the context of anthropology and ritual
studies: Commissar, Little Vera, Repentance, Scarecrow, Freeze-Die-Revive!, The Viola

Sonata, Scorpion’s Gardens, Prison Romance and Andrei Roublev.
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Introduction
Subject and Method. The thesis is an interdisciplinary, ritual-centered study of

Soviet cinema based on the methodology of semiotic anthropology. Semiotic
anthropology is an intensively developing and clearly focused area in the humanities.! It
is currently elaborating new methodologies for the study of cultural codes, meanings and
symbols in the context of ritual processes and national values. As an essentially
interdisciplinary approach, semiotic anthropology integrates the efforts of related
disciplines such as semiotics of culture, socio-cultural anthropology, anthropology of
history, of experience and of consciousness, studies of ideology, semiotics of propaganda
and comparative cultural studies.

The dissertation has three goals: (1) to provide a theoretical basis for the
anthropology of cinema, by summarizing key points of the semiotics of ritual, (2) to
outline ritual symbolism and the aspects of metatextuality in Soviet films of 1960-90s, by
analyzing selected filmtexts, and (3) to elaborate an interdisciplinary approach—a
synthesis of anthropology with semiotics in the study of cinema and culture—by
integrating theory with discourse analysis. Ritual is considered in the dissertation as one
of the metalanguages of culture, and it is precisely on this basis that a comparative study
of ritual and film is introduced in the present text. Soviet cinema, as "the most popular of
all the arts” (in Lenin's words), provides a wonderful opportunity to develop and
illustrate theoretical conceptions of semiotic anthropology by using the graphic and vivid
materials of Soviet film culture, especially its antitotalitarian direction. The method of the
dissertation will show socio-cultural meanings as a system connected to the fundamental
ritual needs of society, and explore transformations of ritual meanings during the turbulent
changes in twentieth-century Soviet history, with focus on 1960-90s.2 The dissertation is
also intended to contribute to the development of culturological and ritual studies, and to
show how the latter is important for understanding contemporary cultures, particularly

those that have experienced totalitarianism and a need for ritual transformation.



The post-Stalinist period, 1960-1990s in Soviet cultural history unites, from the
perspective of typology of cultures, four distinct cultural epochs, which have been
defined as—Thaw (1956-1968), Stagnation (1968-1985), Perestroika (1986-1991) and
post-Soviet period (1991-present). However different, they all are characterized by a new
degree of freedom on the one hand and new post-Stalinist forms of the state mind control
on the other. People were not killed by the millions or sent to concentration camps
anymore, but the government still prevented freedom of speech and controlled cinema as
one of the most effective official institutions of ideology. The Thaw brought some
liberation and raised hopes for a more democratic society, but these were abruptly ended
with the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, marking the beginning of the Brezhnev era—a
long and dark period in Soviet history called Stagnation. The majority of films discussed
in the thesis belong to that particular cultural period—they were produced and/or
prohibited during the Stagnation (Commissar, Scarecrow, The Viola Sonata, Andrei
Roublev) or they reflect upon the cultural legacy of totalitarianism (Repentance, Freeze-
Die-Revive!, Scorpion’s Gardens, Prison Romance). After the spiritual revival of the
1960s, the cinematography, as a highly influential mechanism of propaganda, was
especially carefully guarded by the state. The confrontation between the artists and
censorship sharpened during the Stagnation and took the form of a hidden cultural war.
As all studios were the government's property, the filmmakers had to make their scripts
look like ordinary texts of Soviet culture in order to have them accepted and financed.
Every plot, therefore, on the level of idea and scenario had to fit the ceremonial mode of
the official culture, one of the narrative patterns of Soviet myth-makings. It was usually
on the level of actual filmmaking that drastic changes were made—a turn of a "totalitarian
text" into an antitotalitarian. All kinds of devices, including ideological allusions, dialogues
with ‘accidental’ political hints, meiaphorical imagery, visual cinematography and the film
structure itself, were a part of the multidimensional antitotalitarian cultural code used by

filmmakers and intelligible to the audience. The directors had to constantly employ and



develop allegorical and coded languages, cinematic metalanguages, to make the viewers
read between the lines. An Aesopian language, very familiar to the audience, has been a
formatting structural part of both Russian and Soviet cultural traditions. Ritual
symbolism, therefore, has naturally fit the pattern of highly developed diverse symbolic
languages of culture, among other forms of hidden ideological communications. And it is
by means of ritual—one of metastructures and metalanguages of culture—that Soviet
antitotalitarian filmmakers were making their messages deeply affect the public on both
conscious and unconscious levels. By using complex metaphors and dominant cultural
symbols, the antitotalitarian filmmakers opposed the regime's system of meanings, t-ying
to alter and re-structure from the inside its monolithic mythological power.

The subject of the dissertation could be defined as "screening the ritual", given its
specific intention to show hidden ritual symbols and processes as revealed on both the
conscious and subconscious levels of Soviet/post-Soviet film culture.’ In the context of
ritual studies, this thesis is based predominantly on the ritual theory of Victor Turner—
the most advanced theorist of ritual of the recent decades—and the works by his
followers.* Development of the ritual mode within the structure of cinema maybe referred
to as an evolution and a modern form of "iconofilic religions,” which, as Victor Turner
points out, are associated with an especially complex and elaborate system of ritual
images. In these religious modalities, "symbols tend to be preeminently visual, and
exegesis is bound with the ritual round."® Blending ritual and socio-semantic studies of
film, the dissertation introduces a basic understanding of film as a ritual structure deeply
connected with a system of sacred/profane meanings, ritual symbols and root-metaphors,
as a mediator and facilitator of ritual processes in contemporary culture. The research will
contribute to the understanding of totalitarian and post-totalitarian cultures, particularly
social roles, meanings and symbols from the angle of ritual as reflected by cinema. The
dissertation reinteiprets various famous and lesser-known films of post-war Soviet

cinematic history, such as Commissar, Little Vera, Repentance, Scarecrow, Freeze-Die-



Revive! The Vicla Sonata, Scorpion’s Gardens, Prison Romance as models of ritual
structures. Many Soviet filmtexts have been previously discussed from various
viewpoints by Soviet and Western scholars; approaches have often been different and
even polar, however, all have remained within the boundaries of social studies or film
studies. The dissertation will show that both totalitarian as well as antitotalitarian
cultures widely use the power of ritual symbolism.

Interpretive Anthropology and Cultural Critique. Marcus and Fischer argue
that since the 1960s anthropology has been developing towards an experimental
ethnographic writing.” Accordingly, another definition of one of the methods of this
research is experimental writing, in a form of interpretive anthropology, as applied to a
national film culture® And as Marcus and Fischer point out, a combinations of
ethnography and literary/film criticism (which characterizes a method of the present
study) is one of the modalities of interpretive anthropology.” In methodological terms, an
interpretation based on anthropology as a logical system can be referred to as an outcome
of the semiotic anthropology of culture. Experimental writing, stress Marcus and Fischer,
has also brought renewed attention to anthropology's critical function, which is to use
knowledge of other cultures to examine the unconscious assumptions of our own.
According to Marcus and Fischer, interpretive anthropology naturally takes upon itself a
mode of cultural critique. This integral methodology is a logical development of my
practice as a film/culture critic in the Soviet Union during 1973-91, as well as my study
and research in literary theory, semiotics, anthropology and comparative cultural studies
at Western Universities during 1991-97. The Russian tradition of literary and film
criticism has been strongly associated since the nineteenth century with modes of
cultural/social critique. The present dissertation, written by the researcher who now lives
in the West and has become a part of North American society, naturally integrates a

cultural critique of both totalitarian culture and Western mass culture.



Ritual criticism, an approach introduced by Ronald Grimes and a modality of
cultural critique, can be effectively applied to film culture as a ritual criticism of cinema.
Although ritual is a metasystem, according to Grimes, it is not beyond cuitural critique;
one can and should criticize particular rituals with respect to their ritual goals. From this
standpoint, a film may be investigated in terms of how it fits the society's ritual need. It is
important to understand how a certain film functions as a redressive action, addressing
culture's urgent and fundamental need in resolving ongoing social dramas. What Turner
defines in the context of his anthropology of experience as a "redressive action"—a crucial
function of ritual performance as a resolution within the four-stage structural process of a
social drama—has been always associated in the Russian tradition of cultural critique with
art's moral responsibility and its impact on society. Ritual criticism integrates the best
possibilities of both film critique and anthropological theory/semiotics of ritual.

The corcept of ritual, with its emphasis on a strong structural organization, helps
to avoid the weak point of poststructuralist critique—the lack of attention to boundaries
and structures (a text as being easily penetrated through and determined by endless
mythological narratives), while it takes advantage of its strong point-—the discussion of a
single text in the context of macrocultural processes and metameanings, with special focus
on society's ritual need. In fact, a poststructuralist approach, with its postulation of the
"death of the author" (Barthes) and emphasis on myths, has something in common with
the ritual understanding of film, where the latter is considered a manifestation of
macrocultural ritual processes rather than the creation of an individual author. However,
in the context of Bakhtin's conception of the Collective Body (to be discussed further in
the text), a film as a stage within the metaprocess of culture does not deny the presence of
an author. A film-ritual manifests a "metapresence” of another "author"—the Collective
Body—which determines and "directs" the very cultural process. Interpreting films in the
context of anthropology enriches the understanding of Soviet and post-Soviet cinema and

culture, as well as film/culture theory in general. It also has a metatextual and



methodological significance, as the dissertation reflects upon the need in a
multidisciplinary approach, as well as the significance of ritual studies for wider
discussions of modern cultures.

In the epcch of postmodernist and poststructuralist approaches towards the
analysis of cultures, interpretive anthropology may be one of the most effective ways to
avoid overinterpretation, which, as Eco emphasized has become a wide-spread loss of
theoretical structure and criteria in the discussion of cultural phenomena.!® The semiotic
anthropology, with its strict centering structure of ritual as a pivotal point, becomes the
theoretical context that limits and directs the interpretation of filmtexts. However, it is the
archetypal richness and metacultural significance of ritual process that makes the chosen
theoretical limit of this research still wide enough to adequately discuss the most essential
and topical issues in cultural studies.

While the methods of interpretive anthropology are innovative, they are based on
the most important paradigms of cultural theory. For example, defamiliarization,
emphasized by Marcus and Fischer as a technique of anthropology as cultural critique,
has also been a key concert of literary theory (as originated by the Russian Formalism in
the 1920s).!! The devices of defamiliarization—reading a modern text through the prism
of ritual—will be employed in my film analyses in the present study. Corresponding
cinematic techniques used by the filmmakers (for example, various types of "monster-
making," in Turner's terms)'? will also be discussed and emphasized.

Deviations from cathartic transformative mechanisms of the ritual process will be
discussed as a serious problem in any type of society (including both Soviet and
Western), for they preclude the rcsclution of sucial dramas. Among other objects of
methodological critique in the present study will be the tradition of "syntagmatic reading"
in film studies—focus on a story line referred to exclusively in terms of contemporary

culture. In a wide sense in terms of ideology and methodology of the dissertation, critical



emphasis will also be focused on Marxist aesthetics, socialist realism, totalitarian
propaganda, naked sociologism and metaphysical/positivist approaches in the humanities.

Ritual Motifs. Perhaps it will come as a great surprise to the reader to discover
the enormous role which ritual meanings, suppressed in the 'collective unconscious,’ have
played in Soviet film culture, functioning as mediators between the people's deep-seated
beliefs and the transmission belts of ideological mechanisms. I shall take as an illustration
of the method a few films which have marked Soviet cultural epochs. In the famous
Cranes are Flying (Letiat zhuravli, 1957) by Mikhail Kalatozov, it was the magic link—a
connection between the Woman's love and the Warrior's survival in distant battles of the
World War IL." This magic link emerged from the depths of ancient faith, in fact made up
the new social plot and facilitated further diffusion of the anti-Stalinist ideology of the
thaw. As the heroine commits adultery by getting involved with another man—something
usually defined in Russian culture as a betrayal—her fiancée-soldier immediately becomes
"open for a bullet" (vulnerable to death) and dies. This link was certainly a part of the
popular subconscious belief and still powerful faith in woman's magic power, deeply
rooted in Slavic paganism and sacred values of matriarchy. This sacred connection became
the subject of social and moral significations determined by the new post-Stalinist system
of meanings in the film plot. However, socio-semantic significations in cinematic
structures would not have been effective without involving the unconscious authority of
ritual symbols. Betrayal (in this case adultery), the worst kind of misdemeanor,
symbolized in this film Stalinism itself, manifesting the new ideology of thaw. The
betrayal of the commitment, of the young man's and woman's emotional and moral unity,
was interpreted /signified in The Cranes Are Flying as a rupture of the sacred magic link—
the destruction of the natural power that connects loving human beings.

In the famous movie / am Twenty (Mne dvadtsat’ let, 1965) by Marlen Khutsiev,
another emblem of the new thaw culture of the 1960's, the plot was based, in ritual terms,

on the young protagonist's communication with his ancestor's spirit. The ghost—father,



who died in World War II at the age of 19 before his son was born, is even 'younger' than
his son in the film story. The son has never seen his father alive, and the only link he has
with his father is through the ghost—his guardian spirit. As is typical for ritual
communication between the initiating and the initiator, the father is supposed to import
sacred knowledge to his son during his visits; they talk about the most serious spiritual
issues of life, like faith and cynicism, protest and social responsibility, etc. However, the
counterpoint with the traditional ritual structure and the paradoxical use of ritual in the
film is revealed when even the ancestor’s spirit with his magic powers cannot help. Never
having lived in the extremely contradictory time of post-Stalinist Russia—a 'freed'
country, but already shadowed by the coming stagnation, the father does not know the
answers. The dead ancestor, even with all his sacred knowledge is incapable of answering
his son's questions. These are the key questions of the thaw—is it freedom or a new
trap—'still to believe or not to believe anymore?—that the fathers' war generation—a
generation killed young—has been never exposed to. Thus, the protagonist, the twenty-
year old son, who was not given sacred wisdom by the ancestor—magic helper (in
Propp's terms),' is left to answer for himself the 'to be or not to be' question of his time.

A political satire and phantasmagoria, Sideburns (Bakenbardy, 1990) by Yuri
Mamin showed a new nationalistic organization that put Pushkin on its flags and
proclaimed him a symbol of their movement. The very situation is an absurd and
grotesque, as it could be in American culture, if a newly emerged fascist political group
prociaimed Shakespeare its symbol of inspiration. People's love of Pushkin achieved in
Russian cuiture a status of cult, of worship. In the film, all the members of the ambitious
extremist group dress like Pushkin and wear sideburns like him. Thus, identifying
themselves with the cultural hero's image, acting ‘in ifie name of Pushkin' becomes a
ritualistic action on the part of political extremists. Wearing the mask of the ancestor's
spirit, they hope to acquire his magic; sideburns in the film are the signifiers of a magic

ritual mask capable of transferring power into the hands of those who wear it. In trying to



seize the powerful ancestor's magic in order to maintain their political order, 'sideburns’
create a neo-mythology of their own, based on the wide-spread worship cf Pushkin,
hence, reviving ritual structures in culture. However, the director's film-antiutopia can also
be considered not only a social, but a ritual action on the part of the antitotalitarian
culture: by recreating a negative possibility and living it through in the movie, he intended
to effect peoples' social future.'®

In another grotesque comedy by Mamin, Window to Paris (Okno v Parizh, 1993),
desperate and impoverished neighbors discover in an old St.Petersburg communal
apartment a wall with the magic door. A small, dark, "forbidden" room, where an
aristocratic lady from the Czarist past (old witch or an "ancestor spirit"?) lived and
suddenly vanished—as the neighbors think—ended her life, appears to reveal a hidden
channel to the other world. It is the window to "Paris"—the beyond, the wonderland,
which in the dreams of many Russians has been always associated with Paris. The film
exposes the characters' inability to focus on building a better life for themselves and their
obsessive fantasizing about "one-step-to-heaven"—a magic door that leads to prosperity
and bliss. As much as the characters never stop dreaming about leaving for good for Paris-
Paradise, they are at the same time scared to death of Change and of the Qutside world.
Although the Iron Curtain has fallen long ago, something else—fear? habit?—keeps them
Inside, which appears to be a magic space, vicious circle, and which nobody can leave
(zagovorennoe mesto'—a spellbound place, in Russian folklore). Instead of making
efforts to settle down in heaven, the characters steal goodies from it, bringing them back
to their destroyed apartments. Window to Paris, a dark carnival on the ruins of Soviet
self-identity, with bitter irony and wonder, shows the hustling and buzzing of little
gloomy people, who can be happy neither there nor here. And even after the discovery of
the dreamed of magic channel to the beyond—a substitution for common sense and the
habit for everyday work—they cannot dare to cross the threshold. Their imagination for a

better life doesn't go further than stealing "stuff" from the otherworld. A TV, an old



French car and other belongings of the Parisians, inhabitants of heaven, are being dragged
and pulled to the homeland through the magic door. Stealing thus appears in the film to be
the ultimate utilization of the sacred channel.'s

Ritual motifs may be found in many films of Soviet /post-Soviet cinematic
history, such as Chapayev, Circus, Ivan the Terrible, Young Guard, Ballad of a Soldier,
Shadows of Our Forgotten Ancestors, Trial on the Road, The Beginning, Wings,
Swimmer, It, Letters from a Dead Man, Wishing Tree, Burnt by the Sun, Prisoner of the
Mountains, and many others. Films of Andrei Tarkovsky alone (the most outstanding
post-war Soviet director) represent a whole distinct Universe of ritual motifs. His films
Ivan’s Childhood, Andrei Roublev (original title Passion for Andrei), Solaris, Mirror,
Stalker, Nostalgia and Sacrifice (original title The Witch) are so rich in ritual meanings and
images that their study in the context of semiotic anthropology would require a separate
manuscript.'” The overwhelming role of ritual symbolism in Soviet cinema to be discussed
in this dissertation seems especially paradoxical if we take into account the degree to
which the issue of religion, ritual or magic was subjected to censorship. However, as the
thesis will show, even bamshed to subliminal levels of consciousness and the deepest
levels of narrative structures, the ritual played a key role in many film plots and in the re-
signification of important ideological meanings in Soviet culture. By unfolding plots of
Soviet films, the dissertation will show the interaction between ritual and cinema, and the
influence of ritual structures on conscious and subconscious levels of culture.

Theoretical Plot. Another essential theoretical goal for this research is the
integration of Bakhtin's and Turner's cultural theories, which have surpassed the
framework of the disciplines in which they started—philology and anthropology. These
two scholars never met and most probably never read each other, but their works have
many profound and topical ideas in common. The striking similarity between the
conceptions of both scholars is revealed through the pathos of a highly dialectical—
processual in Turner's terms and dialogical in Bakhtin's—approach to culture, language
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and society. A comparative analysis of their theories, as well as the efficiency of their
integration within semiotic anthropology have so far been overlooked. The dissertation is
intended to prove Bakhtin's and Turner's methods to be effective theoretical tools for a
semiotic-anthropological reinterpretation of culture. However, [ will not only give credit
to this theoretical heritage, but will conduct an original scholarly research.

This study, with its emphasis on the connection between ritual and cinema,
would never have been possible without Turner's revolution in anthropology, the turn
from positivism to dialectics in ritual studies. Grimes wittily called Turner a "kind of
academic fool."'® His words can be interpreted as a reference to a ritual fool, shaman-
practitioner, the initiating of the transformative performance. A ritual fool, or an
archetypal clown is endowed with a special "vision," capable of seeing what ordinary
people cannot. Turner challenged the established conceptualization of ritual and, as
Grimes puts it, "told us that rites are hot seedbeds of change; that rituals not only control
process, they generate it; that rituals not only mark boundaries, they evoke phasic motion
in a culture.”'® Turner's innovative ideas of ritual have currently achieved the status of the
semiotics of ritual and have became a classical theory.”® Turner never studied film culture,
but being an author of universal paradigmatic conceptions on ritual structures in culture—
to be discussed further in the text—he provides a profound basis for understanding
cultural paradigms of cinema. On this basis, Victor Turner must be given special credit
among the scholars who have contributed the most to the semiotic anthropology of
cinema.

The diversity of semiotic and anthropological concepts, well and lesser-known
introduced in the dissertation will be theoretically organized around one focal concept.
The 'theoretical plot' of the proposed manuscript will focus on the concept-protagonist,
that is the Collective Body (rodovoe telo), derived from Bakhtin's writings. The
Collective Body is presented in the thesis as a necessary bridging concept between the

domains of Soviet studies, film studies, semiotics and anthropology. From the semiotic-
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anthropological angle, discussed above, characters within various cinematic plots, like the
dead father and his son, the scldier and his beloved, or the collective image of the people
in such films as It, Scorpion’s Gardens, Whiskers, etc. are seen as integral parts of the
living Collective Body and the modes of its representation in film culture.! The
Collective Body is a concept capable of shedding light on connections that otherwise
would remain invisible—(re)identification and (re)orientation of an individual within the
context of a sought for vital unity.”2 The Collective Body concept manifests a new
system of syntagmatic /paradigmatic interactions among the characters: individuals and
groups within the narrative structure, which are determined by the logic of ritual. Ritual
symbols and structures, shown in the film plots, will be analyzed in relation to the
survival of the Collective Body in twentieth-century Soviet history. This survival will be
discussed as the ultimate historical aim of the ritual process. The Collective Body will
serve as a guiding concept for the methods of semiotic and interpretive anthropology as
an organizing force for the discussion of complex theoretical issues. It will function as
both a distinct theoretical concept and a powerful metaphorical/rhetorical device. The
Collective Body, a central issue in the Bakhtinian theory of culture, is still underestimated
in contemporary scholarship. However, this concept is primary to such notions as the
grotesque body, metaphorical body, mythological body, which should be considered
derivatives of the concept of the Collective Body.

According to Bakhtin, it is not an individual but a Collective Body that is the true
subject of culture. Turner's outstanding theory of ritual helps us to understand the
existence of the Collective Body in time and action, in the context of the ritual processes
and functions. The image-concept of the Collective Body will help to focus
multidimensional theoretical analysis and make (re)interpretation of the collective identity
("people’s mass,” in terms of propaganda) on the Soviet screen consistent and corporeally
human. The true—not falsified by visual demagogy—fate of the Collective Body as a

metaplot of culture will be traced throughout Soviet/post-Soviet history.
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Turner emphasizes three properties of the ritual symbols: condensation,
unification and polarization.? The structure and properties of the Collective Body as a
ritual symbol may be inferred in the context of Turner's symbolic anthropology, from
three groups of data.?* This classification can accordingly b~ represented within the

sphere of film studies as the following:

1) "external form and observable characteristics" (the film itself: exegesis,
narration);?

2) ‘interpretations offered by thz specialists and by laymen"/the
initiated/shamans (interpretations offered by the scholars, critics and
filmmakers themselves, i.e. film reviews and analyses by film scholars);

3) "significant contexts" (Russia's pre-revolutionary, Soviet and post-Soviet
social, political, historical and religious contexts; this includes, for example,
actions of the censorship or comments from the general audience n letters and

newspapers).

Ritual and Power. The idea of the Collective Body has an enormous political
valence, and may be metaphorically equated to a nuclear weapon in the psychological
wars. That is why the study of its modalities in cultural and ritual processes is of great
importance. In the Soviet system of meanings, the Collective Body can be associated with
the notion of 'people'—a central concept of socialist realism—a sacred figure in political
demagogy and totalitarian socio-cultural politics: "the people are everything, the
individual is nothing". As a powerful psychological weapon, this concept can indeed be
employed for ideological purposes: history has shown how antihuman social formations
may be developed on its archetypal basis. However, the elaboration of the Collective
Bodyv concept will so to speak help to 'win the enemy on his own terms and on his own
territory,’ because it helps to reconsider how the key concepts of totalitarian visual
propaganda—collective identity, mass and people—were originated and functioned as

effectual ideological signifiers in Soviet semiosphere. As a dominant ritual and cultural
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symbol, the Collective Body has an enormous power, and this power was misused and
abused by Soviet ideology, which demagogically exploited it for political ends.
Representations and misrepresentations of the Collective Body will be discussed in
relation to the material of various filmtexts of antitotalitarian orientation. Soviet film
culture studied from a new semiotic-anthropological angle will contribute to the
developments in post-totalitarian culture and interdisciplinary methodologies in the
humanities and social sciences.

Theoretical Sources: Crossing The Boundaries. Although the works by
Bakhtin and Turner prevail as the main theoretical sources for the method employed in
this research, there are important additional sources that should be mentioned. The
predecessors of semiotic anthropology of cinema were not only renowned in their
disciplines, but also initiated innovative cross-boundary approaches, destroying
conventional barriers between the disciplines. Their works help us to understand how
different semiotic systems, such as ritual, cinema and Soviet culture, may interconnect
within a filmtext. The authors contributed to the semiotic legacy of ritual, and to the ritual
legacy of cinema are presented from a cross-disciplinary perspective in the groups of
theoretical sources outlined below.

From Film Studies toward Ritual Studies. The very possibiiity of a comparative
analysis of film and ritual was initiated and emphasized in the 1930 by Sergei Eisenstein,
the great filmmaker and film theorist.2® Later Vyacheslav Ivanov, a co-founder of the
Moscow-Tartu semiotic school, published and interpreted the ideas of Eisenstein in his
book Essays in the History of Semiotics in the USSR (1976).2 By placing Eisenstein's
theories in contemporary scholarly context, Ivanov developed his film semiotics. Both
theorists can be considered the key figures in the development of the semiotic
anthropology of cinema. Over recent decades, Yvette Biro was one of few scholars who
articulated the ritual nature of cinema.?® In spite of the book's theoretical weakness and

misinterpretation of ritual in cinema as expressiveness, the importance of Biro's Profane
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Mythology: the Savage Mind of Cinema (1981) remains in focusing the attention of film
scholars on unresolved issues of film theory in respect to ritual nature of cinema. Jean
Baudry's theory of apparatus, one of the key building blocks in contemporary film
theory, should be mentioned as one more bridge, emerging between film studies and
anthropological theory.?

From Theater to Ritual. Paradoxically, the history of theater theory has had more
connections with the theory of ritual than has the history of film theory. Rephrasing the
title of Richard Schechner's book, From Ritual to Theater, one can say that the actual
route in twentieth-century drama theory was in fact the reverse—from theater to ritual—
and not vice versa, as might be expecied from the evolutionary viewpoint. The
rediscovery of ritual and its importance for theater came from theatrical experiments and a
search for creative imagery, as well as from the borderline, most paradoxical theories of
theater.’® Early film theory, in its attempts to emancipate from the bosom of theater,
ignored theater theory of the period 1910-30, thus throwing out the baby with the bath
water. As avant-garde art, cinema (theory) tried to distance itself from the obsolete forms
of bourgeois theater. However, its theorists ignored the new revolutionary developments
in theater theory associated with the understanding of ritual nature of performance, which
could have effectively influenced film theory in its very early stages. The first among
theater theoreticians who introduced an anthropological perspective on theater was
Nikolai Evreinov, Russian modernist playwright, director and theorist, in his book on
ritual nature of theater, Theatrical Instinct (1903).3! The second case of "ritual inquiry"
(or "ritual quest') in theater, is associated with theater practice rather than theater theory.
Hudibbuk ("the Spirit," in American versions, The Dibbuk) was a unique performance
staged in 1922 at the Moscow Jewish Theater "Gabima" by the great director Evgeny
Vakhtangov. Based on a Jewish legend, Hudibbuk became one of the most powerful re-
enactments of ritual in twentieth-century theater. According to American film theorist Ira

Konisberg, its later cinematic versions have had an important influence on many motifs in
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twentieth-century film history.’? In European theater of the 1910s-1930s, the concerns
about its ritual nature were, so to speak, in the air, it was Antonen Artaud who brought
attention to the "theater of cruelty" (as he called ritual theater) in his book, Theater and
Its Double (1938).3* The mysterious "double" in Artaud's terms, or instinct in Evreinov's
(or in terms of Vakhtangov's aesthetics, "fantastic realism" and "psychological grotesque")
all refer to a notion which had not yet been named—-the ritual dimension of the
performance. Jerzy Grotowski, Polish founder of experimental theater, who gained his
"ritual wisdom" from philosophical waining and religious experiences in India, refocused
in the 1960s the attention of world theater community on the ritual nature of
performance.*® Bertold Brecht's notion of theatre as a metacommentary on the life of
society has added another necessary dimension to the semiotic anthropology of
performance. Once more, theater practice or, more exactly, "meta-experience” (action and
philosophy at the same time) stimulated and influenced theater theory—something highly
typical for ritual as a syncretic archaic form of philosophy, art and religion as an integral
whole. In the 1970s, Richard Schechner, theater director and theoretician, initiated similar
experiments in "ritual theater” in the United States. At the same time he started to
develop his theories of performance based on the notion of ritual. Both his scenic
experiments and theoretical endeavors influenced Turner and induced his interest in
theater. Later it stimulated the extension of Tumner's universal theory of ritual into the
sphere of performance and drama."**

From Russian Literature to Ritual Studies. From the very beginning, the direction
of the Soviet Moscow-Tartu semiotic tradition, lead by Lotman and Ivanov, developed as
a semiotic anthropology rather than pure semiotics.’ It is from this perspective, most of
the works on Russian literature and culture were written in the Tartu Collections series.
In the West, Katerina Clark's book on the Soviet novel is the most distinct manifestation
of the ritual approach towards Soviet culture and literature.3’ Clark's book has special

value for the study of narrative structures of Soviet art in the context of culture and
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ideology and the ritual nature of modern story-telling.*® Her approach was initiated in the
early 1980s, approximately at the same time that when Baudry introduced his theory of
apparatus into film theory, and was perfect proof of the ideological organization of
fictional worlds based on the materials from Soviet mainstream literature, thus
contributing not only to the interdisciplinary study of the Soviet novel but also to the
ritual semantics of fictional worlds.

From Literary Theory toward Myth/Ritual Critique. Literary scholars in the 1920s-
1930s drew upon the developments of Frazer and the Cambridge Ritual School in
anthropology. The ritualism of the Cambridge school facilitated the discovery of the
cyclic model within the mythological idea of time, and raised a question concerning the
correlation between myth and ritual. The group called "New Criticism" was the first
which emphasized in the 1920-30s ritual in literary studies.” This tradition developed
into the myth-ritual literary criticism, which later in the 1950-1960s synthesized the
ritualism of the Cambridge group with Jungian philosophy in the study of mythological
archetypes and their representation in literature. All over the world, in Western Europe,
Russia and North America, scholars such as A.N. Veselovsky (historical poetics),
Vladimir Propp (semiotic and anthropological narratology), Olga Freidenberg
(mythopoetics) and Northrop Frye' (mythocritique) marked the developments of myth-
ritual theories of literature and culture.”’ For example, Soviet scholar Olga Freidenberg
anticipated the structural approach to myth and literature. In so doing, she was a true
forerunner of the likes of Mikhail Bakhtin, Claude Levi-Strauss and the members of the
Moscow-Tartu School of Semiotics.*! The works on literary theory and myth by Lotman,
Ivanov, Segal, Piatigorski, as well as by L. Dolezel on the semiotics of fictional worlds,
should be emphasized in respect to the development of the anthropology of cinema.

From Narratology to Discourse Analysis in Semiotic Anthropology. Theoretical
works by Vladimir Propp on the semiotic anthropology of the plot are of special interest

for this study. Propp is well-known in the West as a structuralist and author of the
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classical work The Morphology of the Folk Tale (1928)—the first work to introduce
semiotic narratology, a structural analysis of fictional worlds, and the semiotic glossary of
ritual characters. But Propp's work on the semiotics of the plot, however famous, is only
an integral part of his multidisciplinary theory. The second integral part—Propp's
anthropology of the fairy tale—was developed in his book Historical Roots of the
Wondetale (1946), and is fundamental to an understanding of Propp's theory as a
methodological whole. Yet this important work has been unknown in the West.*? The two
books represent accordingly the semiotic and anthropological approach towards narrative
studies, constituting Propp's integral semiotic anthropology of the plot, a complex study
of narrative systems in their origin and functions.* Following Propp, Dolezel has shown
in terms of semiotic models that the plot can be associated with the re-distribution of
power between the supernatural beings and ordinary characters, and may represent
several main paradigms of fictional worlds. They manifest types of semantic organization
which cannot be understood without the connection between a narrative and its
myth/ritual protostructures. Dolezel's theory of fictional worlds contributes to both the
structural semantics of literature and the semiotics of ritual.*

From the History of Philosophy toward the Anthropology of Consciousness. The
study of ritual structures within the contexts of modem cultures is impossible without
understanding the evolution of the human mind in an anthropological perspective. Ritual
consciousness shows up in various ways in the scholarly theories of Fedorov, Dilthey,
Bakhtin and Turner. The theories and concepts of these four key figures, who determined
the direction of this study, reveal striking interconnections. Some of the connections have
already been admitted by researchers. For example, Emerson in her most recent study The
First Hundred Years of Mikhail Bakhtin (1997) mentioned the connection between
Dilthey and Bakhtin;* the influence of Fedorov on Bakhtin has been acknowledged by a
number of scholars (Isupov, Emerson).*® Turner himself has pointed out the essential

significance of Dilthey and his hermeneutics for his anthropology of experience.*’ During
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his last years, Turner was collecting the works by Bakhtin (recently translated into
English) and made Bakhtin's texts required reading for his students in anthropology.*®
The indirect connection between Fedorov and Turner is in their aim and ability to stress
the dimensions of ritual consciousness for the modern mind, and to express the paradigms
of ritual semiosphere in the language of philosophy. Both thinkers were able to
powerfully channel ritual consciousness into modemn thought. Thus, the four outstanding
scholarly figures appear to be interrelated within the anthropology of consciousness and
essential for this study, as well as the tradition of axiological thought and hermeneutics.

Bakhtin's cultural theory, and particularly the concept of the Collective Body,
cannot be fully understood without emphasizing the tradition of Russian thought, which
can be defined in terms of the ecological or organistic mind. Unlike the philosophical
tradition of the West, Russian philosophical tradition (suppressed during Soviet years)
has traces of mythological and ritual consciousness. Paradoxically, it also represents a
truly contemporary trend, essential for the perspective of the anthropology of
consciousness and the developments of the post-postmodern thought. With respect to
modern philosophy and cultural theory in their broadest sense, recent publications in the
journal Russian Studies in Philosophy (1994-96) and the 1995 collection Bakhtin in
Contexts: Across the Discipiines (especially the pieces on Russian organicism by Emerson
and Mandelker) manifest the importance of this cultural perspective. Although one may
argue the nineteenth-century original philosophy by Nikolai Fedorov (1829-1903) had
influenced Bakhtin, I suggest that rather both thinkers, Fedorov and Bakhtin, as well as
another outstanding Russian philosopher Vladimir Vernadsky (1863-1945), with his
theory of noosphere—the unity of all alive—had been influenced by the same model (and
modality) of consciousness. The same refers to another Russian thinker, Pavel Florensky
(1882-1937).%

The Russian philosophical tradition of Cosmism and Organicism, to which

Fedorov and later Bakhtin belong and are among its most unique and at the same time
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characteristic representatives, has been developing on the rational level under the visible
influence of Western tradition in general (Plato, for example) and German philosophy in
particular (Shelling and his naturphilosophy). On the subconscious level, this tradition
has some influence of the unexhausted ritual-mythological consciousness of Russian
cultural tradition, deeply affecting philosophical thinking. Fedorov's theories were defined
as a “mixture of science with religion,”® but it would be more appropriate to say "of
philosophy with the ritual mind." Still powerful and unexhausted even in nineteenth
century (and being widely and deeply carried inside the official culture since the tenth
century, when Russian ritual tradition with its established semiosphere was interrupted
by a forceful conversion into Christianity), the paradigms and dimensions of the ritual
mind have powerfully manifested themselves in Fedorov's teaching. His theory of the
reviving of the dead, as strange as it may seem to the modern mind, is impossible to
explain in purely philosophical terms outside the realms of ancestor belief, semiotics of
ritual and anthropology of consciousness. Fedorov believed that the ultimate solution for
all the spiritual problems of the world would be to collect all dead fathers and to revive
them, their thoughts, feeling and love for progeny.’! The boundaries between the ritual,
mythological, metaphorical and philosophical are shifted in Fedorov's teaching from the
perspective of the modern mind.*

This reviving and collecting people (ancestors and progeny) in one powerful
spiritual effort, in one all-uniting emotional breath, is also an underlining logic behind
another key concept of Russian philosophy—sobornost’ (collecting/assembling as a
spiritual quality and inspiration of the people—the temple of collectively).”® The latter,
with all its uniqueness, can be clarified in the context of semiotic anthropology as a ritual
action intended to maintain and emphasize a symbolic community as a central issue of art,
religion and culture. Dilthey's hermeneutics, Fedorov's philosophical focus on the
ancestral body, sobornost' as a main goal for art and culture, as well as Turner's

anthropology of experience (which may be said to unite the above mentioned concepts)

20



will be shown as crucial for understanding the meaning of ritual for modem film art and
Bakhtin's Collective Body as a protagonist of culture.

Bakhtin: Crossing All Borders. As a unique cultural philosopher, Bakhtin
naturally integrated ritual concepts into his literary and cultural theories. He crossed all
borders simultaneously in the originality and integrity of his teaching: between
narratology and philosophy, cultural studies and ritual studies, linguistics and semiotics
of culture, anthropology and communication theory, film studies and studies of religion.
Bakhtin's methodology not only affected many fields of study, but within some fields
Bakhtin's writings originated entirely new areas, such as dialogic anthropology within
anthropological theory. The bibliography on Bakhtin and his influence on various areas of
study is large; in the words of Emerson, there is a "dialogue on every corner, Bakhtin in
every class."™ Further discussion of the Collective Body concept will show how one
among many of Bakhtin's innovative concepts penetrates the boundaries between various
disciplines and focuses their methods on a potentially explosive theoretical subject.

Recent works by Western scholars on the methodology of human sciences
emphasize new trends, as well as the logical dead-ends of modern thought. This search for
new methods speaks to the timeliness of Bakhtin's theoretical discoveries and his poetic
logic.’® Bakhtin's re-conceptualization of cultural theory and semiotics, as well as
Turner’s revolution in ritual studies (particularly his invention of the processual symbolic
analysis and re-discovery of ritual as a transformative process) represent a major shift in
the humanities from studies of monologic structures to studies of the dialogically
structured processes. They mark the integration of high points of structuralism with
poststructuralist thought and can be compared to Einstein's revolution in modern physics.
All of these drastic changes in the history of human thought signify a victory of the
dialectical and multidimensional over the positivist and monodimensional models of the

world.
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Notes:

! The journal Semiotics 105 (1/2 1995), for example, focused the whole issue on semiotic anthropology as
an advanced "algebra of culture.”

? My thesis is focused predominantly on Russian cinema, however, selected films that belong to film
cultures of other former Soviet peoples will be discussed or mentioned as part of the Soviet cultural
landscape.

} I rephrase here and reflect upon a recent work—A. Martin, Screening the Sacred: Religion, Myth and
Ideology in Popular American Film (Boulder, 1995)—on the connection between cinema and religion in
North America. It is important to stress, however, that unlike in Martin's work, the whole sphere of
religion and religious rituals, is excluded from the present thesis. Soviet cinema and religion represent a
separate research topic. On the distinction between ritual and religion, see further in the text.

! See, Victor W. Turner, The Forest of Symbals: Aspects of Ndembu Ritual (Ithaca & London, 1967); The
Drums of Affliction. (New York and Oxford, 1968), Structure and Antistructure (Chicago, 1969);
Revelation and Divination in Ndembu Ritual (Ithaca, 1975); Process, Performance and Pilgrimage: A
Study in Comparative Symbology (New Delhi, 1979); From Ritual to Theatre (New York, 1982);
Anthropology of Performance (New York, 1987); Blazing the Trial: Way Marks in the Exploration of
Symbols (Tucson & London, 1992); Dramas, Fields and Metaphors (Ithaca, 1974); Victor Tumer and
Edith L.B. Turner, Image and Pilgrimage in Christian Culture (New York, 1978), and Victor W Tumer
and Edward M. Bruner, eds., The Anthropology of Experience (Urbana and Chicago, 1986).

* Tumer and Tumer, Image and Pilgrimage in Christian Culture, 253. It is interesting to note that North
American culture, predominantly Protestant, belongs to the opposite trend—iconoclastic religion, as does
Judaism. Both religions, for the sake of meditation, tend to keep out images from religious activity,
sometimes to the degree of prohibition (a ban on portraying human beings in Judaism). This may explain
an unsatisfied need in iconofilic and performative forms of ritual activity in modern North American culture,
whtich finds its manifestation in cinema/media events. The latter is also characteristic of Russia, where any
kind of religious activity, including iconofilic and performative modes, had been suppressed for a long
time.

® See, for example, Neya Zorkaya, The lllustrated History of the Soviet Cinema (New York, 1989); Lev
Anninsky, Shestidesiatniki i my: kino kotoroe stalo i ne stalo istoriei (Hereafter: The Movement of the
1960s and We: the Cinema that Has and Has Not Become a History) (Moscow, 1991); Nicholas
Galichenko, Glasnost—Soviet Cinema Responds (Austin, 1991); Andrew Horton and Michael Brashinsky,
The Zero Hour: Glasnost and Soviet Film in Transition (Princeton, 1992); Anna Lawton, ed., The Red
Screen: Politics, Society, Art in Soviet Cinema (London & New York, 1992); Anna Lawton, Kinoglasnost:
Soviet Cinema in Our Time (Cambridge, 1993); Attwood, Lynne, ed. Red Women on the Silver Screen:
Soviet Women and Cinema from the Beginning to the End of the Communist Era (London, 1993), Dmitry
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Shlapentokh and Vladimir Shlapentokh, Sovier Cinematography 1918-1991 (New York, 1993), and
Andrew Horton, Inside Soviet Film Satire (Cambridge, 1994)..

” See, George E. Marcus and Michael M.J. Fischer, Anthropology as Cultural Critique (Chicago, 1986).

* Marcus and Fischer explain that “Interpretive anthropology is a covering label for a diverse set of
reflections upon both the practice of ethnography and the concept of culture. It grew out of.. classic
Weberian sociology... phenomenology, structuralism, structural and transformative linguistics, semiotics,
Frankfurt School critical theory, and hermeneutics." Anthropology us Cultural Critique, 25.

? Ibid., 74.

'* See, Umberto Eco, Interpretation and Overinterpretation (New York & London, 1992).

"' Marcus and Fischer, Anthropology as Cultural Critique, 137.

' For more on this, see Turner, The Forest of Symbols, chapter "Betwixt and Between: the Liminal Period
ir Rites de Passage."

" For another possible interpretation of the film from a psychoanalytic perspective, see Maxim Shrayer,
"Why Cranes are Still Flying?" The Russian Review 56 (July 1997): 425-40.

" For concepts of Propp's theory—his studies in semiotic anthropology of culture—see Vladimir Propp,
The Morphology of the Folkiale (Austin, 1968), and especially Istoricheskie korni volshebnoi skazki
(Historical Roots of the Wondertale), (Leningrad, 1946/1986).

'* The film's transgression of ritual taboos and socio-psychological boundaries caused a birth of newly
invented formulas of censorship, and forms of the cultural suppression of meanings. This story of Whiskers '
prohibition was told to me by the director himself in 1991, he also discussed it in his later interviews in
the United States. By the time Mamin completed the movie, the state system of film distribution
disintegrated entirely. In the new economy, a private distribution company came forward offering millions
for the full rights on the film. When the contract was signed, the film disappeared. It has never been
released for the mass audience and, according to the contact, nobody else has right to show it in the movie
theaters. Mamin could not reverse the contract. He hired investigators and they discovered that the
distributor, who had offered such a good deal, worked for a new private enterprise, which had emerged from
the Komsomol city committee, closely connected to the KGB. In fact, it appeared to be a front company for
political manipulators testing ways to deal with the new free media. The author’s copy, the only one which
belonged to the director himself, was widely shown in filmmakers' professional clubs, American
universities and elsewhere, but there has never been a general release on the movie screens of Russia (only
recently single screenings were held in the movie theaters of Moscow and St. Petersburg). Whiskers has not
reached the mass audience, and the film's ideas have lost the opportunity for circulation in the cultural space
at a crucial moment of the beginning of the post-Soviet era, hence, it could not affect mass consciousness
and political reality. For more on the film Whiskers and its place in post-Soviet culture, see my

“Besovshchina: bred kak esteticheskaia kategoriia” (Deviltry: Delirium as Aesthetic Category), in Iskusstvo
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Leningrada 6 (June 1991): 33-39.

'* Interestingly, Mamin has always used ritual as a focal theme in his grotesque comedies. His first movie,
Neptune Festival (Prazdnik Neptuna, 1986), made before glasnost, narrates a story where Soviet
bureaucrats, who, to show off the 'superpower’ of the Soviet people in front of foreigners, invent a non-
existing ritual of winter swimming—Neptune Festival—which, as they claim, Russian people have
celebrated for centuries. This lie requires that a whole village has to swim on one of the winter's coldest
days (-30 degree). Mamin touched upon the theme of the ongoing 'false rituals’ of the Soviet bureaucracy. In
Neptune Festival, however, the conflict resolves in the comic catharsis of actual mass enthusiasm. A village
of previously frightened and apathetic Soviet country people do go swimming against all odds in the icy
river, thus, unexpectedly generating a "true” ritual and reviving "community spirit."

"7 Investigation of the films by Tarkovsky in the context of ritual studies, as a continuation of present
research, is my next big project which will be incorporated in the future book. For more on Andrei Rublev,
see the last chapter of the thesis.

'* Ronald Grimes, Beginnings in Ritual Studies (Columbia, 1995), 198.

** Ibid. Ronald Grimes, one of the leading experts in the area (the chief editor of the Journal of Ritual
Studies) should be named among Turner’s followers in ritual studies. His systematic studies on ritual, as
well as the innovative concept of ritual criticism, mentioned above, represent necessary and stimulating
factors for the development of the semiotics of ritual as an integral part of cultural studies. See also Ronald
Grimes, Ritual Criticism: Studies on Its Practice, Essays on Its Theory and Readings, Writing, and

Ritualizing (Columbia, 1989).

abundance of literature on how the turn from positivism to dialectics from ‘'repetition’ to 'transformation’
occurred in the history of ritual theory. In this study, Tumner's concept of ritual is a point of reference and a
theoretical basis for discussion of the ritual nature of cinema. It should be mentioned that Turmers
innovative ideas and methods have not penetrated the walls between the disciplines, and that the drastic
developments in the theory of ritual have remained an inner business of anthropology, almost unnoticed
outside its boundaries. The majority of scholars, however sophisticated in their own fields, continue to use
the concept of ritual in its dated, once-traditional meaning of "repetition.” However, understanding ritual in
Turner’s terms, as a "transformation,” a transformative process, opens nevv dimensions and possibilities for
film and cultural theory.

*! For more detailed discussion of ritual aspects of the films /r (Ono, 1989, by Sergei Ovcharov) and the
representation of the Collective Body in this filmtext, see my "Find the Magic Word," in Re-Entering the
Sign: Articulating New Russian Culture, eds. Ellen Berry and Anesa Miler-Pogasar (Ann Arbor, 1994).

2 The capital letters are used in the thesis to differentiate Bakhtin's philosophical metaphor of the

Collective Body from a similar term accepted in social sciences. For nineteenth and twentieth century
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sociologists and anthropologist, the idea of the collective body implied a functional model of society, in
which different people fulfilled different roles—peasant, intellectual, worker, and in taking their part, they
become like cells in the organs of the collective body. Thus, in social sciences, the collective body means
the integral whole of contemporaries, people of different occupations functioning within a given society.
Thanks to Jean DeBemardi and Ronald Grimes for pointing out at this important distinction to me. The
two concepts have a similar metaphorical origin, however, Bakhtin's concept represent a poetic logic, rather
than a more rational Functionalist approach.

® Tumner, The Forest of Symbols, 27-30.

¥ Ibid., 20.

* Thanks to Jean DeBemardi for clarification of this point in the context of comparative analysis of film and
ritual.

* See Sergei Eisenstein, Grundproblem, manuscript (Moscow, TSGALI—a former Soviet "Central State
Archive for Art and Literature"). Eisenstein was the first who, as early as in the 1930s, stressed the
importance of ritual in the context of film studies. He even signified ritual as the key issue in film studies:
Grundproblem ("main/great problem"” in German) was the title of his manuscript on the anthropology o
cinema. Grundproblem has never been published and cannot pass the barriers of unofficial censorship to this
day. Until the Thaw, the 1960's epoch of liberalization, it was strictly prohibited and concealed in the
highly restricted department of TSGALI because it departured from and reconsidered the ideological context
of Soviet cinema. Only a few researchers were allowed access to Eisenstein's archive and to the particular
prohibited manuscript. The first who found the manuscript there and mentioned it in their conference
presentations were Scvict film scholars V. Koslov and N. Kleiman. However, only found by a young then
semiotician Vyacheslav Ivanov, Grundproblem became a basic text for elaborating a new discipline—the
semiotic anthropology of cinema. Eisenstein was the first who insisted on the deep connection between
cinema and primitive cultures. He extensively investigated the ideas of Frazer (1854-1941), Lévi-Bruhl
(1857-1939) and other nineteenth and early twentieth century anthropologists, and used them for his study
on the modes of prelogical consciousness and their connection to the mental structures of cinema. But
Eisenstein did not limit himself to the methods of Lévi-Bruhl and combined them with the innovative
structural analysis, similar to the method of Levi-Strauss, thus making film studies part of modem
semiotics. In Grundproblem Eisenstein attempted to answer the question, what is the essence of film
language, its very core. He concluded that ritual determines expressiveness of film art and its forms of
communication. "Regress in form, and progress in content”—was Eisenstein's formula for film art, meaning
that new topical content should be expressed via the language and structure of the ritual forms.

7 See, Vyacheslav Ivanov, Ocherki po istorii semiotiki v SSSR (hereafter: Essays in the History of
Semiotics in the USSR). In Russian (Moscow, 1976), and Einfuhrung in allgemeine Probleme der
Semiotik. In German (Darmstadt, 1985). V. Ivanov is curmtly working on the new Edition of this book to
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be published in English in the United States. Ivanov worked with Grundproblem, along with other
unpublished manuscripts by Eisenstein in 1962-67, and his thorough research resulted in the Essays—a
profoundly dialogic text (in Bakhtin's terms), where true meaning was generated by communication
between the two scholars rather than by isolated statements. Ivanov's book reconsidered the image of the
great Soviet director, revealing him as an outstanding film semiotician, a forerunner of many semiotic
conceptions on the interrelations between signs, texts, ritual, culture and ideology. In his Essays Ivanov
presented main ideas of Eisenstein's unpublished manuscript, and discussed them in the context of
semiotics and anthropology of the 1970s. In his book, dense and extremely rich in ideas, Ivanov developed
semiotic-anthropological views on film to the status of a new discipline—the semiotic anthropology of
cinema .

28 See Yvette Biro, Profane Mythology: the Savage Mind of Cinema (Bloomington, 1981). The goal of
this work, translated from Hungarian into English, was to reveal the powers of myth-making embedded in
cinematic structures (especially in totalitarian cultures). This was goal similar to the one fulfilled the same
year by Katerina Clark in her book, Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Chicago, 1981). Biro's study was also
a critique of the political-ideological manipulation of cinema but, unlike Clark, she failed 10 create a new
systematic methodology for the myth-ritual study of cinema. The book is written by a scholar with insight
and imagination, its main asset is in stressing the enormous potential of film art associated with the
unconscious. In its theoretical aspects, Profane Mythology is theoretically weaker than the works by
Eisenstein-Ivanov, published a few years earlier. Although Biro used some semiotic terminology—
"symbol," "signifier,” Lotman-Ivanovs' "modelling system"—her methodology was neither structuralist,
nor semiotic. She was not a poststructuralist scholar either. Drawing upon such notions as "savage,"
“profane,” "primitive," “archaic,” Biro discussed the barbarism of cinema as a kind of modern paganism.
She employed a dated theoretical apparatus, referring to the "savage mind of the cinema,” almost in
prestructuralist Levi-Bruhlian terms. Her terminological apparatus—concepts such as “barbaric metaphor,”
"the beauty of sin and the sin of beauty,” "archaizing natural existence,” or "the deep-sea would of
consciousness"—point at the influence of neoromanticism and modemnist aesthetics of the early New Wave
and European poetic cinema. See Profane Mythology, 54-85, 101, 107-34. Biro attempted to reveal the
"magic" of cinema by underlining its destructive tendencies: she described cinema as a powerful "modern
beast” with a "savage mind," which propagated a "profane mythology. Emphasizing dissociative pathos of
cinzma, Biro ignored the transformative and sacralizing aspects of cinema as a ritual structure. To stress the
positive, "conscious" aspects of cinema in the opposition to the negative, "unconscious,” Biro used
cognitive approach and developed such concepts as "visual thinking,” "active nature of seeing” and "film-
thought.” Her methods of revealing mysteries of "archaic consciousness" in mental structures of cinema lack
the dimension of ritual, which could address her concerns better than the cognitive approach. Biro's

controversial study of cinema as a form of primitive consciousness failed because of her debatable
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methodology and lack of grounding in semiotics and anthropology. The shortcomings of Biro's book
indicate also the limits of a single disciplinary studies approach (film studies, in her case) towards an
essentially interdisciplinary issue. Biro's book can be seen as a critique of both—poetic and ideological
cinema; it manifested the typical weakness of pre-Turner myth-criticism in cultural studies. However, the
positive role of Profane Mythology is in its emphasis on the important and poorly studied issue of the
connection between film culture and the anthropology of consciousness. For a typical confusion of ritual
with expressiveness and image, see, for example, the following quotation from Biro's book: "In what lies
film's... process of ritualization?.. in the profane concreteness of abstraction, in the film... the action itself
remains, in the strictest sense, naturalistic. Natural existence is realized in direct physical movements and
reactions. Instead of stylizing, the film lifts memorable elements out of their usual surroundings, cleanses
them, pares them down, and then holds them close to us. Thus we see a hitherto hidden but very
expressive face." Profane Mythology, 35. Among the constructive ideas by Biro important for the present
study are following: "stimulus density,’ "film as catalyst, interrogator, and judge,” and the interaction of the
“city lights—and shadows." Profane Mythology, 57, 60, 95. The latter idea anticipates understanding of
the ritual role of the shadow in the metalanguage of cinema—to be discussed in the dissertation.

? See, Jean-Louis Baudry, "Ideological Effects of the Basic Cinematographic Apparatus" and "The
Apparatus: Metapsychological Approaches to the Impression of Reality" in Narrative, Apparatus,
Ideology: A Film Theory Reader, ed. Philip Rosen (New York, 1986). For discussions of Baudry's theory,
see Noél Carroll, Mystifying Movies: Fads and Fallacies in Contemporary Film Theory (New Yory, 1988),
Robert Stam, et al, eds., New Vocabularies in Film Semiotics. Structuralism, Post-Structuralism and
Beyond (London and New York, 1992), and Bordwell and Carroll, Post-theory: Reconstructing Film
Studies (Madison, 1995). First endowed with the status of an almost classical text in film theory and later
highly criticized, Baudry's approach has been never tested by the analog of the ritual and cinema. For the
scholar in ritual studies, it is difficult to overlook the striking connections between cinematic apparatus,
introduced by Baudry, and ritual apparatus. In order to analyze Baudry's theory of apparatus from the
perspective of semiotic anthropology, it can be effectively represented as a three-fold system: (1)
observation, (2) theorization and (3) conclusion. In short, one may say, that Baudry's observation is
revolutionary; his theorization—the logic of his reasoning—is misleading; and the conclusion is
insufficient. There is much more to the symbolic meaning of cinema than he determined in his
explanations. In his observation, Baudry made an important discovery beneficial for the anthropology of
cinema; he claims that the dark cinematic space ultimately symbolizes the cave—a symbolic space (of
chronotopic nature, as Bakhtin's follower can add), that Baudry derived from the writings by Plato. An
anthropologist easily recognizes in the vague symbolic image of the cave that Baudry attempted to
rationalize (the metaphor that so impressed film scholars) Turner's famous ritual signifier—his liminal

space/time, the "fruitful darkness,” the "betwixt and between" ritual zone. Baudry, as well as his readers,
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was himself vividly impressed and fascinated by the mystery of the cave, a symbolic image that he offered
as a possible root-metaphor for all cinema. In his search for suitable theoretical explanation, Baudry made
two mistakes, which later caused a serious and justified critique of his whole theory of apparatus. His
primary method was the integration of psychoanalysis with Marxism, but he overestimated their
significance in explaining the very nature of cinema. Baudry's overestimation of psychoanalysis is manifest
in his theorization of the cave as a place of/for (one may add a "model 5f/for") erotic-neurotic nostalgia, a
craving for the mother's breasts. (On the Geertz' model of/for in respect to film-ritual studies, see further
in the text). Carroll, an American film theorist, strongly criticized Baudry for this evidently unjustified
Freudian connection. "One must at least question the purported screen/breast association. What is its
basis?" See more on Noél Carroll's critique of Baudry in his Mystifying Movies: Fads & Fallacies in
Contemporary Fi'm Theory, 29. If Baudry had turned instead of psychoanalysis to anthropology, he would
tave found the missing logical link, so important for his explanation of symbolic nature of cinema. He
might have met in anthropology the whole semantic chain of identical/interconnected signifiers, extensively
discussed in numerous works, such as cave, womb, vagina, tomb, stomach, hollow, cavity, images of
devouring and intercourse as a sphere of symbolic death-(re)birth, etc. Baudry's overestimation of ideology
is manifest in his interpretation of the cave (the dark symbolic space of cinematic experience) as essentially
a place of imprisonment, where the cinematic subjects—social prisoners—are shown ideological illusions,
manufactured by the ruling class. Thus, the function of cinema is limited by Baudry to that of ideological
brainwashing (or, to a ceremony, in Tumer's terms). Identifying the cave with a place of restraint and
captivity narrows the possible conclusions which brings us to the issue of potential impact of Baudry's
theory of apparatus on the development of the semiotic anthropology of cinema. The transformation of the
individual in the direction necessary for the community, is the main function of ritual. From this
standpoint, Baudry's conclusion that stresses ideological apparatus as the key structure of cinema is
accurate. However, there is much more to the cinematic experience than ideological brainwashing.
Following Turner, [ would like to emphasize that ritual indeed has its own ideology, but it is the ideology
of the community (or, of the Collective Body) rather than the ideology of the state or any group in power.
Thus, the ideological apparatus, discovered and simultaneously criticized by Baudry, functions properly
when the film indeed represents a ceremony. The large area of film-ritual as a transformative performance
intended to facilitate the ideology of the Collective Body remains outside Baudry's theory. A
conceptualization of the film-ritual will necessarily integrate the controversial connection between ritual and
ideology, but cannot be narrowed to it. Baudry, as the majority of film theoreticians, had no intention of
taking issue with anthropology: he aimed at the studies of ideology. His own conclusion remained strictly
within the study on the ideology of cinema. Nonetheless, if not his conclusions, then his observations on
and theorization of the nature of cinematic experience leave space for distinct connections between film

theory and anthropology.
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% For more on this, see Christopher Innes, Holy Theater: Ritual and Avant-garde (New York, 1981), and
Richard Schechner, Between Theater and Anthropology (Philadelphia, 1985).

" Perceived by the majority as ar: eccentric, exiravagant modemist theory, the book introduced the notion
of theatrical instinct supposedly discovered by Evreinov. What he called "instinct," a performative behavior
programmed biologically in human nature, was in fact a tradition of ritual performance. Using substantial
materials from the international anthropological and ethnographic sources of early twentieth century to
introduce his original theory, Evreinov was not aware that he was describing and discussing ritual
paradigms. This early work, yet rather a controversial modemist hypothesis than a strictly academic study,
did, however, raise the question of the ritual nature of theatre—something which was discussed later by the
leading theatre theoreticians of our century. Soon after N. Evreinov's Theatrical Instinct, the first theoretical
studies on the ritual roots of theatre (using the materials of Ancient Greek Theatre) were done in the first
decades of the twentieth century by the "Cambridge anthropologists.” J. Harrison, G. Murray and F.
Cornford, scholars who followed J. Frazer. For critique of their thesis, see Richard F. Hardin, "Ritual’ in
Recent Criticism: The Elusive Sense of Community," PMLA, 98 (5 1983): 846-62, Richard Schechner,
Performance Theory (London and New York, 1988).

** The play Hudibbuk (in Hebrew, or The Dibbuk, in American version, meaning 'The Spirit') was written
by Yiddish folklorist Solomon Z. Rappaport (Annky), and staged by Evgeny Vakhtangov, famous director
of the Russian symbolist theatre at Habima, Moscow Jewish theatre. It narrated the story of two young
lovers, Leya and Khonnon, who were separated by the will of the girl's rich father. Khonnon, a poor
Kabbala student, dies; becoming a spirit, and still unable to separate himself from his beloved Leya, he
enters her body. A powerful rabbi later exorcise the dibbuk from Leya's body, but Khonnon reappears to the
girl in spiritual form. The play was intended to show the power of love and human spirit. Habima left
Russia in the late 1920s to travel around the world with its one and only unique and famous performance;
it was acknowledged as an outstanding theatre achievement by critics all over the world. Performed in
ancient Hebrew (a ritual language of Torah comprehensible for a few), Hudibbuk drew upon a coded speech
and reinforced a powerful non-verbal communication—the signification of rhythm, light, movement, as well
as other forms of energy transmission. The theatrical chronotope (organization of time/space) was focused
on the-creation of the ritual circle as an epicenter of scenic magic. In this, Hudibbuk became a truly
symbolic performance—metaritual, manifesting theater's meditation on and re-creation of its very cultural
origin. Like an authentic ritual, performed again and again, it effectively fulfilled the transformative spiritual
function. The mysterious and enchanting Hudibbuk, presented by the Jewish theater group from Russia in
the 1930s in Europe and North America, was received as an outstanding achievement by critics all over the
world. The success of the theater experiment, which emphasized ritual communication in modern culture
facilitated interest of theorists and directors in Russia and abroad in the ritual nature of modern performance.

It is interesting, that Hudibbuk, as a true 'ritual’, has been remade around the globe—hundreds of
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performances intended to re-create the "magic” of the first performance. It became the most frequently
performed drama of the Yiddish theatre; Leonard Bernstein wrote a ballet on its plot; George Gershwin
started to write an opera and one version was performed in La Scala; recently a new opera, Between the Two
Worlds was staged in Lyric Opera of Chicago. Its director R. Pearlman stresses, in somewhat humorous
way, Hudibbuk's truly inter- and metatextual dimensions: "This is Romeo and Juliet crossed with Tristan
and Isolde, and you get The Exorcist for your money, too." F.N. D'Alessio, "Opera Uses Yiddish Tale,"
Toronto Star, 12 July, 1997, MS. The Jewish legend of the dibbuk is rooted in the ritual motif of the
marriage between the dead and the living man/woman, wide-spread in many cultural mythologies. With all
metatextuality of the latest motifs derived from this ritual paradigm, the story touches upon the essential
issues of the Collective Body. [ studied ritual elements in Habima and GOSSET, two famous Moscow
Jewish theaters as a visiting researcher at the University of Jerusalem in 1991-92. On the significance of the
play The Dibbuk in the twentieth-century cinema and culture, see also Ira Koninsberg "The Only 'I' in the
World": Religion, Psychoanalysis, and The Dibbuk,” in Cinema Journal 36, no. 4 ( Summer 1997), 22-
43.

¥ In Artaud's view the theater must disturb the spectator profoundly, pierce him to the heart and soul in
such a way as to free unconscious repressions and oblige men to view themselves as they really are. In it,
mime, gesture and scenery are more important than words, and the director is a kind of maker of magic, a
"master of sacred ceremcilies.” Following Artaud, the Spanish-bomn dramatist Fernando Arrabal invented in
the 1962 the term "theatre of panic"—something that can be understood as dramatic structure which plays
upon and reinforces a cathartic need. This model was designed to restore a ritual mode of theatre and create
a kind of ritualistic drama which combines elements of tragedy and buffoonery with a religious-type
experience. See, J.A. Cuddon, Dictionary of Literary Terms and Literary Theory (London, 1992), 966.

*  For more on Grotowski's experiments in ritual performance, see for example, in Grimes, Ritual
Criticism. My own experience as a spectator with Grotowski's ritual theatre took place in Russia, during a
performance by Grotowski's actors at the Leningrad State Institute of Theatre, Music and Cinematography
in 1976. This was indeed one of the most striking and memorable aesthetic and psychological experiences
in my professional career, and something that has influenced my interest in the ritual forms of modern art a
great deal.

¥ See numerous works by Richard Schechner: Between Theatre and Anthropology (Philadelphia, 1985),
Performance Theory (London & New York, 1988), By Means of Performance: Intercultural Studies of
Theatre and Ritual (New York, 1990), The Future of Ritual: Writings on Culture and Performance (New
York, 1993) and Introduction in Victor W. Tumer, Anthropology of Performance. In all his books
Schechner emphasizes the connections between ritual and theatre, and the ritual aspects of modemn
performance, as well as general importance of anthropology for performance theory and theatre studies.
According to Schechner: "Human creativity still works this playfield betwixt and between the ethological,
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the neurological, and the social. The future of ritual is the continued encounter between imagination and
memory translated into doable acts of the body. Ritual's conservatism may restrain humans enough to
prevent our extinction, while its magmatic creative core demands that human life—social, individual,
maybe even biological—keep changing. The Future of Ritual, 263.

36 There were two reasons for this integration of semiotics with anthropology. First, Russian academic
tradition has heen inclined to interdisciplinary studies (Bakhtin, Propp, Freidenberg, etc.). Second, social
anthrupology and ritual studies, as its integral part, especially their theoretical and comparative aspects, had
no chance for development within official Soviet science. Semiotics became a form of academic "secret
language,” in the terms of Ivanov, inaccessible to the ideological authorities and a logical context for the
developmenis in anthropology (comparative aspects of religion, socia! sciences and cultural studies had
been "not recommended" before the revolution and were prohibited after the revolution), which eventually
took the form of the semiotic anthropology of the Moscow-Tartu school. Many works by the founders,
Lotman and Ivanov, as well as other authors in the periodical Tartusskie sborniki (Tartu Collections)
investigated symbols and meanings in Russian culture within the context of myth and ritual, representing a
systematic semiotic-anthropological approach towards various cultural phenomena.

" Following Eliade, Frye and Turner, Clark in her new approach toward Soviet culture emphasized the
ideological symbolism of Stalinist literature of socialist realism as a system based on ritual structures. A
renowned specialist on Bakhtin and Soviet literature, Clark was the first to cross the borders between
traditional studies of Russian literature and anthropology, forming in the West the basis for the entirely
new discipline—the anthropology of Russian culture. The main idea of Clark's book focused on the ritual
reinterpretation of socialist realism. "The prominence given to the life-cycle and the cycles of nature in these
essentially political dramas imparts to Soviet order a spurious aura of organicity and sense of continuity
with past traditions. When, in a given novel, the balance of nature is restored, then, at a symbolic level,
the ideological balance is restored, with all contradictions resolved. The organization of the typical
Stalinist novel fits the schema in Frye's Anatomy of Criticism so well that the novel almost seems made to
his order." Clark, The Soviet Novel, 113.

" On Soviet cinema of the 1930s in the tradition initiated by Clark, see Hanse Gilnther, "Big Family,"
Iskusstvo kino, April (4, 1996): 103-108.

* Ritualism of the Cambridge school facilitated the discovery of the cyclic model of the mythological idea
of time, and rise a question on the correlation between the myth and ritual in culture. More on the
conception of myth in Cambridge school and New Criticism, see, for example. Richard P. Sugg, ed.
Jungian Literary Criticism (Ewanston, IL., 1992) and E.M. Meletinsky, Poetika mifa (The Poetics of
Myth} (Moscow, 1976).

“ Besides Northrop Frye, scholars of this directions include M. Bodkin, Archetypal Patterns in Poetry:
Psychological Studies in Imagination (New York, 1934), J.I.. White, Mythology in the Modern Novel. A
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Study of Prefigurative Techniques (Princeton, 1971), R. Chase, The Quest for Myth (Baton Rouge,
Louisiana, 1949), etc. For a comparative analysis of the ideas by Frye and Bakhtin, see D. Hayman,
"Audela de Bakhtine" Poetique 13 (1973) and E.M. Meletinsky, Poetics of Myth (The Poetics of Myth).
(Moscow, 1976).

* Freiderberg, as an important theorist and predecessor of structuralism, was recently introduced to
Western scholarship by V. Ivanov. See, Olga Freidenberg, /mage and Concept: Mythopoetic Roots of
Literature, ed. Vyacheslav Ivanov (Los Angeles, 1996), as well as Ivanov's Introduction to I/mage and
Concept. In this book written in the 1930s, Freidenberg explored Greek tragedy and its influence on the
very formation of world literature. She develops the idea that the appearance of literature came with its
transition from mythological thinking to formal-logical concepts. Inherited mythological forms were
reinterpreted conceptually—causalized, ethicized, generalized and abstracted. This reinterpretation brought
about poetic figurality. Folklore material began to be differentiated from mythological images of the past
into the various disciplines of religion, philosophy, ethics, literature and art. Yet, differentiated and
reinterpreted as it was, the folklore material remained formally preserved in poetic image, structure and plot.
** Only two chapters of this book have been so far translated and published in Vladimir Propp, Theory and
History of Folklore (Minneapolis, 1984).

® Unlike the narrative system frozen in a segment of time (Propp's morphology), his anthropology of the
fairy tale explored main plots of the world's fairy tales as protostructures of modern narrative systems in
their relationship to rituals, which originated them. In this he followed A.N. Veselovsky's method of
historical poetics. The focus of Historical Roots is on the ritual origin of narrative paradigms and well-
known motifs. Each of the plot was shown by Propp as a result of ritual needs and ritual processes within
archaic societies. Propp’s methodology will be extensively used in this study. Propp's idea that the tale
(story) can reinterpret the origin of ritual opens new opportunities for ritual studies and criticism. Not only
does a modern plot reflect an archetypal metaplot, but within its narrative rhetoric a modern (film)story
makes a statement about contemporary social dramas and ritual ways of addressing them; ritual thus
becomes a mode of cultural philosophy. This aspect is significant because it treats ritual as a sphere of open
discussion on topical cultural matters.

“ See, for example, Lubomir Dolezel, "Kafka's Fictional World" in Canadian Review of Comparative
Literature (March, 1984): 61-83.

*$ Caryl Emerson, The First Hundred Years of Mikhail Bakhtin (Princeton, 1997), 62.

“ Ibid., 255, 259. See there also Emerson's discussion of K.G.Isupov's interpretation of Bakhtin in the
context of the Russian thought.

* Victor W. Tumer and M. Bruner, eds., The Anthropology of Experience (Urbana, 1986).

* I thank Ken Little, a former doctoral student of Turner, and currently professor of anthropology at York

University for bringing to my attention Turner's profound interest in Bakhtin during his work at the
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University of Virginia. Although we can hardly speak of the direct influence of Bakhtin on Tumer, since the
main theories of Turner had been already established by this time, in the context of the dialogue between
the two scholars it is important to realize that Turner perceived Bakhtin's theories as a significant addition
to his own.

* In his essay "Macrocosm and Microcosm," Florensky explored a symbolic image "The World as a Big
Man" as one of the most widespread mythologemes of all cultures and all times." Florensky constructs a
theory very similar to Bakhtin's Collective Body, and directly referred to the beliefs of ancient Siavs and
other world cultures. "Biologically—everything surrounding us, is our body, the continuation of our body,
the integrity of our complementary organs... Both nature, and a man are endless; and in their infinity they
are equal... may become parts of one another, and the equally powerful parts are mutually interchangeable
with each other, and with the whole world," Pavel Florensky, Opravdanie kosmosa (Justification of
Cosmos) (St.-Petersburg, 1994), 184. See more on Florensky's philosophy in this recently published
collection of his works.

% S.G. Semenova, Introduction to Nikolai Fedorovich Fedorov, Sochineniia [Works] (Moscow,1994), 6.

* According to Fedorov’s philosophy of religion, “ancient religion [tribal religion, ancestor belief] is the
sobornoe [from sobornost'—the collecting] revolt of the sons against heaven, caused by the death of their
fathers. Ancient religion is also an action, liturgy, i.e. recreation of the fathers in the forms of monuments
and memorials, the totality of which is The Temple.” Nikolai Fedorov, Sochineniia, 24.

* Discussing the connection between Fedorov and Bakhtin, it is interesting to mention that Fedorov
deliberates on the issue of philoiogicheskaia piatidesiatnitsa [fifty languages in one], later defined by
Bakhtin as heteroglosia, and also on the issues which can now be interpreted in the context of
metalanguage and semiotics: “/azychniki {pagans, from Russian iazyk—tongue] were called those tribes
who... nave lost their connection in language (i.e. forgot their kinship ties, their common origin), and thus
lost any ability to understand each other... [Humankind] has to create a language common and clear to all
people, to all nations, and thus to destroy an obstacle for mutual understanding.” Fedorov stresses the need
for one symbolic language—the metalanguage of understanding: “Until there is no unity in the world,
people will remain brothers who cannot talk to each other.” Fedorov, Sochineniia, 33, 36, 37.

* The word sobornast’ originates from Russian sobirat’ (to collect, to gather); notably that the Russian
word ‘temple’—sobor— is profoundly interconnected with both above mentioned notions.

* Caryl Emerson, "Introduction: Dialogue on Every Corner, Bakhtin in Every Class,” in Bakhtin in
Contexts: Across the Disciplines, ed. Amy Mandelker (Evantson, IL.: 1995). Bakhtin in Contexts is
particularly important for understanding Bakhtin's influence on interdisciplinary studies. On Bakhtin's
influence on the field of anthropology, see Vincent Crapanzano, "The Postmodern Crisis: Discourse,
Parody, Memory," the chapter "Anthropology” in the above mentioned collection.

** On reconsideration of the logic in contemporary scholarship and the development of poetic logic vs.
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strictly rational reasoning, see for cxample, the publications by Canadian philosophers Beiner, Walton,
Colilli and Waldes should be mentioned. Beiner points to the urgent contemporary need to reconsider the
interrelationship of the individual with the whole. He recognizes that the antidote of our spiritless time lies
neither in the embrace of community with over individualism nor of the individual over the community:
both shouid be submitted to a radical questioning. The Collective Body-theory is a possible way of
provocative philosophical thinking intended to stimulate radical questioning. See Ronald Beiner, ed.
Philosaphy in a Time of Lost Spirit (Toronto, 1997). In accordance with Bakhtin, Walton points to the
"idealized and abstract models” in logic and demonstrates that an argument can best be evaluated in terms
of the goals of a particular dialogue. Douglas Walton, The New Dialectic: Conversational Contexts in
Argument (Toronto, 1997). Valdés emphasizes the "imaginative configuration of the world, the cultural
phenomenon of making sense, poetic sense, of life." Mario Valdés, The Hermeneutics of Poetic Sense
(Toronto, 1997); see also his earlier Shadows in the Cave (1982). Colilli brings a unifying perspective to
the time-worn debate between rationalists and empiricists by demonstrating that ratiological thinking is
based on, and not separate from, poetico-logical thinking. Colilli sets his theory of poetic logic through an
analysis of works by a range of thinkers and writers that include Heidegger, Jung, Vico and Giordano
Bruno. Bakhtin, undoubtedly, should be added to this list. Colilli argues that their writing offer a strong
argument to the mechanic and materialistic perspective of postmodemn science and philosophy. Through his
expansive interpretive approach, Colilli is able to re-establish a unity that once existed between poetry and
philosophy, and between the lyric and the rational. Paul Colilli, The /dea of a Living Spirit: Poetic Logic
as a Contemporary Theory (Toronto, 1997).
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Part I. Paradigms of Theory

The first theoretical part of the dissertation focuses on the legitimacy of the
semiotic anthropology of cinema and its perspectives. It discusses the main parameters
and methods in the study of film as ritual. On the basis of diverse paradigms developed
by anthropologists and cultural philosophers, Bakhtin and Turner in particular, with the
materials from various cultures, this part will emphasize the connection between the
semiotics of ritual and film studies, as well as the importance of selected models and
patterns for the development of the anthropological perspective on cinema.

Definitions of Ritual. Ritual has been analyzed, from Emile Durkheim to Victor
Turner, as a means of converting the obligatory norms of society into the desires of the
individual, of creating socialized sentiments, of transforming statuses, effecting cures,
acting out mythic charters for social action and reintegrating agonistic social groups.!
Almost always, as Marcus and Fischer point out, ritual has been seen as a "relatively self-
contained dramatic frame."? Turner emphasized that the unity of ritual is a dramatic unity.
He introduced the understanding of ritual as "prescribed formal behavior for occasions not
given over to technological routine, having reference to beliefs in mystical beings or
powers."? Grimes, following Turner, described ritual as a "transformative performance
revealing major classifications, categories, and contradictions of cultural processes."*
Turner also made an extremely important distinction between ritual and ceremony. He
restricted the term ritual to the classes of behavior which accompany social transitions,
and used ceremony to denote behaviors which serve to confirm a social status and a status
of power. Ritual "is not a bastion of social conservatism whose symbols merely condense
cherished cultural values. Rather it holds the generating source of culture and structure...
Hence, ritual is by definition associated with social transitions, while ceremony is linked

with social states."® Turner's innovative method of processual symbolic analysis refers to

the interpretation of ritual symbcls which operate as a dynamic system of signifiers in the
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context of sociocultural processes.® Among other theoreticians of ritual Rene Girard
should be mentioned. He regards ritual primarily as a re-direction of violence, which is
important for the catharsis theory and ritual roots of tragedy.’

Ritual as Metastructure. The thesis contains references to cultural and ritual
symbolism of diverse ethnographic origins—predominantly Russian, and that of other
peoples of the former Soviet Union, as well as African (particularly of the Ndembu
people) studied by Turner. The first part of this chapter discusses dominant ritual
symbols of European (French) culture, as investigated by Bakhtin; the second largely
draws upon the works by Turner and other Western anthropologists who created their
conceptions of ritual on the basis of materials from various cultures. A legitimate question
may be asked—what are the grounds or principles for such comparative study? How is a
comparative analysis of such distant ethnographies possible, and how can conclusions be
drawn on its basis? This set of questions has been addressed by Turner himself in one of
his latest works, in which he completed and promoted a metastructural approach towards
ritual symbolism.

In the chapter devoted to the controversy of metaritual, "African Ritual and
Western Literature: Is a Comparative Symbology Possible?", Turner focused attention on
the possibility of creating a code of ritual applicable to different cultures. He stressed that
the difference between Ndembu and European dominant symbols is not in their semantic
structure but in the oral versus written traditions in which they are embedded.® The same
semantic structure is manifest in ritual forms in one case and in the narrative/performative
tradition in another; therefore, it can be translated from one cultural language into another
on the basis of ritual paradigms—the unifying ritual semantics. Turner argues that it is
through their dominant symbols (and iconic signs), which constitute the molecules of both
African ritual and European literature, that the action genres of African ritual and the

written texts of Western literature may be compared:
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Dominant symbols provide the fixed points in the total systems, ritual or
literary. They designate the major themes of the culture for which they are
supreme modes of expression. Sometimes they also embody critiques of those
principles and values, or enunciate new unprecedented themes. Analysis of
dominant symbols and the clusters of ancillary symbols which they organize is
perhaps the best way to reveal differences in the implicit postulates of dynaruical
cultural systems. It raises questions which determine the shape and style of
further, broader-gauged comparative research.’

Rephrasing Turner, we may ask—is a comparative symbology of African ritual
and Soviet cinema possible? From this standpoint, the following chapter is intended to
outline and discuss the key paradigms of ritual theory which are essential for semiotic
anthropology of cinema in general and for the present study of Soviet films in particular.
This research is based on the idea that ritual is a paradigmatic structure that facilitates
transformative cultural processes essential for any society, rather than an obsolete form
of cultural activity, characteristic only for the indigenous people. Ritual is employed as a
"theoretical synthesis," a metaparadigm rather than a belief in the supernatural, or a
typologically accurate description of a particular group or ethnic activity. In this context,
Tumer's definition of ritual as "the basic building blocks of culture" is essential for an
understanding of the important (ritual) elements lacking within modern societies. Ritual is
discussed in the dissertation as a semantic system, a formalized metalanguage that
represents paradigms of change in the semantic field. Aspects of the ritual language,
therefore, will further be considered, according to Turner, as a dynamic system of
signifiers, agents in the transformative metasemantic processes. The exploration of ritual
as a metalanguage and a metastructure would be centered around two interrelated
questions—who or what is the subject/protagonist of the ritual action, and what is the
essence of this action? These issues, as well as other correlated questions, will be
addressed in the chapters 1 and 2: "The Subject of Ritual: The Collective Body" and "The
Semiotics of Ritual: The Ritual Action." Part I will be completed with chapter 3 "From
Ritual to Film: Towards the Semiotic Anthropology of Cinema."

37



Chapter 1. The Subject of Ritual: The Collective Body

This chapter will introduce and explore the concept of the Collective Body,
which Bakhtin outlined, and will show its focal point in the philosophy of culture and its
significance as a collective protagonist for the semiotic anthropology of cinema.'’ The
Collective Body represents a necessary theoretical link between the interdisciplinary
areas of the present research. It is discussed in the dissertation as a necessary centering
and intermediate concept between Soviet studies and film studies, the semiotics of ritual
and the anthropology of cinema. Without the Collective Body concept, the integration of
the above mentioned disciplines would be difficult. This chapter presents an analysis of
the Collective Body concept in culturological perspective, while the following chapters
will develop the discussion of the Collective Body as multiple protagonist in ritual and
cinema. The representation of the Collective Body image as a collective protagonist in
selected Soviet films will be the subject of the second part of the dissertation. Introduced
in the capacity of a dominant cultural symbol, the Collective Body will further be
discussed as a dynamic system of signifiers using the materials from Soviet films.

The Ancestral—The Collective—The Birth-Giving Body. This chapter will
discuss one of the most intriguing and poorly studied concepts in Mikhail Bakhtin's
theory of culture—rodovoe telo."" This concept appears to be the most enlightening with
respect to issues of the subject or protagonist of ritual, and the integral identity in
Bakhtin's semiotics and cultural philosophy. In spite of the overwhelming recent interest
in the works by Bakhtin (1895-1975)—the so-called Bakhtin industry in the West—this
particular concept has been overlooked and its translation misinterpreted in both Western
and Soviet scholarship.'> However, its significance is of such importance for all branches
of cultural studies, that its discussion should not be delayed any longer. The
misinterpretation started by the translator, but the translator is not to blame, since she,
Héléne Iswolsky, is just a messenger. It is not merely an issue of correct linguistic
translation, but rather an issue of cultural misrepresentation, which is a topical problem in
the disciplines of the semiotics of culture and semiotic anthropology—an issue of 'cultural

understanding' (translating from one cultural system into other).!* There are serious and
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deep-rooted reasons for misinterpreting and underestimating this concept in both
Bakhtin's own twentieth-century Russian culture and in the West. My goal is: a) to raise
the issue of this misinterpretation; b) to define this confusing concept and to show its
cultural and philosophical origins; c) to explain the underlying logic of its
misinterpretation—why Bakhtin's concept has not and would not have been understood;
and d) by using the materials from Soviet cinema, to explain the value of this concept as a
dynamic system of signifiers in culture and a powerful theoretical tool for contemporary
scholarship. for cultural critique, for film/media/literary and ritual studies, popular culture
and general culturology.'® In this chapter I shall focus on two issues: misinterpretation of
the concept and its significance for the theory of culture.

Before discussing various possible translations of the concept rodovoe felo into
English, I should stress that there is no such expression in the Russian language. This
expression and the corresponding concept were created by Bakhtin for his own theoretical
purposes. If a philosopher has to create a new word, it is easy to assume that no natural
notion exists in the culture for a particular meaning. Bakhtin not only had to create a new
word, but, by doing so, he intended to fill a particular gap in the established system of
meanings. The Bakhtinian concept under discussion and its significance may be referred to
without exaggeration as a missing link in the self-identity of modern cultures/societies.

From the etymological perspective, the adjective rodcvoe is generated in Russian
by the noun rod, which means ‘origin, genus, family, kin, clan' and 'gender.' Before
Bakhtin created his own meaning, the adjective rodovoe had been used purely in the
historical context of social anthropology as 'tribal, ancestral': rodovoe obshchestvo (tribal
society), or rodovye otnosheniya (tribal relations). The word rodovoe can also mean
'hereditary": rodovoe nasledstvo (family inheritance), rodovoe pomest'e (hereditary
estate). The plural of rod, rody, carries in Russian another essential cultural notion: rody
means ‘birth, delivery, labor'. The verb rodit’ means 'to bear, to give birth to, to give rise

to, to generate'. In the context of giving birth, the adjective rodovoe, or in plural rodovye,

39



obtains another meaning—that of 'labor’. Rodovye skhvatki means 'labor pains', and it is
another significant context for the word rodovoe in Russian. But unlike the close
rodiashchee telo (birth-giving body), which has a usual monosemantic and literal meaning,
a new expression rodovoe telo sounds symbolic; Bakhtin has given it a metaphorical and
philosophical signification. '

Bakhtin, in his own tradition of grotesque and heteroglossia, united the two
heterogeneous, although interconnected, meanings in the Russian language, and put them
in his theory of popular culture in a dialogical relationship. He gave birth to an innovative
concept, and to a rather grotesque image. Bakhtin's philosophical metaphor rodovoe telo
represents simultaneously a collective body of kinship and a birth giving body—a giant
immortal body of kinship (in the symbolic sense of community), which generate a new
life. Bakhtin's interrelated concept, the grotesque body, expresses essential dimensions of
the life-generating body, in which birth begins where death ends; the metamorphosis of
the old into the new is an eternal mode of the Collective Body's self-transformation. The
philosopher emphasized the importance of this phenomenon throughout the history of
culture. His concept of the Collective Body reaches beyond camival or popular culture,
becoming an important issue in general cultural theory. The polysemantics of this concept
and its enigmatic transformative quality stress the procreative and creative potential and
vital energy of the Collective Body. The mythological power of this very notion
manifests it as the origin of all the origins, as the origin and reason of mankind. And
according to Bakhtin's philosophical anthropology (as he defined his own theory),
rodovoe telo is not just a generating force of humankind, but is also rodovoe telo
kul'tury—a "birth giving body of culture.” It gives special meaning to every story, every
action, every individual life within the history of culture as a mode of orientation toward
the Collective Body—our common biological and spiritual unity. It should be perceived
as the collective author and the protagonist of all culture, a metaprotagonist of cultural

evolution.
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The translator of Bakhtin's book on popular culture, Rabelais and His World,
Héléne Iswolsky interpreted rodovoe telo as 'ancestral body.' This translation reflects the
meaning of rodovoe telo, but only one of its various aspects, and therefore loses the rest,
as well as the very polysemantics and innovative multidimensional quality of Bakhtin's
new cultural concept. "Ancestral body" reduces this notion to the bodies of dead
ancestors, leaving contemporaries, as well as future generations, outside of the union.
However, Bakhtin's concept paradoxically unites ALL the bodies in time: those who lived,
those of the living, and those to come. This notion contains at least a two-dimensiona!
unity of space and time: the horizontal, that of all the contemporaries belonging to one
particular culture, and the vertical, that of the past, present and future generations. The
Collective Body is also a general, communal, universal body, or the body of all, the
collective body as a biological universe. Rodovoe telo may also be translated as the Filial
Body, the Hereditary Body, or the Genus Body—The Collective Body of Genus.'6

There is an uninterrupted continuation of life expressed in the corporeal reality of
human bodies, deeply connected with the past and with the future and, what is especially
significant—fertile and fruitful—capable of providing lives for the generations to come.
Rodovoe telo can be sufficiently translated into English only by the above mentioned
combination of notions and rather paradoxical meanings: there is no one word in English,
as well as in Russian, to adequately translate Bakhtin's innovative philosophical concept.
Rodovoe telo unites all the living in the modes of past, present and future; and it unites
not only their ideas, souls and memories, but their corporeality, their flesh and blood
being, their fragile tangible, sensible existence. However, rodovoe felo is not only a mere
union—it is a creative and procreative union, a fertile one, a union capable of giving birth
to healthy and, therefore, also fertile generations. Rodovoe felo is the basis for life
continuation in its material physical and also ideal metaphysical dimensions. These are

the most essential features of the rodovoe telo.
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The most suitable translation into English would combine the following concepts:
the ancestral—the collective—the birth-giving body. These notions emphasize the
connection between generations, the unity-factor and the capability to create and
procreate.'” Emphasizing and keeping in mind that only all these concepts together can
approach the meaning of Bakhtin's concept, I will further refer in the text to rodovoe telo
as the Collective Body or the Collective Body of Genus.

The choice of one term, Collective Body, as a translation of rodovoe telo in this
dissertation does not mean that I am settling on one meaning on the expense of others.'® I
must strongly emphasize the polysemantic meaning of rodovoe telo, which embraces and
symbolizes all the above mentioned translations. I chose the Collective Body as a
conditional term to be used throughout the text to represent Bakhtin's multiple meanings
for one particular reason: the main social function of ritual, which will be discussed as a
function of rodovoe telo, is to collect, to integrate, to assemble, to bring together. The
Collective Body it is essentially the Collecting Body; and the term has been chosen to
emphasize the connection with the verb/action 'to collect' (sobirat’), which is also a basis
for the concept of sobornost’. Rodovoe telo is the unity of the bodies and souls coming
together: it is sobiratel'noe (collected) and sobiraiushchee (collecting), and in a sense,
sobornoe telo (body-temple)—the Integral and Integrating Body—A Body in (ritual)
Action. This particular function and activity of rodovoe telo—integration of the
symbolic community—will be explored throughout the dissertation from its theoretical
element to discourse analysis, from Commissar to Andrei Roublev.

The concept of the Collective Body is never fully theorized by Bakhtin and is
presented in his writings in a few sentences, as an intellectual model, a text-code to be
projected and elaborated—a concept yet to be unfolded, which as a contracted spring
possesses enormous content and potential energy. However, it stimulates and determines
the whole body of his cultural theory and may be considered the pivotal point in his
entire philosophical system. The theory of the Collective Body exists in his book on
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Rabelais in a latent form. It is hidden within the theories of grotesque and camival and
projected through the theorizing of the grotesque and camival bodies, polyphony,
heteroglossia, etc. The Collective Body would most probably have been Bakhtin's next
theoretical agenda, as a system of meanings calling for further development.

Even in his brief references to the Collective Body issues in the book on Rabelais
and popular culture, Bakhtin several times stressed its focal place in his theory of culture.
A visual symbol, or more exactly, an emblem of the Collective Body is described by
Bakhtin in his book on the carnival, where he emphasized the significance and symbolic
meaning of the "figure, portraying a man's body with two heads facing one another, four
arms, four feet, a pare of arses and a brace of sexual organs, male and female. Such,
according to Plato's Symposium, writes Bakhtin, was human nature in its mystical
origins."'? Thus, the Collective Body concept was designed to unfold the mystical origins
of human nature and the mystical driving forces of the development and survival of the
human race's body. In Rabelais' Third Book, writes Bakhtin "there is an explanation of
why newly married men are not forced to go to war."?® Here "the theme of the collective
body (or, "ancestral theory," in Iswolsky's translation) is developed. This is one of the
leading themes of the theoretical conceptualization/philosophy of the entire book"—by
Rabelais, as Bakhtin stresses. And of the book by Bakhtin himself, one can add here.?'
Writing, as it seems, about Rabelais, Bakhtin in fact describes his own ideas and
discoveries, revealing a type of author-hero identification and self-projection that takes
place not only in the fiction, but also in literary/cultural critique and scholarship to be
discussed in the following chapters. As often happens, an author/scholar expresses his
own ideas through the thoughts of his hero. In Bakhtin's text one reads: "Rabelais not
only represents the grotesque image of the body in its essential forms. He also offers the
theory of the body in its ancestral aspects," as translated by Izwolsky, or "teoriiu tela v
rodovykh aspektakh" (theory of the body in the dimensions of kinship) in Bakhtin's
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original text.”2 Thus, the following definitions in the following paragraph maybe referred
to as self-explanatory on the part of Bakhtin.

By 'replacing' the name of protagonist—Rabelais with the name of the author
Bakhtin (one can see how the author and the hero are identified in one mutual theoretical
effort), and by changing the term 'ancestral’ to the term 'collective,’ we get the following
statement: "Bakhtin (Rabelais) not only represents the grotesque image of the body in its
essential forms. He also offers the theory of the collective-ancestral body (the aspects of
rodovoe telo)." In the words of Bakhtin, "Panurge also develops the theory of the
ancestral/collective body [rodovogo tela]." However, it was not just Panurge or even
Rabelais, but Bakhtin himself via his "heroes"—Rabelais and Panurge (an interesting
metastructural composition or a matrix identity of a theorizing "author—within-the-
author—within-the-author"): "The interdependent universe was so beautifully organized
["so kind", in Bakhtin's original text], that the problem of nutrition was perfected, it went
on to lend to those unborn—a loan, by means of which it sought to perpetuate and
multiply itself in its own image: children." This little example shows that the warm,
bodily, motherly image of the Collective Body's universe, which is 'kind', in Bakhtin's
own words, to the beings it generates/creates—"creatures", was changed by the translator
into the societal image of organization and structure.

[ think that Bakhtin's own translations (from French into Russian) of the
quotations from Rabelais that he uses, his own selection of words and, therefore, his
interpretation of meanings are important to clarify his theoretical position. Children are
not merely the refiections of one's image (as in Iswolsky's translation), but warm and
autonomous, flesh and blood beings, living things, organisms (creatures)}—parts of one
giant organism of the Collective Body, a mode of one's material (corporeal, physical)
immortality. It is not an "image" of the Collective Body what is being multiplied in the
progeny, but rather a material substance of life, of the Collective Body's integral identity

and its corporeal immortality through the "similar creatures—children." The "little
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creatures—children" are changed into "reflections," an almost Baudrillardian simulacrum-
image: the translation thus becomes an interpretation. It transfers the sense of Bakhtin's
philosophy not only from one language into another, but from one system of meanings
into another—in this case a postmodern one, where the Collective Body indeed could not
find a place within, as it is truly incompatible, alternative to the postmodern semiosphere.

In the context of the Collective Body theory, it is important to note the loss of
meaning and loss of emphasis that has happened already in the translation of the title in
English. It was vital for Bakhtin to consider Rabelais's creations not as an autonomous
literary work, but rather a modeling system, a manifestation of a larger cultural system—a
popular or folk tradition, which carries within itself a notion of the Collective Body as its
essential part and is associated with the Collective Body notion on its deepest level.
Bakktin's original title in Russian stresses the mode of creation: Creations by Frangois
Rabelais and Folk Culture of the Middle Ages and Renaissance. In English it became
Rabelais and His World. 1t is easy to see that Bakhtin's title signifies two protagonists,
while the title in translation has only one. At least one of the protagonists, stated by
Bakhtin in the titic as important, appeared Iost, or at very least, underestimated in the
American edition. Omitting ‘creations’ and 'folk culture' (both stress the Collective Body-
concept and its creative mode) as early as in the book's iiile indicated and anticipated the
initial narrowing of the book's content. Moreover, tvorchestvo in Russian is wider than
just "writer's creative works"; it means also creation in a philosophical and highly
metaphorical sense. Narodnaia kultura in Russian is a stronger definition than a folk
culture in English: it embraces more than just popular culture. It is essentially people's
culture, sacred culture, the culture of all, appealing to and communicating with the
community as a whole on the deepest psychological levels. Bakhtin's original title—the
self-definition of his theory—has cultural connotations with the archetypal mode of
culture and emphasizes its very roots. Meanings chosen by Bakhtin as the designated key

words "creation" (essential for my dissertation in the context of further discussion of
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ritual) and "folk, people,” are essential for the exploration of the Collective Body. They
have been dismissed/lost in the translation already on the initial stage of the readers'
encounter with the book's title page. Whenever the notions of rodovoe telo emerge in
Bakhtin's original text (or any of the related concepts: the Collective Body theme, the
Collective Body aspects, the grotesque bodily element), Iswolsky changes them into
"ancestral” body/theme/theory, thus referring these notions to the far past. The whole
interrelated family of terms, which compose Bakhtin's essential paradigm—the one which
carries the potency of unfolding into a new theoretical universe—was lost.?*

In the above mentioned pieces of Bakhtin's text, Iswolsky not only omits his own
emphasis in the font, but also shortens his long sentences, typical for academic Russian.
Thus, she looses some of his most essential theorizing and one of the key concepts of the
book. In her translation, Bakhtin's sensual notion "live/vital experience of the collective
immortality by the Collective Body" becomes a rational concept of "vivid awareness."?’
It is essential that immortality as discussed by Bakhtin, is not just "vivid" but "vital" for
the Collective Body. Immortality also is not ‘comprehended,' but is lived through/by, is
experienced and carried inside, passed on from generation to generation by the Collective
Body as its principle quality. Bakhtin twice repeats in the same sentence "vital experience
of its collective historic immortality" and also places these words in different sentences
and with an emphasis to stress his point, while Iswolsky omits Bakhtin's essential
significations (repetition and font emphasis) in her translation for the sake of
straightforwardness of academic English. However in this case particularly, shortening
turns into loss: here the baby—the key concept—is thrown out with what seemed to be
the water.

Rodovoe telo—Bakhtin's original concept, is something different from the notions
of collective or cultural memory, archetypes, spiritual heritage, moral tradition, social
skills, etc. It represents the spiritual, but particularly material and corporeal dimensions

of what connects us with the past and future of humankind. And it is the rodovo.e telo,
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the Collective Body, which is the main concern of all culture. If we could define in one
sentence the purpose of culture, we would say that culture nurses the Collective Body. It
teaches it how to survive, to connect and to procreate. It is the Collective Body, which, as
the main protagonist of all cultural plots, and of all social dramas, reflected by art and
culture, is the subject of my further research. The individual protagonist, which emerged
in the lyric and tragedy, shadowed the very fact that in spite of the great importance of
individual life, the single person's aspiration to find ways to unite with others, as well as
his/her tragic inability to find this union, has constituted all cultural plots. The orientation
of the individual life and individual body towards the integral Collective Body can be
defined as a metaplot of culture. Rodovoe telo—the collective, birth-giving body—is the
body giving birth not only to people as a biological kind, but also to culture. Thus, it is a
corporeal reason of culture, the culture-generating body.

The Collective Body theory does not indeed deny the legacy of the individual
hero, but rather (re)identifies and (re)orients him. The dying off of a tragic hero or any
single character is, in fact, an atrophy of one of the Collective Body's vital parts. Even
worse—the inability of the heroes to connect to each other in a procreative way, in a way
of responsibility for the unity (any unity), that would provide a well-being and future for
the Collective Body, generates all manners of tragic genres. Unlike in the epic genre of the
past, where the Collective Body was functioning as a kinship-protagonist represented in
its harmony and in the literal mode, in our time the image of the Collective Body is shown
in a highly dramatic mode and as a complex metaphor rather than a collective entity. It has
been (re)invented by Bakhtin as a provocative and controversial concept, whose goal is
to point at the missing or lacking mode of modern cultural consciousness; and precisely in
this capacity it is emphasized in the dissertation. The loss or underestimation of this
concept not only in scholarship, but more important in culture itself, leads to dead ends in
the life of the Collective Body; postmodern culture is a vivid example of it. Quoting

Ghete, Bakhtin emphasizes that "fear in culture reflects a part that is aware of its
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separation from the whole", and one can add—a part that lost physical ways and mental
constructs for overcoming the separation.?

The festive organization of the crowd, according to Bakhtin, is one of the possible
ways for the Collective Body to reveal itself visually and tangibly in popular culture, to
restore the sensation of the unity. From the standpoint of this study, Bakhtin's camival
theory can be seen (among all) as a mode of revelation and manifestation of the Collective
Body. In the carnival, the organization of the crowd, stresses Bakhtin, must be first of all
concrete and sensual.?’ "Even the pressing throne, the physical contact of bodies, acquires
a certain meaning. The individual feels that s/he is an indissoluble part of the collectivity,
a member of the people's mass body. In this whole the individual body ceases to a certain
extent to be itself; it is possible, so to say, to exchange bodies, to be renewed (through
change of costume and mask). At the same time people become aware of their sensual,
material bodily unity and community." Bakhtin quotes Goethe concerning the self-

awareness that the amphitheater brought to the people; thanks to it, they could perceive

the concrete, sensual, visible form of their mass and unity.

In the amphitheater "crowded together, its members are astonished at
themselves. They are accustomed at other times to seeing each other running hither
and thither in confusion, bustling about without order or discipline. Now this many-
headed. many-minded, fickle, blundering monster suddenly sees itself united as one
noblc assembly, welded into one mass, a single body animated by a single spirit."?

One should add, however, that before the theatre circle emerged, there had been
the ritual circle—protostructure for amphitheater—which united the collective body in
the ritual action. As Bakhtin emphasizes, the unity, described by Goethe, does not have a
simple geometric or statistical character. It is more complex and differentiated, and most
important of all, it has an histsric nature. The body of the people (on camival square), as
Bakhtin puts it, is first of all aware of its unity in time; it is conscious of its uninterrupted
continuity within time, of its relative historic immortality. The collective body of people,
stresses Bakhtin, perceives its unity not as a static image, but instead as an uninterrupted

continuity of its becoming and growth, of the unfinished metamorphosis of death and/as
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renewal.?® This point is extremely important for further clarification of the Collective
Body's processual structure.

Bakhtin's famous book on Rabelais and popular culture of Middle Ages and
Renaissance fascinated readers so much by his developments in camival theory that the
interrelated issue of the collective body, in fact, has been pushed into the background. A
true subject and protagonist of camival culture, it was left without proper attention.
However, the questions, "whose carnival is it? Who is the protagonist of the camnival
tradition and its driving force?" have always received insufficient answers. Marxist
interpretation—"the people" (a sacred notion within the totalitarian ideology), which has
provided Bakhtin's book a legitimate life in Soviet culture, is still incomplete. There is
much more than "the people" present in both the socio-political and historical dimensions
in Bakhtin's theory of culture, that Soviet scholarship was ready to accept. It is the
rodovoe telo, which embraces the notion of the people (and in some ways opposes its
Marxist interpretation—an issue to be discussed below), who is the true protagonist of
the carnival and popular culture. However, camival and popular culture are not the only
spheres where the Collective Body matters, but they are the spheres, where it vividly and
openly demonstrates itself, being temporarily freed from the usual appearances of social
organizations and restrictions. The Collective Body represents a symbolic construction of
the community; it is not a material embodiment of a group of contemporaries, but is
vitally essential for them as a meaning, a symbolic construct. The Collective Body is
easier to explain through its alterations—it is not any of the following: state, community,
class, etc. In the words of Bakhtin: it is the people as a whole, but organized in their cwn
way, the way of the people. Although, I should stress that all types of unity mentioned
above can be successfully achieved only with a construct of the Collective Body in the
collective unconscious.

Bakhtin's Rodovoe telo manifests a universal concept, however, speaking of its

origins, one should refer to the special significance and archetypal quality of the idea of
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the collective in Russian culture. It is possible to say that in the 1940s, when the notion
of rodovoe telo was first formulated by Bakhtin, he picked up where the mainstream of
Russian culture had left off. The collective, the community versus individual has remained
a subject of both culture and social life in Russia from ancient times until today. For
centuries, the enslaved Russian people were referred to by the lords or themselves as the
community. All of them as a community, not each individual separately, as for example in
American slavery, were a subject of social and economic relations in Russia, being
responsible for the harvest collectively. A senior member, starosta, negotiated with the
landlord in all cases on behalf of the community as a whole. It is no surprise that the
community considered itself in Russia the cosmos, the subject of biological life on earth.
The community, obshchina had another name in Russian—mir, which means "world."
Therefore, the community, the collective in the Russian anthropology of meaning was a
world in itself, and the world itself, the human universe. No doubt, these very special
cultural meanings determined a great deal the key notions of Bakhtin's cultural theory.
This model based on the Russian cultural tradition—modern conceptualizations of
animism and ancestral belief—should be discussed in the context of Russian Cosmism—
philosophical cosmology and the symbolic construction of the community in Russian
thought.*® Fedorov created his model of the universe, where humankind, as a community,
would become happy and harmonious as soon as all ancestors would return into it—
would be revived—literally, not metaphorically; not as guardian spirits, but as persons
with their unique lives (compare with the second coming in Christianity). Fedorov's
philosophy reveals a deep connection in the collective unconscious of the Russian people
not only with each other as a community, but also with ancestors. His ideas represent an
invariant of ancestor belief in nineteenth-century culture, in a modus of modem
philosophy. The sacred spiritual and deep bodily connection with the immortal dead
fathers, as well as with the sons—the progeny to come (an essential original feature of

Fedorov's philosophy)—had the same origins as Bakhtin's belief in the vital power and
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significance of the immortal Collective Body. Bakhtin stressed in terms of semiotics:
"There is absolutely nothing dead: every meaning will have the celebration of its own
rebirth."}! Immortality, as Bakhtin repeatedly stressed in his book on carnival, is the
essential characteristic of the body of the people. Various researchers, attempting recently
to emphasize the root paradigm of Russian philosophy as a system, define it as
"Cosmism," "vseedinstvo" (all-Unity), or "organicism"; all these definitions are correct
and reflect the specific "integral” mode of thinking that undoubtedly has influenced
Bakhtin.*

The Collective Body concept is very significant in many ways for twentieth-
century culture. Needless to say, the fascists' fight against Jews took the form of a fight
against not only the beliefs, but the body of the Jewish people—a body which was
planned to be destroyed as such in the camps' ovens. It is most notable that the archaic-
like fascist consciousness referred to the Jews precisely as a collective body. It was not
the quantity of Jewish individuals, but the whole of the Jewish Collective Body capable
of surviving and procreating future generations—precisely women and children—which
was designated to be destroyed.’® For me personally, my understanding of Bakhtin's
initial idea was triggered by a visual symbol—metaphorical image, which varies in several
memorials—monuments to the victims of the World War II. They express one image—
multiple heads, legs, arms of men, women and children reaching out from one giant
collective body being destroyed. This visual metaphor helped a great deal in my
understanding of the very concept of the Collective Body. Not the individual, but the
Collective Body is the true subject of ritual, which is an extremely interesting potential
sphere of research on the intersection of Bakhtin's ideas with those of Turner and
Western anthropology.>* Trial, a ritual modality that has become an archetype of modemn
cinema, is a performing transformative ritual, which attempts to restore the wholeness
and procreative abilities of the Collective Body, regardless of wrongful interactions among

individuals.®® It seems obvious that the contemporary trial represents the defense of the
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individual. However, the judge, the prosecutor, the lawyer, the accused, the victim, the
witnesses and the crowd can also symbolize the dismembered Collective Body with
explicitly contradictory interests among various parts. The trial is a microcosm of the
Collective Body intended to restore its loss of wholeness—a vital condition for life
continuation. It is not surprising that the trial occupies such an incredibly significant place
in North American culture; the countless trial stories represent the Collective Body in
action, in the state of crisis overcoming and surviving as such again and again. It is, in fact,
a function of the Collective Body to survive again and again no matter what. The abstract
concept of national identity has its corporeal and material dimension—the collective body
of the people who identify or are supposed to identify themselves with a particular
culture.’® There are countless examples of how the Collective Body concept brings new
dimensions to topical social and cultural issues.

But if this concept is so topical, why it is so underestimated and misunderstood?
[t reminds us of some essential notions that we have lost. Modern societies, both in the
East and in the West, for different reasons did lose self-identification as a collective body,
and therefore are missing some vital aspects in the very orientation of the self among
humankind. The Collective Body concept has been overlooked in recent scholarship also
because it contradicts the postmodern system of meanings. Twentieth-century culture has
repeatedly exposed the reality of human alienation. But we cannot simply accept the fact
that each independent individual has his/her separate life line, or, as postmodernism has
demonstrated, that people have no ways of fitting, understanding and connecting to each
other. In the age of AIDS, we cannot ignore the fact, even if we want to or used to ignore
it, that all the people are bodily conjoined, associated, and that each individual is only a
part of the giant unity—the Collective Body. If one does manage to survive as an isolated
monad, having escaped AIDS or other dangers in his/her individual life, there is no
guarantee that his/her offshoot, a cherished child would not be touched by someone's
deadly corporeal touch, that his/her future mode of individual existence would not be
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affected indirectly. There are many ways in which people are or can be connected to each
other in order to provide a continuation of life. Culture's main function is to explore them.
There is a certain logic that reality reminds modern societies of what and who we are—
the collective body, the biological kind, the corporeal unity of people struggling together
for survival in a complex environment.

To understand the logic behind the misinterpretation of this concept, one should
remember that Western civilization emerged by the individual overcoming his dependence
on the collective. However, the importance and therefore the autonomy of the individual
has been overstressed in both civilization and culture as systems of meanings.’” One may
also say that the Western mentality has grown suspicious of all kinds of collective logic,
which indeed has compromised itself in the twentieth century—witnessed the damage
caused by the totalitarian political regimes of national socialism and communism. Aspects
of rod (kinship) in Bakhtin’s rodovoe telo, on the other hand, could have been associated
with the socio-cultural structures of ancient societies, and thus considered unessential for
contemporary cultural theory.

Although Bakhtin's philosophical metaphor of the Collective Body is reminiscent
to some extent of Aristotle's "body politic," Spencer's idea of superorganic (society as an
organism), and Hemingway's "for whom the bell tolls," *® his metaphor for the reasons
mentioned above has not received so far the attention it deserves. The concept of the
Collective Body, as a symbolic meaning, possibly politically loaded, misinterpreted or
wrongly narrowed to the issues of tribal societies, might have been overlooked as archaic,
degrading and potentially dangerous in its ideological impact on the individual, moving
him/her towards a collective identity of people as a totality and mechanic unity (in terms
of Durkheim).* The notion of the collective, indeed, may become and has become a basis
for brainwashing—misinterpretation for the sake of ideological and political interest in
various mass movements. That explains why the concept of the Collective Body would

seem suspicious and regressive for Western thought, as Berlin noted, "necessary...
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Utopian to the eyes of social historians born in the industrialized west."® Especially
taking into an account the political contexts of our century, it is important to emphasize
that Bakhtin’s Collective Body notion should not be confused with fanaticism,
nationalism, cult movements and other deviations in the psychology of mass
movements.*!

Ironically and paradoxically, this controversial concept was no less alien and
dangerous for Soviet ideology, on whose territory, technically speaking, it was conceived.
Bakhtin's Collective Body represents an opposition not only to the ideology of
individualism but also to the ideology of totalitarianism. In order to understand this
contradiction, one should remember the meanings of 'mass' and 'people,’ which served as
basic notions for Soviet ideology. Corporeal reality, bodily life, survival of the collective
body were very uncomfortable notions for the totalitarian reality, where biological life
could never be placed before the political.*? The ideology of a totalitarian state could
never appreciate a notion of the collzctive body. Its system of meanings was associated
with political power, which praised the struggle of sons against fathers and brothers
against brothers for 'superior’ ideological reasons. It was power that wasted human bodies
by the millions, sending people into the black holes of history, where no biological life
could survive—fields of wars, camps, blockades, hunger, nuclear experiments, etc. The
individual exists in the totalitarian system of meanings not as a body, someone's child,
husband/wife or potential father/mother—a chain in the immortal collective body, but as a
social (often political/military) function, a demographic figure, a statistical coin change.
The sacred notions of mass, class, people, proletariat, nation—the basics for totalitarian
ideology—cannot be interpreted as the collective body. In ideologized social systems,
bodies are not meant to survive and procreate, but are predetermined to be sacrificed for
the sake of abstractions. The biological survival of human society is irrelevant to their
political agenda: what is important is the victory of ideas as a universal "social purpose.”

Corporeal existence is always relegated to the insignificant secondary level in totalitarian
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societies, always referred to as a required loss on the road toward the ideal. The political
unity is clearly more important for totalitarian systems than the biological unity,
wholeness of the humankind. The society concerned about the collective body, the
survival of the kind, would never hide information on the Chemoby! disaster from
thousands of adults marching with kids through invisible clouds of radiation towards the
ideologically signified May parade, annual Soviet festival of spring—a demonstration of
the proletarian unity.

Characteristically, Soviet ideology approached the people as a means rather than
an end. Not only did the life of a single individual not matter, as is well known, in Soviet
society, but the biological existence of the masses had no value as well. Always
suppressing all bodily aspects of culture, and praising the working people of the present
and the radiant communist future as sacred meanings, Soviet ideology ignored the
corporeal reality, the biological survival of both the people and their future. Bakhtin's
concept of the Collective Body as a purpose, not as a means, was controversial and
politically incorrect in the context of Soviet ideology, easily falling into the category of
inadmissible, if not prohibited, meanings. The philosophy of the Collective Body—a
future basis for Bakhtin's famous carnival theory—was hypothetically conceived by the
philosopher in the late 1930s in his exile in Siberia, when millicas were dying in Stalinist
camps, and was developed during World War II, when other millions perished. No doubt,
the very conception of Bakhtin's ideas resonated, echoed the historical scream—the dying
out of the collective body. Notions of the collective, archetypal and sacred for Russian
culture, have lost during the Soviet period their (pro)creative dimension. The Collective
Body has been transmuted into the collective function and ideological ecstasy of "hurrah-
collectivism.” The wholeness of the life-generating body was, without any concern about
its future, turned into the disintegration of the exhausted, ruthlessly manipulated and

utilized society, collectively deprived of biological life.
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Thus, this vital concept fell into semantic and axiological gaps inside both
societies, and therefore was overlooked and rnisinterpreted.43 In simple words, one can
say, that the concept to be expressed by the combination "The Collective Body"
contained the two key words, which happen to be ‘taboo words': the notion of the body
was unacceptable for the Soviet ideology, the concept of the collective, for the West.
Thus, the Collective Body concept became equally controversial within the contexts of
Western thought and Soviet ideology. It represents somewhat differently from mass
society, Durkheim's "mechanical unity" or Ortega y Gasset's "man-mass," which manifest
a lack of inner connection of biological-spiritual nature between individuals within the
mass. Bakhtin's rodovoe telo rather represents a life force, or an organizing vital
substance/energy—an invisible and indefinable unity, which connects people with each
other in respect to their common future. It can be discussed rather in the terms of Turner,
who was trying to create a similar concept. Failing to find notions capable of describing
the special unity of individuals within the Western system of meanings, Turner turned to
the categories of Zen. He borrowed from Zen a concept of prajid—"the self-knowledge
of the whole." Turner quotes Suzuki, who discusses prajfiid in contrast to vijfidgna "which
busies itself with the parts." According to Zen, the concept of prajiid, emphasized by
Turner, is "an integrating principle, while vijfidna always analyzes. The dialectics
between prajfid and vijiidna can be presented in the context of Bakhtin's philosophy as a
dialectics between the perspective of the Collective Body and the perspective of the
individual or an interest/political group or social segment. "Vijfidna cannot work without
having prajfid behind it; parts are parts of the whole; parts never exist by themselves, for,
if they did, they would not be parts—they would even cease to exist."* This
"wholeness" of prajiid,” writes Turner further, "resembles Znaniecki's idea of
“community" as the real source of the interconnection of cultural and social systems and
subsystems. One can add that it also resembles Turner's own conception of communitas,

developed by him later in a number of works.* However, Turner emphasized the
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liminality and equalness, as well as lack of hierarchy as essential qualities of communitas,
which he discussed as a manifestation of antistructure in contrast to social structure.
Turner's concept of human unity—communitas—does not coincide with that of
Bakhtin—rodovoe telo. Unlike Turner's communitas, hierarchy is essential within
Bakhtin's Collective Body, but it is 'biological’ rather than social hierarchy—a hierarchy of
spiritual-biological qualities/values capable of fulfilling the ultimate goal of humankind—
continuation of life.*s It is important to emphasize that Bakhtin's biological' is not the
"irrational, immoral" versus "rational, moral" (typical binary oppositions of Western
culture), and it is not selfish hedonism of the individual. Rodovoe telo represents a form
of harmony, it is a notion of creative/procreative abilities integrating the biological with
the spiritual, psychological and cultural. It is a dominant directed at providing the best
conditions for the mental and physical state of the progeny, as well as a harmonious
connection of the young and living with the elderly and the dead. Turner interprets prajia
as intuition—the wholeness of mind—while Bakhtin's concept has more to do with the
wholeness of people. With help from Suzuki, Turner provides a clear explanation why
such concepts as prajiid (and rodovoe telo) had little chance of being understood in the

West (Suzuki-Tumner's explanation also clarifies the difficulties of writing this paper):*’

Prajiid is ever seeking unity on the grandest possible scale, so that there could
be no further unity in any sense; whatever expressions or statement it makes are thus
naturally beyond the order of vijfidna. Vijfidna subjects them to intellectual analysis,
trying to find something comprehensible according to its own measure. But... prajiia
starts from where vijfidna cannot penetrate. Vijidna being the principle of
differentiation, can never see prajiid in its oneness, and it is because of the very
nature of vijiidna that prajid proves utterly baffling to it.*®

Rodovoe telo is also a unity tending to be manifest at the grandest possible scale,
and never embodied in reality. It is a symbolic, in a sense, a metaphorical-growing-into the
mythological unity.* Thus, it can be defined as a tendency rather than a material
manifestation. If rodovoe telo were to be defined in terms of the philosophy of culture, it

should be presented as a notion of the multistructured matrix-type harmonious
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relationship between the individual and the kinship /society, and also the relationship
within the body of contemporaries, as well as a connection to ancestors, with just one
main purpose in mind: the well-being of the progeny, both physical and mental. The
Collective Body is not merely a concept. Bakhtin translates an abstract category into the
flesh and blood of the mythological image. In fact, all his vivid and metaphorical concepts
(heteroglossia—multiple voices, polyphony, carnival, dialog, autonomous universe of
meanings, etc.) tend to outgrow the limits of a purely analytical, abstract mind and to
constitute a form of cultural mythology. The dialectical alliance within this integral unity
that always tends to disintegrate, is manifested in the idea of the Collective Body which
is essentially a root metaphor. As such, it manifests a poetic logic and establishes a
language of philosophical mythology, or "mythological philosophy." It represents a
perspective on life in general and on its every event, different from that of the individual
and one-body's place in the world. Its unique perspective represents not only a multiple
'wide angle' of the Collective Body, but also the extending angle of the growing Collective
Body. Thus, this notion contains an intrinsic time dimension, a specific Chronotope of
the Collective Body. In Bakhtin's semiotic tradition (the one which has influenced
poststructuralism), the meaning is a process, rather than an object. From this viewpoint,
the Collective Body should be represented not as a frozen concept, a symbol, but rather
as a mode in the history of culture, a processual mode of organization, formation and
determination of the harmonious relationship among human beings.

Turner emphasizes that prajid—intuition—is its becoming conscious of itself,%°
Rodovoe telo, as Bakhtin proved in his book on the carnival rituals, is characteristic of the
same: ritual is formed as a system of actions determined by the self-awareness of the
Collective body and aimed at its regeneration and healthy transformation from the old to
the new-—what in fact, coincides with the paradigms of Turner's general theory of ritual.
Although Turner worked with the ethnographic data of particular cultures, his

conclusions and generalizations have the status of the semiotics of ritual. Interestingly,
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Turner described a collision and resolution that he encountered during his fieldwork in
Africa in the terms of the Collective Body notion. The collision of hostility and rivalry
was healed by the enemies' ritual revelation regarding each other: "was he not blood of
their blood, born from the same womb? Had he not been part of their corporate life?"' It
is no surprise that the Collective Body concept is essential for anthropology, as it has
been vital for the traditional, kinship societies. What is an influence of matrilineal
relationship within an anthropological system of meanings in Turner's studies of ritual,
develops to the scale of a mythological and philosophical conceptualization of culture for
Bakhtin.

The Collective Body concept, emphasized and, so to speak, returned by Bakhtin,
into the philosophy of culture, opens new opportunities to reconsider majcr issues of
anthropology, narratology, literary studies. From its perspective many well-known plots
may be reinterpreted and reconsidered. Does Hamlet represent just a tragedy of the
reflective individual and an issue of his moral choice? Or does the play explores a schism,
breach inside the Collective Body which, therefore, reveals a highly complex intrinsic
system of identifications, where the dead ancestor—the father king, the new king—his
brother, the mother, the prince, his bride-not-to be—a potential mother of the prince's
never-to-be-born progeny, the people of Denmark, the servants and pals, as well as the
model-within-the model—the performance—all are the representation of the integral
Collective Body—a true composite protagonist of culture? Needless to say King Lear,
War and Peace or, turning from classics to North American popular culture, The Silence
of the Lambs, Forrest Gump, Pulp Fiction, ER and even The Lion King (a Hamlet for
kindergarten) in this context would then cry out for re-signification in the context of the
Collective Body's semantics. Therefore, the reinterpretation of the protagonist in major
works of world culture would be a logical result of the discussion of the Collective Body
concept.* From the standpoint of narratology and drama theory, the Collective Body is

major cultural function is in re-establishing lost and vital connections between individuals
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and in addressing the ever topical unity quest. The Collective Body represents a
polyphonic multidimensional perspective versus monodimensional ones, those of the
individual or totalitarian mass, described by Bakhtin in his other works.*® Its polyphonic
type of vision—simultaneously from different perspectives—and its integral social
status, which transcends the borders among groups, classes and generations, results in
completely divergent concepts of time, space, action and other related notions, and,
therefore, calls into question established notions of common sense and narratology.> One
could say that the Collective Body has its own cosmology and creates its own Universe.
In light of the Collective Body concept, other important discoveries of Bakhtin's cultural
theory reveal new meanings and integral connection with each other as a complete
philosophical system. If Bakhtin's heteroglossia—the controversial interpretation of the
same meanings or impossibility of understanding each other's words (ability/inability for a
dialogue)—is a problem of different independent individuals within a society, it is already
bad encugh. But if it is the misunderstanding within a biological chorus, semantic
deregulation inside the Collective Body—a dysfunction of the supporting
system/mechanism of the humankind's life continuation—it is a much more alarming and
significant issue. The overcoming of heteroglossia, as well as of monologism, developing
dialogic skills then, from the perspective of the Collective Body, becomes not a
sophisticated affair, cultural luxury, but an urgent matter of life itself,

Several scholars who have written on Bakhtin, view camavalesque, one of his
major concepts, as something which needs to be resurrected or invented in the twentieth
century.”® In a similar way, the Collective Body concept should be revived most
definitely as well, especially within the semiosphere of postmodern cultural critique.®®
With its revitalizing force, the Collective Body notion can become essential in the search
for new meanings as an alternative to the ideology of postmodernism, to the ideas of total
alienation, hopelessness and the vicious circle of time.”” Postmodernity reflects and

emphasizes the disintegration of the individual as such into the "composite identity" and
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doubts his/her biological existence, proved to be just another simulacrum. Counterfeits,
signs, symbols, shadcws, reflections-—impostors without flesh and blood displaced
human beings in the postmodemn model of the world. The Collective Body concept, with
its non-triviality and multidimensional vision, can adequately answer many ontological
questions of postmodern philosophy, offering alternative solutions to the cultural
puzzles. Bakhtin's Coliective Body, originating from the ancient notion of rod as a
collective protagonist of culture, paradoxically intertwines with Hutcheon's notion of the
"composite protagonist” topical for understanding recent postmodern cultural
phenomena.’® The interconnection of both concepts results in the new issue—that of the
integral protagonist in contemporary culture. Bakhtin's philosophy also offers a
"composite identity," but of a corporeal, material kind, so that humanity does not have to
leave the battlefield between reality and simulacra to simulations, but may join forces to
survive biologically and to produce new generations of full-blooded life. An individual
indeed is an integral part of something larger than his fate; he is a part of the all-
penetrating macrocultural streams that constitute him. However, those are not all-
dominating and reality-repressing semantic processes (in Baudrillard's terms), but the
evolution of life.

The Collective Body may seem to be a manifestation of rostalgia for tribal unity,
for utopian archaic integral identity—-kinship as a subject versus the individual. The
Collective Body issue indeed may be misinterpreted this way, and even acted out upon
this misinterpretation toward the reversed course of history for ideological purposes.
However, it has nothing to do with postmodern nostalgia—a permanent mode within the
postmodern system of meanings. The Collective Body theory indeed incorporates the
appreciation of the initial act of creation /procreation, the primary maternal body of all—
of the kinship. But with the enigmatic presence of the past within the present in the
Collective Body, it is the caring help of the ancestor in our everyday concerns and needs

for life continuation that is emphasized. The Collective Body is essentially directed
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towards the "present pregnant for the sake of future." The mode of actualization, the
emphasis on the present, the transformation of the present into the productive, effective,
fruitful present is the focus of the Collective Body's integral activity. Metaphorically
speaking, the heart of the Collective Body belongs with today, the centre of its multiple
energy, its chakhra points are focused on us, the living, on now and here. In this, the
Collective Body is equally alternative /opposite to the Past dominating over the Present,
and to the Infertile Present, the simulation of life versus the true life continuation.

The human being, the individual cannot just disappear from the cultural arena,
even suppressed by the twentieth-century logic of mass societies, consumerism and
virtual reality. Culture cannot accept the idea of dead ends and stop asking eternal
questions. The one, indeed is a part of the whole, but what is the nature of this whole? Is
it anything beyond a family, a social group, class, nation, and how does one relate to this
whole? Is there more to our link with ancestors and progeny than just a memory? How
does culture relate to the ultimate goals of humankind—creativity and life continuation?
The Collective Body—one of culture's key symbols and archetypal metaphors—was
authentic and integral for ancient ritual and mythological mind, but forgotten by modern
civilization. Revived and emphasized by Bakhtin fifty years ago, as an essential notion
within his philosophy of culture, it can be effectively used now as a radical concept in
various ways by cultural critique and scholarship in the Humanities. The idea of the
ancestral—the collective—the birth-giving body (signified "the Collective Body" further in
the text) carries enormous philosophical potential and is capable of bringing new

dimensions to many urgent cultural issues in modern societies.

Notes:

' This definition belongs to Marcus and Fischer, Anthropology as Cultural Critique, 61. For conflicting
variety of definitions and misinterpretations of the term "ritual,” see, for example, Grimes, Ritual Criticism
and Schechner, The Future of Ritual, 228.

62



? Marcus and Fischer, Anthropology as Cultural Critique, 61. For Durkheim and his followers, ritual is a
set of practices through which the participants relate to the sacred. See Emile Durkheim, "The Elementary
Forms of the Religious Life" and William A. Lessa, Introduction in Reader in Comparative Religion: An
Anthropological Approach, ed. William A. Lessa and Evon Z. Vost (New York, 1979), 220. For
Kluckhohn "ritual is a system of object and act symbols," see Clyde Kluckhohn, "Myths and Rituals: A
General Theory," in Reader in Comparative Religion, 71. According to Lessa, ritual is also often viewed
as a non-traditional means (however efficacious for the actors) to achieve culturally defined ends; its
symbols are characterized as condensed, containing multiple meanings; and as action, it is elaborate, drawn
out, highly repetitive human behavior. See William A. Lessa, Introduction to Edmund R. Leach,
"Ritualization in Man in Relation to Conceptual and Social Development,” in Reader in Comparative
Religion, 229.

> Turner, The Forest of Symbols, 19.

* Ronald L. Grimes, Symbol and Conquest: Public Ritual and Drama in Santa Fe, New Mexico (Ithaca,
1976), 16.

* Tumer and Turner, Image and Pilgrimage in Christian Culture, 244. On ceremony, see also Grimes:
"The ceremonial elements in a rite are those processes that are concerned with negotiations of power
between groups or that attempt to defend and extend a social ideology," Ritual Criticism, 101.
Interestingly, Baudrillard in his "The Ceremony of the World" calls ceremony a "disorder of the rule” in
his critique of the postmodern cultural condition. He develops an approach, accordant to that of Turner-
Grimes, toward the ceremony as a form of violence. See Jean Baudrillard, Fatal Strategies, trans. Philip
Beitchman and W.G.J. Niesluchowski, ed. Jim Fleming (New York, 1990), 166-79.

® The definition of Tumner's method as a processual symbolic analysis was coined by Charles Keyes. In
Turner's own words "Processual analysis assumes cultural analysis, just as it assumes structural-functional
analysis, including more static comparative-functional analysis. It negates none of these, but puts dynamics
first," Turner, Dramas, Fields, and Metaphors, 44. For more on processual symbolic analysis, see Turner
and Tumer, /mage and Pilgrimage, 24; and Victor W. Turner, "Symbolic Studies" in Annual Review of
Anthropology, ed. B. Siegal et al (Palo Alto, 1975), 145-61.

" However, I strongly agree with Hardin that Girard's limitation of ritual to sacrifice (and therefore to the
scapegoat process) narrows the concept of ritual excessively. For more critique of Girard's approach, see
Hardin, "Ritual' in Recent Criticism,” 855-857. It should be stressed, nevertheless, that Girard's
theorization of ritual has several important points. First, in respect to the old discussion on positive and
negative aspects of representation of violence in art, Girard believes that these practices are homeopathic: a
little ritual violence inoculates a society against more general and destructive anarchic violence. Schechner
puts this idea as the ritual violence "mortgaging death." On his discussion of Girard's perspective, see

Schechner, The Future of Ritual, 260. Second, in Girard's view, the great tragedies signal a reaction
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against the excess of community in ritual by asserting the claim of the suffering individual compelled by a
socially determined necessity. It is essential to point out that he refers here to the socially organized
community, a "society,” ruther than to the Collective Body or Turner's communitas type of relationship.
Girard's ideas may contribute to understanding the controversial reflections of ritual in Soviet
antitotalitarian culture. However, it is important to underline the difference between the "socially
determined community” in Girard's terms (which is equal to the "structure,” in Tumners terms) and
Bakhtin's Collective Body, which characteristically does not oppose and sacrifice one life for the sake of the
whole; according to Bakhtin, one life is/represents the whole. As will be shown in the film analyses,
conflicts involving ritual structures in totalitarian society are determined by the sacrifice of a single life
equal to the whole Collective Body for the sake of "social organization." Thus, the type of conflict that
Girard refers to, which indeed is typical and sharp in the antitotalitarian cinema art, represents not a conflict
between the individual and community as such, but rather between the social forms of life continuation and
life destruction.

' Turner, Blazing the Trial: Way Marks in the Exploration of Symbols, 87.

’ Ibid., 88.

'* This chapter was presented at the international conference on semiotics, Popular Culture: Foundations
and Futures, the University of Toronto, October 18, 1996. With regards to the question when Bakhtin's
ideas of rodovoe telo were conceived, the completion of his dissertation on Rabelais—Ilate 1940s—may be
considered the time of birth of Bakhtin's Collective Body theory. However, 1930s and 1940s with the
landscape of demolition of the Soviet collective body—mass hunger and mass purges—may hypothetically
be considered the time when the theory was coming into being.

"' Ancestral body" in the translation by Héléne [swolsky. See, Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World,
trans. by Héléne Iswolsky (Bloomington, 1984) from Bakhtin's text Tvorchestvo Framsua Rable and
narodnaia kul'tura srednevekov'ia i vozrozhdeniia (Hereafter: Creative Works by Frangois Rabelais and
Folk Culture of the Middle Ages and Renaissance) (Moscow, 1965). On the controversy of translation,
“rodovoe telo” vs. "ancestral body," compare, for example, pages 350-51 of the Russian edition with pages
323-24 in the American edition. In this chapter and in the thesis all the translations of texts, quotations and
titles from Russian are mine, if not stated otherwise.

? According to Caryl Emerson's The First Hundred Years of Bakhtin—the most thorough recent study of
Bakhtin's influence on the humanities, the concept rodovoe relo has not been discussed. Emerson briefly
mentions it on the page 201, translating as 'clan body' in the context of Luidmila Gogotishvili's article,
"Varianty i invarianty M.M. Bakhtina" (Variants and Invariants of M.M. Bakhtin) in Voprocy Filosofii, 1
(1992: 114-34). The closest concepts to rodovoe telo in some aspects are to be found in Emerson’s book in
her conceptualization of Bakhtin's "open-ended bodies" and in Pankov's discussion of "the body of the

people,” in which Pankov critiques Bakhtin for its romanticization. See, Alexandr Pankov, Razgadka M.
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Bakhting olution of M. Bakhtin] (Moscow, 1995) and/or Emerson's discussion of his work in The First
Hundred Years of Mikhail Bakhtin, 165-66. For more on "the Bakhtin industry” see, for example, Gary
Saul Morson, "The Bakhtin Industry," Slavic and East European Journal 30 (1 1986): 81-90; Bakhtin:
Essays and Dialogues on His Work, ed. Gary Saul Morson (Chicago, 1986); Bakhtin and Cultural Theory,
eds., Ken Hirschkop and David Shepherd, (Manchester, 1989); Bakhtinskii sbornik, No | (Bakhtinian
Collection), eds. Isupov, K.G., D. Kuyundjich, V.L. Makhlin and O.E. Osoevsky (Moscow, 1990).
Although there are no works on Bakhtin's concept of rodovoe telo signified as the Collective Body in this
research, it is difficult to imagine that such a significant and paradigmatic concept would be completely
overlooked in academia. There are a number of works, whose authors have approached the problematics of
the Collective Body from various perspectives, for example, Roy Armes, Action and Image: Dramatic
Structure in Cinema (Manchester & New York, 1994), the chapter "The Group as Protagonist,” Judith
Hulberstam and Ira Levingston. Posthuman Bodies (Bloomington, 1995), the chapter "Multiple Bodies,"
and in Robert Stam's Subversive Pleasures: Bakhtin, Cultural Criticism and Film. (Baltimore, 1989), the
chapter "Grotesque Body"—one of the most insightful books on Bakhtin in North American scholarship.
Important observations on the issues close to the conception of this study—various mass and mythological
‘collective identities'—can be found in the works by Northrop Frye on Western literature, and in the work
by Clark, The Soviet Novel.

12 "Western critical theory has comfortably assimilated semiotic theory in its earlier structuralist mode, yet
this appropriation has often distorted the basic premises of Slavic theory, resulting in elisions, misreadings,
or impoverished interpretations.” Amy Mandelker, "Logosphere and Semiosphere: Bakhtin, Russian
Organicism and the Semiotics of Culture,” in Bakhtin in Contexts, 177. Many other researchers emphasize
ranslation problems with regards to Bakhtin's original concepts, see for example, Bakhtin and Cultural
Theory, 202.

¥ Further developments of the Collective Body issue will be presented in my papers (in progress): "The
Rhetoric of the Collective Body: Multiple Protagonist on the American Screen,” "The Collective Body in
Action and Process—in the Ritual, Drama and Narrative Structures,” and "The Collective Body Concept and
Bakhtin's Theory of Communication: Heteroglossia, Dialogue, and Polyphony."

14 Bakhtin's concept can also be discussed in the context of the Jungian archetype of Magna Mater. Rodovoe
telo—the Collective, Birth-giving body—central concept in Bakhtin's philosophy is a clear metaphor of a
female body ascended to a status of a philosophical symbol. Finally, the Collective Body, which integrates
both male and female bodies as the only productive unity, does not leave space for separatism (male vs.
female), but on the contrary, declares their union as the only spiritual and fruitful one. In this context, the
philosophical signification of birth-giving in Russian cuiture, vividly manifested in Bakhtin's cultural
theory, may find additional arguments in Eric Naiman, "Hysterectomies: On the Metaphysics of

Reproduction in a Utopian Age," in Sexuality and the Body in Russian Culture, eds. J.T. Costlow, S.
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Sandler, and J. Vowles (Stanford, 1993), 255-76. From the perspective of the semiotics of culture, Giinther
suggests that in Russian culture the notion narod (the people) in spite of its grammatical masculine gender,
is closer to the feminine element. He refers to the root rod and a series of close notions, which represent the
sphere of birth-giving, as well as to Berdiaev's concept of Russian "religiosity as that of the collective
biological warmth," Giinther, "Big Family," 104.

5 [ want to thank the first readers of this manuscript for interesting suggestions on translation of Bakhtin's
neologism rodovoe telo as the Filial Body (Eliot Borenstein) and the Hereditary Body, the Genetic Body, the
Genus Body and the Body of Genus (M. Dimic). In order to come up with the best possible translation of
rodovoe telo in English, it would be also useful to explore how Bakhtin's neologism was translated into
other languages in the texts of Rabelais in different cultures, for example, French, German, etc. However, I
leave this question open and declare a 'call for a name', encouraging English speaking colleagues to come up
with all possible suggestions for the match of Bakhtin's rodovoe telo in English. I hope that this book will
help in clarifying the meaning of this concept in culture.

' It is interesting to stress the etymological and philosophical connection between Bakhtin's concept
rodovoe telo (Collective Body) and the primary gods in Russian mythological heritage—the divine couple
Rod and Rozhanitsia. Rod was the Slavic god of kinship (his name means "kinship"”) and Rozhanitsia was
the goddess of birth (her name means “the birth-giving”). Bakhtin's concept rodovoe telo philosophically
and semantically united the meaning-images of the two deities. For more on the mythological deities Rod
and Rozhanitsia and their focal place in the semiosphere of Slavic mythology, see A.N. Afanas'ev, Drevo
zhizni (The Tree of Life). (Moscow, 1983) and Cherepanova, Myths and Legends of the Russian North.

7 The choice of one term in the text is determined purely by the convenience of reading and coherence of a
scholarly text, however it always refers to the polysemantic complex meaning described in this chapter. The
term 'Collective Body' throughout the book functions as a code rather than a name, carrying within a
multifaceted content explained in this chapter. I admit that the choice of the Collective Body as a primary
translation has its shortcomings because it has political connotations with Soviet ideology and the
communist system of meanings, and may be associated with a group-minded impersonal element, or with
Durkheimian mechanic rather than organic unity. For example, unity it was used in the recent Slavic post-
Soviet scholarship in this precise meaning of impersonal group-minded mechanic. See, for instance,
Vladislav Todorov, Red Square, Black Square (Albany, 1995). However, in this study I am using the term
Collective Body to re-signify Bakhtin's notion in an opposite direction—organic unity (of an Enterprise-
type rather than a Borg-type, in terms of popular culture, Star Trek: Next Generation).

'* See Bakhtin, Tvorchestvo Fransua Rable, 350, and Rabelais and His World, 323.

" In Bakhtin's original text the word novobrachnye (the newly married) means both genders. Thus, the
procreative unity of the two bodies/genders is signified. Iswolsky uses "newly married men"—a meaning

which reduces the 'collective body' aspect of the two in the newlywed couple to that of the males,
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diminishing the historical responsibility of both genders for the Collective Body's immortality. The
translation by Iswolsky should be considered a very important contribution to Bakhtin's understanding in
the West. However, it is timely now to critically analyze some of the aspects of this translation, which are
relevant to the misinterpretation of Bakhtin's notion of the Collective Body.

* Compare, for example, pages 351/324 in the respective Russian and American editions: Bakhtin,
Tvorchestvo Fransua Rable, 351, and Rabelais and His World, 324.

* Bakhtin, Tvorchestvo Fransua Rable, 323.

2 Compare pages 350/323 in the respective Russian and the American editions: Tvorchestvo Fransua
Rable, 350, and Rabelais and His World, 323.

3 Iswolsky not only gave an incorrect translation for the concept of rodovoe telo, but she also missed in
Bakhtin's text many different definitions related to the ‘collective body' issue. What Bakhtin defines as 'the
mighty torrent of the grotesque bodily element,’ she omits (323). Uniting the beginning of one of Bakhtin's
sentences with the end of another, Iswolsky sometimes leaves out controversial and innovative conceplts and
images, which she probably finds difficult to understand and therefore considers insignificant, worth
eliminating. See, for example. in Iswolsky’s translation: "the bodies are merged with each other... and with
the world. A tendency toward dual-body modality (dvutelost’ in Bakhtin, a "tendency toward duality” in
Iswolsky's version, she omits a dual-body image here) is glimpsed everywhere”. Bakhtin writes:
"Everywhere the collective (rodovoi) and cosmic aspect of body is stressed.” (Compare with "Everywhere
the cosmic and ancestral aspect of body is stressed" in Iswolsky, 350/323). Bakhtin writes "We shall
resume/see in the next chapter that the same theme of the rodovoe telo/collective body, but in its historical
aspect as the theme of immortality and growth of human culture, is developed in Gargantua’s famous letter
to Pantagruel. The relative immortality of the semen is seen here in its intimate relation to mankind’s
historic progress. The human race is not merely renewed with each new generation, but it rises each time to
a new superior level of development.” (Compare the discrepancies on the pages 351/324). Therefore, as
Bakhtin stresses in the following paragraph, the Collective Body theme merges in Rabelais’ book with the
theme and live experience (or tangible sensation/feeling) of historic immortality of the people. We have
seen that this live/vital experience of its collective historic immortality forms the very nucleus of the entire
system of popular-festive imagery." (Compare 351/324).

* In Russian: "zhivoe oshchushchenie narodom svoego kollectivnogo istoricheskogo bessmertiia.”
 Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World, 254.

* Ibid. Here and further in the following paragraphs the quotations from Bakhtin and references to his ideas
refer to Rabelais and His World, 255.

7 Ibid.

*® Ibid., 256.

® Cosmism is a Russian philosophical tradition, which is represented by cosmological models of Russian
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and Ukrainian nineteenth and twentieth-century philosophers: Fedorov, Sukhovo-Kobylin, Florensky,
Berdyaev, Bulgakov, Tsiolkovsky, Vernadsky, Chizhevsky, etc. This tradition should be discussed in the
contexts of philosophy and cultural anthropology, particularly, anthropology of consciousness, as well as
comparative religion and intellectual history. On Russian philosophy "as organic architecture of the world"
see Russkii kosmizm (Russian Cosmism), eds. S.G. Semyonova and A.G. Gacheva (Moscow, 1993)—in
particular, P. Florensky, "Organoproektsiia” (Organoprojection) and A.V. Sukhovo-Kobylin, "O edinstve
chelovechestva vo Vselennoi" (On the Unity of Humankind in the Universe). In the context of the
Collective Body-concept and the philosophy of cosmism, Russian religious thinker of the early 1900s,
Vladimir Solov'ev, should also be mentioned. The key idea of his philosophy is in the concept of "spiritual
corporeality” (dukhovnaia telesnosty—the bodily essence of spirituality. This focal idea is also manifest
through the concepts of All-Unity (Vseedinstvo)—the unity of all—and Divine Mankind
(Bogochelovechestvoy—the divinity of humankind. The real substance and the body are manifestations or
crystallizations of World Soul, disintegrated in our time: they have lost its purity, sacredness, but still
preserve the elements of Unity-of-All, and as such they represent the basis of life. Sexual love is meant to
lead to the Unity-of-All and to the transfiguration of flesh in the image of God, reestablished on the
horizontal, non-hierarchical level, mutually discovered and enacted by members of both sexes able to relate
to each other as husband and wife. The overcoming of all human troubles is possible only by the
reintegration of separated segments of reality disassociated by the World Evil, to reinforce, transform and
sacralize their new connection, to reestablish it in the universal Unity-of All. Art, according to Solov'ev is
designed to play an essential role in this process of reintegration and sacred transformation. It is easy to see
the connection between Solov'ev's ideas and Bakhtin's and Turner's notions of the Collective Body and
ritual. On Solov'ev's philosophic symbolism, see more, A.F. Losev, Filosofiia. Mythologia. Kultura
(Philosophy. Mythology. Culture) (Moscow, 1991), 227-29. On Solov'ev as a Russian Orthodox precursor
to Bakhtin, see Caryl Emerson, "Russian Orthodoxy and the Early Bakhtin," Religion and Literature, 22 (2-
3, 1990): 109-32. And on Solov'ev's philosophical-mystical discourse, see Edith W. Clowes, “The Limits
of Discourse: Solov'ev's Language of Syzygy and the Project of Thinking Total-Unity,"” [or the Unity-of-
All—L.A.], Slavic Review, 55,.3 (Fall 1996): 552-56. The Total-Unity, or Unity-of-All (Vseedinstvo)
may be considered one of the Collective Body's protoconcepts in the realm of philosophy. On the Unity-of-
All as an integral and ongoing conception within Russian philosophy, see V.N. Akulinin, Filosofiia
Vseedinstva (The Philosophy of Total Unity) (Novosibirsk, 1990). For the first time in the studies of
Russian philosophy Akulinin discusses theories by Solov'ev, the Trubetskois, Bulgakov, Florensky, et al.
as an integral philosophical system. Bakhtin's name should be included in this list.

% Bakhtin, Estetika slovesnogo tvorchestva (Hereafter: Aesthetics of the Verbal Art) (Moscow, 1979), 273.
3! The three conceptions/trends of the Russian thought should be emphasized as directly connected to
Bakhtin's philosophy of culture: "Cosmism" by S.G. Semyonova and A.G. Gacheva, "The Total Unity"
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by V.N. Akulinin and "Organicism” by Amy Mandelker. On the latter, see Amy Mandelker, "Logosphere
and Semiosphere: Bakhtin, Russian Organicism, and the Semiotics of Culture,” in Bakhtin in Contexts:
Across the Disciplines. She defines Vernadsky's noosphere as "superorganism that can function physically
and cognitively in a manner impossible for each individual organism to achieve,” 181.

 For Stalin, to deprive Jews of work socially and politically was not enough: weeks before his death,
trains were prepared to transport all Jews from Moscow, Leningrad and urban centers to Siberia, in order to
destroy the body of Jewish people. In a similar way, he attempted to transfer whole nations—collective
bodies of other small ethnic groups—that of Daghestan and Chechnya from the Caucuses to Middle Asia.
One indeed is a part of the whole: wars emphasize it, and aggressive archaic-type consciousness keeps it in
mind. The murders in Yugoslavia, and in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict always occur as acts directed not
against a guilty individual, but against any representative/part of the enemy's collective body.

¥ In modern North American popular culture, the notorious TV talk shows might be so ineradicable
because they feed upon the ritual need of the Collective Body to heal its sick parts inside the unity circle and
by means of its healing power. This is certainly a reason for the enormous success of such TV series as ER
(Emergency Room), which brings regularly a cathartic discharge to the needy modern audience. ER
represents the powerful ritual of restoration of the collective body by saving its vital parts—individual
lives. The ritual healing takes place in the series on various symbolic levels, in both the physical and
emotional sense.

* The recent controversial "trial of the century” exposed the disintegration of the collective body (and the
Collective Body) during the process, after and beyond the O.J. Simpson trial, on levels previousty hidden
for the collective understanding. The trial happened to reveal for American culture some unhealthy processes
within the collective body of the nation that tends to identify itself as a whole.

% Canada's own problem with Quebec's desire for separation reflects and brings to attention unresolved
conflicts on the deep level of the national collective body.

% On the discussion of these matters, see, for example, lan Watt, Myth of Modemn Individualism; Faust,
Don Quixote, Don Juan, Robinson Crusoe (Cambridge, 1996).

" One can also add here Durkheim's conscious collective and John Donne's "no man is an island.” On
theoretical aspects of philosophical metaphors—'root metaphors' and 'dominant symbols'—and on their
function in culture, see Turner, Dramas, Fields and Metaphors, and Sherry B. Ortner "On Key Symbols” in
Reader in Comparative Religicn: An Anthropological Approach, eds. William A. Lessa and Evon Z. Vost
(New York, 1979). On Western concepts close to the idea of the Collective Body, see Anesa Miller-Pogasar
"Recovering Traditions for a New Cultural Era," in Re-Entering the Sign. Miller-Pogasar discusses ideas of
Western biologists, such as Gaia hypothesis, which views the entire earth as a single living organism; the
theory of universal common ancestry through an ancient "mitochondrial Eve"; and the notion of

"specieshood,” as a category that might surpass ethnicity and nationality as a common identity for all
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people.

* In terms of Durkheim's opposition "organic—mechanic unity,” the inner structure of community in
communist and socialist social models may be considered "mechanic,” while the Collective Body manifests
a type of organic unity. Margaret Thatcher stated that "there is no such thing as society." Roy Armes
quotes her in his work on Western mythology of the individual as manifested in thes Hollywood culture: "In
the Hollywood movie there are only individuals who make choices and act upon them. These choices and
actions have consequences which flow logically from them and, in essence, a human being is a sum of his
or her individual choices and actions.” See Armes, Action and Image, 10.

% Isaiah Berlin, Russian Thinkers (New York, 1979), 223.

“ These alternative contexts of Bakhtin's philosophy are defined by various Bakhtin rescarchers as
religious, ideological and scientific “fundamentalism" (Crapanzano), and “hurrah-collectivism”
(Shevchenko). On the former, see Vincent Crapanzano, "The Postmodern Crisis: Discourse, History,
Memory,” in Bakhtin in Contexts. On the latter, see A. K. Shevchenko, Kul'tura. Istoriia. Lichnost'.
Vvedenie v filosofiiu postupka (Culture, History, Personality: Introduction to the Philosophy of Action)
(Kiev, 1991), 3. More on his interpretation of Bakhtin, see Caryl Emerson. "Introduction: Dialogue on
Every Comer, Bakhtin in Every Class,” 1. According to Emerson, Shevchenko places Bakhtin among other
European thinkers, from Aristotle and Augustine to Heidegger and Berdyaev, who have produced typologies
of responsible action in the world. The divisivns of the book by Shevchenko are: 1. "Virtuous Man," I
“Juridical Man.” [Il. "Metaphysical Man,” and IV. "The Meaning of History and the Problem of the
Utopian in Culture.”

‘! "The hero's love is not valuable in itself; it serves only to aid him in fulfilling his tasks and in attaining
"consciousness.” On the issue of love in Stalinist culture, see Clark, The Soviet Novel, 182-83. For
understanding of the crystallization of Bakhtin's concept of the Collective Body, I find the studies of the
dimensions: 'Bakhtin and hunger’ and ‘Bakhtin and terror' in Soviet historical reality by Turbin and Ryklin
extremely important. See observations by V.N. Turbin, Bakhtin's disciple and secretary for 12 years, on the
connection between Bakhtin's theory of carnival and mass hunger, which he encountered many times and
has experienced himself almost all his life. V.N. Turbin, Camaval: Religion, Politics, Theosophy (in
Russian) in Bakhtinskii shbornik (Bakhtinian Collection), No 1, 1990. Bakhtin has witnessed the destruction
and convulsions of the starving people’s collective body in Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, during revolution,
Stalin years, in exile, after the war, etc., during the 1920-60s. Bakhtin was constantly starving himself,
according to Turbin, almost until he was allowed to relocate to Moscow in the late 1960s. In addition to the
dimension of hunger in Bakhtin's historicai reality, another researcher, Ryklin discusses the dimension of
political violence with respect to Bakhtin's theory of carnival. See, M.K. Ryklin, The Bodies of Terror:
Notes on the Logic of Violence (in Russian) in Bakhtinskii sbornik (Bakhtinian Collection), No I, 1990.
It is important to remember that in 1929 for his independent political ideas Bakhtin was sentenced to be
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sent to the concentration camp Solovki, which was equal to death. Miraculously, the sentence was changed
at the last moment for exile, where Bakhtin spent almost all his life.

? According to Mandelker, "Bakhtin seems to belong to the political "other” of both Western and Soviet
society.” See her "Logosphere and Semiosphere,” 180.

“ See, Tumer, Dramas, Fields and Metaphors, 47.

* Tumer defines his notion of communitas as "an unstructured or rudimentary structured and relatively
undifferentiated comitatus, community, or even communion of equal individuals," 96. Also: "communitas
is a relationship between concrete, historical, idiosyncratic individuals," "a direct, immediate and total
confrontation of human identities," 131-132. In other passages he links communitas with spontaneity and
freedom versus structure, linked with obligation, jurality, law, constraint, and so on. See Tumner, The
Ritual Process. The distinction between the con:munitas and Collective Body maybe additionally
explained in the following terms: communitas is a homogeneous, de-differentiating system, oriented
towards equality and the present; the past is automatically re-created/represented within the present as the
initial "heaven state” achieved by the utopia of equality; the future has no distinction from the present. The
chronotope is achronic: it reactivates the mythological “frozen time." The Collective Body is a
heterogeneous, (highly) differential (and differentiating) system, oriented toward the proper performance of
the Collective Body's diverse functions by its appropriate parts; it is oriented towards the future, and is
very preoccupied with the proper communication between the present and the past: the voices of the
ancestors should be heard, and it does not happen automatically. The chronotope of the Collective Body is
diachronic: the relationship between the past, present and future is multidirectional and controversial: the
future may not take place automatically, if the present does not receive a sacred message from the past.

* With respect to the issues of freedom and equalness, central for Tumner, it is in the element of camnival,
which is based on the actions of rodovoe telo as a collective protagonist, where the antihierarchical mode is
manifest, according to Bakhtin. Although Tumer's and Bakhtin's concepts are very similar—communitas
and rodovoe telo, liminality and carnival—they are not equivalent.

*” A metaphor (in particular a philosophical or a root metaphor), as Tumner defines it, is a "prajiid-artifact,"
while a system of categories derived from it would be "vijidna-artifact,” Turner, Dramas, Fields and
Metaphors, 48.

** 3ee, Suzuki Daisetz Teitaro, quoted by Tumer, Dramas, Fields and Metaphors, 48.

* Fedorov's ideas of rodovaia forma (the genus/kinship form) are relevant to the discussion of Bakhtin's
rodovoe telo: "Accepting that rodovaia forma is most archaic, tribal, primitive, savage and childish, we
nevertheless have to admit its crucial advantage over the most developed and juridical forms. Rodovaia
Jorma in its ideal, i.e. projective [modelling] principle is the type of association which is based on the
immanent power of deep affection, without an external constrain and violence. This is a principle given to

us in the image of Trinity. In reality, the kinship form could not have such an ideal perfection as manifested
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in Trinity." Fedorov, Sochineniia, 35. Fedorov makes here a very important point, anticipating
discussions on Bakhtin's rodovoe telo. The latter is a model, a correcting device rather than utopia or
social project. It is essentially a modelling system, whose meaning is manifest in the constant ritual
creating and re-creating of the vital and effective (symbolic) community. Thus, as early as in Fedorov's
nineteenth-century philosophy (which preceded the tragic mistakes of twentieth-century social practice), the
idea, or more exactly, the ideal of kinship element, was given the meaning of principle and model. It is
important to stress that Bakhtin's Collective Body should also be treated not in terms of utopia but as a
modelling system intended to improve a socio-cultural process.

* Ibid.

* Ibid., 49.

** The necessary mediatory stage of this kind of analysis—discussion of the group as protagonist—takes
place in a number of works. See, for example, works by Northrop Frye, or more recently Armes, Action
and Image.

* See, for example, Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogo (Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics) (Moscow, 1979)
and The Dialogical Imagination, trans. Mikhael Holquist, ed. Caryl Emerson and Mikhael Holquist
(Austin, 1981).

* Various researchers have approached the problem of the collective body from different viewpoints.
Without defining or emphasizing it, they however offer invaluable observations on how it functions in
culture in general, and within certain narrative structures, especially of the mythological type, in particular.
See, for example, Clark, The Soviet Novel. Regarding the manifestation of the Collective body in process
and action, the works by Tumer on ritual should be mentioned as the most theoretically important,
stimulating and challenging. Propp’s narrative/ritual models correlate with Bakhtin's models and are other
examples of how the Collective body can be incamnated and actualized in the narrative structure. See more
on this matter in his books Morphology of the Fairy Tale, and Historical Roots of the Fairy Tale (the
latter, on the ritual origin of folklore motifs, has not been translated into English, and therefore is poorly
known in the West). On the Collective Body and Russian history, see my "Find the Magic Word" in Re-
Entering the Sign: Articulating New Russian Culture.

% See, Richard M. Berrong, Rabelais and Bakhtin: Popular Culture in 'Gargantua and Pantagruel’
(Lincoln, Nebraska and London, 1986).

* See, for example, Ryklin on postmodernity: "Perhaps, we witness a yet unseen form of decadence, which
has nothing to do with the personality—the decadence of the collective bodies, escalating according to their
energetic exhaustion. These bodies are experiencing the nostalgia for unrealized acts of violence;
overstressed, they transform violence into performance.” Ryklin, "The Bodies of Terror,” 71.

%" For more on the ideology of postmodernism, see, for example, Linda Hutcheon, A Poetics of

Postmodernism (New York, 1988) and The Politics of Postmodernism (New York, 1989), as well as Jean
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Baudrillard, Selected Writings (Cambridge, 1988), Fatal Strategies (New York, 1990) and Symbolic
Exchange and Death (London, 1993).

** For more on the composite protagonist, see Linda Hutcheon, Narcissic Narrative: Metafictional
Paradox (Waterloo, 1980).
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Chapter 2. The Semiotics of Ritual: The Ritual Action

This part discusses selected paradigms of ritual theory, essential for developing
the anthropology of cinema and understanding the semiosphere of the Collective Body.'
The previous chapter was intended to prepare the discussion of the questions: Whose
ritual it is?; To whom does the ritual belong?; If it is a program, then whose?; Who
creates, directs, orchestrates ritual?; Who "makes" people perform rituals, repeating them
all over again and passing them from generation to generation? For the religious mind, the
answer is simple—god(s). Others may say: authorities, power groups, tradition, shamans,
etc. Various anthropologists defined the subject of ritual differently. Turner, for example,
referred to the community as a subject of the ritual process. However, if we add to
Tumer's concept of community Bakhtin's notion of Great Time, then in the context of
semiotic anthropology and Bakhtin's cultural theory one may define a true subject of
ritual as the Collective Body.

The ritual protagonist—Collective Body—can be represented as a community in
its collective immortality, along the scale of evolution. It is the elusive symbolic "entity,"
which is difficult to grasp on a purely rational level, that "initiates" and "rules" ritual
performance, as well as coordinates ritual processes in culture. As an integral protagonist
of the ritual process, the Collective Body paradoxically combines in one symbolic image
both the Initiating and the Initiated, the giver and the receiver of sacred knowledge. The
latter represents the mind of the Collective Body, and its transmission—the most
essential mental action of rodovoe telo. The semiotics of ritual benefits from the notion of
the Collective Body and is clarified in its philosophical context. As a multidimensional
and polyphonic formation, it is a form of collectivity which is present simultaneously in
different points of history, representing the perspective of Great Time. The following
part of the thesis is intended to show the importance of the Collective Body concept for
ritual studies, and its role as a subject of ritual. Part [ of the dissertation introduces a
number of concepts and reinterprets some of the existing terms in the context of the
conceptual system generated by mutual reflections of Bakhtin's and Turner's theories.
New terminology proposed in the dissertation is intended as a system of bridges and
"windows of possibilities" for researchers in interdisciplinary cultural studies rather than
a coded language of semiotic anthropology as a single discipline.

Organic Metaphors and the Symbolic Construction of Community. The aim
and innovation of this study is in introducing Bakhtin's concept of the Collective Body

and in incorporating it into already existing theories of culture, ritual and film. By doing
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so, this research emphasizes some dimensions of existing theories and widens the scope
of discussions of ritual and cinema. Bakhtin did not invent the Collective Body notion.
Truly as the "initiating", he brilliantly articulated and (ritually) channeled the semiosphere
of the Collective Body—already present in culture as a form of hidden sacred
knowledge—into the realm of modern cultural philosophy. As was mentioned above, the
Collective Body is not an artificial theoretical construct projected by the modern
philosopher onto the past and present of culture, but the way people thought and felt
about themselves, a "genetic code of culture,” in Turner’s terms. Notions based on organic
metaphors, similar to the Collective Body, have been determining the self-consciousness
of society and culture for thousands of years.? It is no surprise that in the writings by
anthropologists, and in various manifestations of folk or mass culture, before or
independently from Bakhtin, one constantly meets representations of the Collective
Body expressed in various ways. One can see further from Turner's texts how logically
Bakhtin's concept of the Collective Body fits both anthropological theories and ritual

consciousness, in particular the conceptualizations of community by primitive societies.

The use of an aspect of human physiology as a model of social, cosmic,
and religious ideas and processes is a variant of a widely distributed human theme:
that the human body is a microcosm of the universe. The body may be pictured as
androgynous, a male or female, or in terms of.. its developmental stages, as child,
mature adult, and elder... Whatever the mode of representation, the body is
regarded as a sort of symbolic template for the communication of gnosis, mystical
knowledge about the nature of things and how they came to be what they are.’

The conceptualization of society in terms of natural symbols and organic
metaphors can be found in the works of many anthropologists, from Spencer to the
scholars of our time, such as Turner, Ortner, Douglas and, for example, the authors of two
recent collections, Fragments for the History of the Human Body (1989) and Religious
Reflections on the Human Body (1995). Mary Douglas in her Natural Symbols:
Explorations in Cosmology stresses that the social body often constrains the way the

physical body is perceived. The physical experience of the body, always modified by the
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social categories through which it is known, sustains a particular view of society. She
points out that there is a continual exchange of meanings between the two kinds of bodily
experience so that each reinforces the categories of the other.® "The physical body is a
microcosm of society, facing the centre of power, contracting and expanding its claims in
direct accordance with the increase and relaxation of social pressures. [ts members, now
riveted into attention, now abandoned to their private devices, represent the members of

n6

society and their obligations to the whole."® But as Douglas stresses,

The physical body can have universal meaning only as a system which
responds to the social system, expressing it as a system. What it symbolizes
naturally is the relation of parts of an organism to the whole. Natural symbols can
express the relations of an individual to his society at that general systemic level.
The two bodies are the self and society: sometimes they are so near as to be almost
merged; sometimes they are far apart. The tension between them allows the
elaboration of meanings.’

The conceptualization of the physical body in the context of the social system
has a connection to the way in which ritual consciousness perceives the community. The
latter is often signified as both the body of a human being and a body of god. For the
ritual mind "the worship of God is worship of the community... the assembly appears as
a form of the Deity... The community, the assembly—has a sense of special sanctity
from which individual and household sanctity is derived."?

Natural symbols and organic metaphors of the social body are closely associated
with what Anthony Cohen emphasized for general anthropological theory as The
Symbolic Construction of the Community (1985)—a conception especially important for
semiotic anthropology, the semiotics of ritual and the anthropology of cinema’ In a
concerted study of boundaries, symbols and their meanings, Cohen emphasizes the
symbolic aspects of the social existence of communities. His major concern is how their
symbolic uses are creative of 'community’ identity. He sets out and reconsiders the notion
of community by exploring how it is used, defined, classified, spoken of and lived by

those who invest the term and its organic reality with symbolic importance. Cohen's book
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was warmly met by other professionals in the field of cultural anthropology.'® In
studying the community, Cohen stresses the following: a) the way it is constructed; b) 2)
the way it is perceived and understood by its members; and c) 3) the way it makes people
become members. The fundamental aspect of the community, emphasizes Cohen, is the
sense of 'belonging': "We do not have to construe community just in terms of locality but
rather in terms of belonging."'! For Cohen, the sense of belonging is a socially constructed
cultural phenomenon. Community is such a social and cultural world where one learns,
practices to be 'social.’ Community is greater than kinship but more immediate than the
construction we call society. In other words, it is the milieu where culture is transmitted,
horizontally, from peers to peers; and vertically, from elders to youth. "When we speak
of people acquiring culture, or learning to be social, we mean that they acquire the
symbols which will equip them to be social. It is like vocabulary: words give the capacity
to communicate with other people, but do not tell them what to communicate."'?
Communities, thus, according to Cohen, are important repositories of symbols, whether
in the forms of totems, football teams or war memorials.

Cohen's conception of the symbolic construction of the community is very
important for understanding Bakhtin's Collective Body. But why, according to Cohen, it
is so important to view community as a symbolic rather than a social construction?
Cohen's discussion of interpretation of the community by the Chicago school clarifies the
points of his departure from the perspective of this tradition. The Chicago school,
Durkheimian in orientation, was based on the studies of Robert Park, Redfield and Oscar
Lewis and focused on the construction of community primarily in the context of its social
function. Cohen emphasizes that community is not social but a mental construct:
"Community can no longer be adequately described in terms of institutions, for now we
recognize it as symbol to which its adherents impute their own meanings.""* Thus, it is

the issue of the symbolic construction of the community that determines to a great extent
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the essence of such notions as community, ritual and the problematics of semiotic
anthropology in general.

One more theorist should be mentioned in the context of the study of the
community—Radcliffe-Brown."* His works are especially important for understanding
the interconnection of such concepts as ritual and community. He stressed their profound
mutual interrelation and accented that ritual's primary goal as the integration of the
community—this notion is essential for our study of film-ritual and the function of film
culture in the symbolic construction of the community.

In the context of the symbolic construction of community (as a socio-semantic
and cultural practice), as well as its conceptualization in anthropology, a legitimate
question can be asked concerning the difference between the community and Bakhtin's
Collective Body. Rodovoe telo is a symbolic construction rather than a material object,
and it refers to the whole genus rather than a group of contemporaries. Its distinction
from an actual social 'community’ lies in its three major characteristics which can be
expressed in the three key words—flesh, Great Time and matrix identity. First, Bakhtin's
Collective Body is fleshy, it emphasizes both the physical and spiritual as an inseparable
whole. Second, it is connected with and via Great Time—the life span of the genus;
Bakhtin's symbolic community rodovoe telo is maintained by means of Great Time.
Third, it has a quality of the matrix identity: the Collective Body is an integral body
manifesting many in one, without reducing difference to sameness. Deliberations on these
issues are to be found further in the text.

The Collective Body: Ritual Subject and Ritual Action. Defined as a primary
subject (protagonist) of ritual, the Collective Body has a meaning of both an object and a
process. As an object, it integrates a material dimension, although spread across time—the
Collective Body of all: fathers, mothers, ancestors and progeny who live, eat, die,
procreate—and a symbolic dimension—an abstraction, a notion, a metaphor, which

functions in culture as a directing symbol, which generates a dynamic system of signifiers.
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It is precisely the sphere of ritual wherein the Collective Body manifests itself as a
process: the process of the symbolic construction of community which never ends. The
Collective Body integrates the process of living of all the living, but reveals itself as a
collective identity, an integral whole in the moments of conjunction of the individual body
with the Collective Body—the rites of passage. It is precisely Turner's method of
processual symbolic analysis that would facilitate a study of the Collective Body as a
“ritual symbol-in-action" and that would help to clarify the Collective Body in its
processual mode. Ritual can be defined as a processual and transformative function of the
Collective Body, providing its autocatalytic chain of reactions, its inner energy of self-
transformation and thus constituting preservation and development of the Collective
Body in time.

If Bakhtin determined what can be defined as the subject of ritual, a ritual subject,
Turner explored what happened in the ritual, what can be defined as its inner process—a
ritual action. Both concepts and conceptions of the two cultural philosophers
complement each other as a verb and an accordant noun within one cultural sentence—a
ritual performance. Thus, together they represent a grammatical structure of ritual,
emphasizing the Collective Body as the integral ritual protagonist, and a symbolic action
as an immanent process of ritual activity. It is important to stress that the concept of
ritual which is used in this study omits the variable mode, or classification of diverse
rituals. It rather refers to ritual as a root paradigm of human activity.'S In other words,
there are rituals and there is the ritual. Turner defined "the ritual" as a root paradigm
which belongs to the semantic class of "total patterns." They "represent the goals of man
as a species, where they prevail over particular interests—the general good over the
individual welfare."'®

Bakhtin's Collective Body concept may best be explained in Turner's terms as a
root paradigm and as a ritual symbol—"the smallest unit of ritual which still retains the

specific properties of ritual behavior; symbols are "objects, activities, relationships,

79



events, gestures, and spatial units in a ritual situation,” so is the Collective Body."
Bakhtin's concept could not be completely understood as a root paradigm and a dominant
ritual symbol without contextualization within Turner's ritual theory, with its
revolutionary reinterpretation of ritual symbol as a process, a behavioral act—something
that allows further deliberations in respect to the semiotic anthropology of cinema.
Turner changed the conception of ritual and marked a shift in ritual studies from a
positivist to dialectical understanding of symbols in cultural processes. This revolution in
anthropological theory was parallel and commensurate to Bakhtin's and the
poststructuralist shift in semiotics from meanings as objects to meanings as processes.
Turner stressed that symbols in ritual are not just "frozen cultural meanings” (in terms of
Eisenstein-Ivanov's semiotics), but actions and processes that effectively regulate many
spheres of life. These processes are exactly what the Collective Body represents, and it is
through them in the first place that the Collective Body manifests itself in dramatic forms
of cinema. Turner's innovative discovery of the processual nature of ritual symbols, and
the very understanding of ritual as a cultural process in general revealed the method of
processual symbolic analysis as essential for the investigation of ritual symbolism in
processual forms of cinema. Without Turner's methodological innovations the very
subject and method of this study—the semiotic anthropology of cinema—could not be
possible.

The Collective Body is the inspiration behind the ritual system. Thus, Collective
Body imagery constantly manifests itself in culture in every possible way. Rites cannot
exist in a vacuum, be it religious, aesthetic or formalist. As Hardin pointed out, rituals
require "the context of community. We do not invent the great ceremonies of our culture
but, rather, come to them as parts of a whole."'® This "whole," or the "context of
community” in Turner's and Hardin's terms, is best expressed in the originality of
Bakhtin's concept. The ritual and the Collective Body manifest an inseparable whole. The

ritual context is essentially the context of the Collective Body, and vice versa. The ritual
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context has historically formed as the most effective means to realize the Collective Body
in an organizing process, while the driving force of ritual, its ultimate "author" and
"performer,"” (metaphorically speaking) is the Collective Body.

Rituals express the mode of the Collective Body's self-organization, which
facilitates human relationship in the direction of equality, trust, help, protection, feeding
and nurturing, sexuality and birth-giving, caring for the young and elderly, mastering
traditions and modeling the future, by passing through generations the most essential
"sacred" knowledge. Ritual essentially expresses the modality of Great Time and the
immortal community; the notions of "invented" or "personal"” rituals, as Grimes correctly
pointed out, are contradictions in terms.'” The Collective Body-metaphor might be
referred to as utopia (in terms of its material realization). But in its capacity as a modeling
system, it manifests itself as an organizing root-paradigm, which is ultimately necessary
for survival of humankind as a whole. Turner stressed that ritual is a purely communal
act; it momentarily, and we may add, spontaneously, achieves a "condition of
communitas": during the ritual state the bonds are "anti-structural” in relation to the
social/political organization, in this they are "undifferentiated, equalitarian, direct..."?° For
the further discussion of Soviet cinema, it is important to emphasize that the Collective
Body is not associated with power, society, structure, but rather with antistructure,
communitas, biological and spiritual survival. Turner stressed that in tribal society
communitas is associated with physical fertility.2! The paradigm of the Collective Body
is indeed a manifestation of the tribal mythology of fertility; but it is much more. It
functions as a dominant symbolic system, not only representing but also organizing
aspects of behavior associated with survival, fertility, procreation, creation and with the
transmission of the knowledge vital for the collective survival. It functions as a model in
both aspects emphasized by Geertz as a model of and a model for birth-giving and life
continuation of humankind.” The very concept of the Collective Body, originated within

the self-reflexivity of the "tribal community," illustrates how, in the words of Turner,
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"organic processes and the seasonal round provide root-metaphors for cultural
processes."? In the context of modern culture, the Collective Body's main significance as
a root metaphor is in its facilitation of the re-orientation of an individual towards the
community and his re-identification within the collective "whole."

Ritual and Religion. To comprehend film as a ritual structure, the distinctive
/complementary mode of comparative analysis should be introduced.?* The fundamental
distinction between ritual and religion is that religion is a system of beliefs, while ritual is
the system of actions. Characteristically, the Collective Body may be defined as both: a
mythology and ritual, a system of beliefs and system of actions. The two spheres
intersect in many ways: ritual is based on myth and religion (belief in the supernatural),
and religion organizes/expresses itself through ritual actions. As essentially a system of
beliefs, religion places the human being in a predominantly passive mode, while ritual
makes the action, or active mode, a necessity.

It is necessary to emphasize that the concept of religion discussed below does not
represent religion in general, but rather a type of organized religion characteristic of
Russian historical tradition inherited from that of tenth-eleventh century Byzantium.?
For these cultures and historical periods religion was manifested in a hyperstructure, an
organized form consolidated within the state. As such, religion represents a preservative
/conservative mode, while ritual, according to Turner, is essentially a transformative
action. Although any national film culture is a carrier of the ritual mode as an heir of ritual
performance, the ritual modality in Soviet cinema with its ability to unite and reintegrate,
forming the larger circle of the initiation, is especially significant. In a country like Russia
(and the Soviet Union), where religion had been traditionally associated with the official
ideology and official culture (in Bakhtin's terms), the sphere of unofficial culture was
largely manifest in non-religious forms of ritual and cultural activity. Thus, the whole
sphere of integrative rituals was left outside organized religions and had in its would

have to find its own sphere of the search for sacred knowledge, which in Russia has been
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maintained via the realm of literature and (film)art. This explains the traditional
"priesthood of Russian intelligentsia” (in Clark's terms), and Soviet antitotalitarian artists'
role as the "sacred instructors."?® As a key issue for study of ritual modalities in Soviet
cinema, and as an example of semiotic-anthropological method, ritual and religion are

discussed in a system of binary oppositions and complimentarities in the table below:

Ritual
System of actions
Associates with the
community
A function of the
community
Re-integrates the Collective Body
(in Bakhtin's terms)
Antihierarchical, or
establishes a new hierarchy
Performance
Relationship with deities:
Influence, Interaction
Cooperation
Active mode
Transformative mode
Concept of time:
circular /mythological
Use of disintegrative mode:
temporary death,
dying from and dying to
Model of metamorphosis:
development via change
Re-integration into the
community in a new status
Constant change of status
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Religion
System of beliefs
Associates with the state

A function of the state

Re-integrates the body of
power /state
Hierarchical, or reinforces
the established hierarchy
Service
Relationship with deities:
Dependence, Hope,
Subordination
Passive mode
Preservative mode
Concept of time:
linear /historical
Use of incorporative mode:
baptism, missionary
being born for/in God
Model of joining:
development via growth
Holy communication,
administer to sacrament
Established status



Ritual
Carnal, fleshy
Singing, dancing
Movement, dynamics
Blending the individual
into the group, tribe,
community
Polytheism
Conception of space:
margins integrate into
the centre
Sacred and profane:
interchangeable

Religion

Bodiless, spiritual
Word, silence
Standing, Stasis
Blending the individual
with God

Monotheism

Conception of space:
established center(s):
god, church

Sacred and profane:
fixed

[t is important to stress that the present study refers not to all kinds of ritual, and
not to religious ritual, but to specifically pre-religious forms of ritual activity which gave
birth to the performing genres. These rites are manifest in modern culture in various
forms, particularly via media and cinema.

Initial Event: Ritual as Model of/for Creation. Leach emphasized that it is
characteristic of many ritual sequences that the "actors claim to be recapitulating the
creation of the world"—the moment of "primordial” or, in terms of this study, "initial

n2

event."”’ The significance of this event, and its endless recapitulation, reiteration,
reproduction in the ritual process was explored by Mircea Eliade and Margaret Mead.
Characteristically, in this context Mead defines ritual as: "the repetition of those symbols
which evoke the feeling of that primordial event which initially called the community into
being with such power that it effects our presence at that event—in other words,
represents the primordial event."?® The issue of initial event was also touched upon in
Geertz's theorization of ritual as a mode! of and model for. Geertz stressed that the term
"model" has two senses—an "of" sense and "for" sense." Theory is a model for reality. It

is also the case for psychological and social systems and for cultural models, which we

would not ordinarily refer to as "theories,” but rather as "doctrines," "melodies," or
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"rites." The models of are "linguistic, graphic, mechanical, natural, etc., processes which
function" is "not to provide sources of information in terms of which other processes can
be patterned, but to represent those patterned processes as such, to express their

structure in an alternative medium."®

The perception of the structural congruence between one set of processes,
activities, relations, entities, etc., and another set for which it acts as a program, so
that the program can be taken as a representation, or conception—a symbol—of
the programmed, is the essence of human thought. The inter-transportability of
models for and models of, of which symbolic formulation makes possible, is the
distinctive characteristic of our mentality.*

Following Geertz, ritual may be defined as the both a "model of' and a "model
for." This corresponds with Turner's notions of the liminal stage of ritual: "dying from"
(disintegrating with(in) an obsolete model of the world) and "dying for" (implying,
reaching for, converging with another one, coming into being). The Collective Body and
the ritual as symbolic processes have features of both. Bakhtin's Collective Body is
characteristically a model of and model for birth-giving and life continuation. Further
elaborating Geertz's conceptualization of symbols, Ortner proposed the following binary
oppositions: summarizing symbols vs. elaborating symbols; root metaphors /orientation
for conceptualization vs. key scenarios /strategies for action.'

Key symbols are defined by Ortner in terms of "how they act upon or are
manipulated by cultural actors.” Key scenarios, as Ortner put it, are culturally valued in
that they formulate the culture's basic means-ends relationship in actable forms.’? Key
scenarios, in the context of the Collective Body, are those which would successfully fulfill
the Collective Body's ultimate goals. According to Ortner, key symbols, can transform
into key scenarios when the author/performer creates "cultural performances," in which
values, states and effective means for achieving them are dramatized for all to see.’> The
ultimate aim of the film scholar who is developing an interdisciplinary study of film and
ritual is to determine which films function as key scenarios in a given society, effectively

employing and elaborating key symbols of the given culture. The Collective Body
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paradoxically functions as summarizing and elaborating symbol, as a root metaphor and
orientation for conceptualization, as well as a key scenario and strategy for action.
Altogether, the Collective Body, in a symbolic stasis and symbolic process, unfolds as a
dynamic multidimensional signifying system inside the culture; the investigation of Soviet
cinema will represent and explore these complex semantic processes.

Conceptualizations of ritual as a model and program was also explored in the
works by Horton and Rappaport.’* The Soviet tradition of semiotic anthropology, seen
especially in the works of Lotman and Ivanov, has emphasized modelling systems in
culture and the mode of programming in the ritual action.> The development of this
approach—the focus on the initial event as reenactment—has a vital importance for
understanding the very nature of drama and cinema.’® The most important distinction
between ritual and religion is to be revealed through the activating mode of ritual—that of
recreation, re-enactment of the imitial event and of the sacred mythology of
beginnings. The specifics of the ritual chronotope is determined by the mode of
reenactment. The 'ritual man' is essentially an extremely active and responsible being: he
must act, must perform the ritual—otherwise he jeopardizes the very order of things, the
cosmological order. In comparison, the ‘religious man' is required to live his life obeying
the rules and following established morality; his bad deeds jeopardize only his own
personal survival; the rest is the responsibility of the authorities and of God. The 'ritual
man' is obliged to initiate a ritual action since it is 'physically’ (in a metaphorical
/mythological sense) connected with re-creating the cosmological order /universe and the
well-being of the whole world. Ritual is an active modelling system; its world is in a
constant stage of recreation and coming into being. In religion the model is a given: the
world has been created and established forever. In religion, the concept of time represents
the originated time; in ritual it is the originating time. In religion, the cosmological model
is already granted initially by god(s), and it should not and could not be influenced or

changed by human activity. The ritual action models and re-models the cosmos
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constantly, and the 'cinematic man,' an heir of the "ritual man," as a new shaman—the
initiating—is responsible for the constituency of this modelling function. This is why
action becomes so important in ritual; it becomes an ultimate way to maintain the order of
things. And that is why the 'cinematic man' (filmmaker) reproduces, reconstructs reality,
as an agent of the ritual function of cinematic process. He inevitably intrudes, annoys,
provokes the inhabitants of the 'established reality,' initiating all kinds of re-creative
actions, which have ritual transformative meaning for the audience /community (on the
level of story) and reality /cosmos (on the level of imagery and structure). For the ritual
mind, any immorality or other violation of human rules would lead not only to the
disgrace of a single bad person, but would have cosmological consequences: disruption of
the very order of things and imbalance of the cosmic equilibrium. This explains why the
ritual man could not have been a passive witness, but, constantly intruding into other
people’s lives, tried to maintain or re-establish the cosmic order in each matrix-like particle
of social life. In other words, religious man's passivity may possibly jeopardize his
personal survival, while ritual man's passivity (nonperformance of rituals) would
necessarily jeopardize his entire world. The 'cinematic man' (and its modalities—the
clown—ritual fool, the filmmaker—shaman, the spectator—initiand, and the Collective
Body—the film audience as an integral whole) inherits and, therefore, remains in charge of
this modelling/recreating function of film-ritual.

In this sense, not making movies is equivalent to not-performing the rituals. The
world should be re-created constantly, the modelling/remodelling function should be
performed. Performing ceremonies (ideologized, myth-making, conformist films, genre-
cliché films, and also late postmodern films) instead of rituals—will go against the
ritual/transformative need of society, and that of the individual, satisfying the social
moment instead of the social process, and thus damaging the re-creative mode of the
Universe. This explains how cinema, as a 'magic model,’ forms its own Cosmology and

connects by invisible strings with the whe e world, and with the wholeness of the world.
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It is necessary to emphasize, however, that the comparative analysis of ritual and
related notions (for example, religion) in a binary mode is a conditional intermediate
method.?” In the strictest sense these cannot be compared as two oppositions within one
semantic row. Rather they should be seen as one form genetically preceding another: ritual
preceding religion. The syncretic unity of ritual (as integral protostructure) disintegrates
later into religion, philosophy and art. Therefore, religion and ritual relate to each other
not in terms of oppositions, polar systems, but in terms of historical dichotomy,
representing different stages in the development of one phenomenon. They become
oppositions when forms of ritual and religion historically take different directions and
functions at the same time in a given culture.

However, the important question remains: What does it mean when,
simultaneously with the later stages—religion, philosophy, socio-regulative institutions
(trial) and art as such (art for the sake of art}—modern culture still keeps and reproduces
a ritual modality, preserving the earlier stage of development within the emergent system?
The stage that should have disappeared survives, and is culturally evident and topical. It
can only mean that: later stages/forms—religion, etc., in certain cultural systems
(Byzantium, Russia)}—do not provide for the well-being of the community and of the
individual, especially in the context of their transformative/harmonizing needs, a
necessary function which religion inherit from the ritual. The latest form, so to speak,
ignores the inherited function. And ritual is preserved or revived within the culture, by
cultural mechanisms, as a lost functional mode each time it did not receive proper
compensation from other socio-psychological spheres. Metaphorically speaking, it
reminds one of a situation when grandparents come out of retirement to bring up a child
when the young parents for whatever reasons cannot do so. When modern institutions
(religion, justice system, commercialization of cinema) consolidate with various types of
structure and power, they lose their organic connection with the communitas (in Turner's

terms) and the Collective Body. Then culture necessarily revives ritual modes to maintain
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the equilibrium between structure and antistructure, stasis and dynamics, stability and
change.

Ideology, Ritual and Ceremony. Ceremony is exactly what many
anthropologists considered to be ritual in pre-Tumer ritual theory, and what many people
outside anthropology misidentify with ritual even now.*® Unlike ritual, myth and
ceremony tend to ignore social dynamics and dramas. Moreover, they tend to present a
social drama as a)unessential, b)nonexistent, or/and c)already overcome, resolved.
Ceremony tries to replace a representation of social drama with a powerful
representations of social consensus (often artificial, false); myth tends to replace drama's
conflict resolution with a multiple conflict substitution. The social drama is then
represented instead of resolved, and more exactly misrepresented. Myth is intended to
displace an understanding of the authentic drama. It is very typical for a mythological
structure to substitute an internal conflict with an external one—to transfer the epicenter
of the conflict from the social centre to the periphery. The mode of conflict substitution
is manifest in multiplicity—a repetition of action, a large quantity of victories over the
mythological monsters, trouble makers for the Soviet regime. Thus, the intrinsic social
drama of socialism would be endlessly replaced and represented by a substitution in its
totality—rvillains' sabotage "around every corner" and multiple victories over the "enemies
of the people” (who are certainly outsiders—spies, bourgeoisie, foreigners, intellectuals,
etc.). In myth, instead of real drama, it is a matrix-set of multiple representations of
ideologically correct artificial conflict (false resolutions of the substituted conflict) that
determine the story. The latter may be called a simulacra of social drama, in Baudrilliard's
terms, or a counterfeit of a true conflict, whose representation in art is prohibited. Thus,
it is important to differentiate between the categories: film-ritual and film-ceremony, or
film-myth (the latter two are the most typical for eras of cultural stagnation).

Representing opposite poles on the axis of 'transformation—preservation,' ritual

on one hand as well as myth and ceremony on the other are not static. Yet Turner
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stressed that a ritual may gradually lose its transformative power and turn into a
ceremony. In this case, ritual transmutes into an "ideologically correct"” repetitive action,
propagated as sacred by the group in power and perceived as sacred by the majority of
participants. The degraded/transmuted ritual becomes a ceremony, determined by the
purpose to preserve the authority of the established class/group (contrary to ritual, which
is performed for the sake of the community). And vice versa—a ceremony in certain
conditions may accumulate transformative mode and unexpectedly turn into a ritual.?®
Soviet political meetings in the schools, offices, institutions were initially designed as a
ritual expression of the transformative "revolutionary spirit." They gradually mutated
into formal ceremonies, which reinforced the established power structures. Therefore in
reality one may find both ritual and ceremony in various stages of mutation into each
other. Insofar as this process is relevant to social life, the dual vector of mutation is
certainly reflected by cinema, manifested usually on the levels of film genre, theme,
ideology and plot. Soviet film comedies of the 1930s that were supposed, by the logic of
genre, to express a transformative carnival spirit, appeared to be a simulation of free
laughter, a "strictly-permitted” ceremonial comism, a mockery of the politically correct
targets.

In addition to the dual process of mutation of oppositions into each other in social
life, there is also a number of modes, which could be called counterfeit: yet, Turner
pointed out that one can find a ceremony pretending to be a ritual, a ritual disguised as a
ceremony, etc. This masking /posing of a cultural performance, its putting on of an
appropriate ideological dress is especially characteristic for totalitarian societies. The
problematic is also relevant to ritual in the postmodern context; insightful ideas on
ceremony pretending to be real life are to be found in the writings of Baudrillard, for
example, Fatal Strategies (1983). All multiple modes of ritual and ceremony mentioned
above, as embodied in the social life, are also expressed in cinema and media, which reflect

all the vibrations and deviations within the ritual-ceremony power field. Hollywood's
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myths which constantly pose as rituals are a well-known example. The French New
Wave, which emerged from within the ideology of the 1960s, with its conscious breaking
of established cinematic genre-codes is an example of ritual simulation of a ceremony for
its constant exploitation of the transformative spirit. French filmmakers, artistically
imitating the "ceremonial" so-called "papa's cinema", suddenly deconstructed it from the
inside in their innovative films. Stalinist totalitarian cinema may be referred to as a myth
pretending to be a ritual (as his counter-revolution was an imitation of the revolutionary
progress, thus reflecting a sphere of experience). Clark's famous analysis of the Soviet
novel as ritual, a pioneering study opened opportunities for others to use the ritual
approach towards Soviet culture. In the context of new developments in ritual studies and
post-Turner anthropological theory, a Soviet narrative may be presented now in a more
complex way—ritual gradually transmuting into a ceremony, and ceremony posing
as/pretending to be a ritual, rather than a ritual as such. Therefore, in considering a film-
ritual in its socio-cultural context, the complex and dynamic nature of the ritual mode in
respect to its margins and opposites should be stressed.

As Grimes emphasized, "ritual aspirations are notoriously easy prey for political,
economic, and media exploitation."*! Although the inner ideology of ritual is associated
with the Collective Body, ritual is constantly being re-signified in various cultures for
political ends. Thus the mechanisms of signification and resignification of ritual models by
ideology are an important subject for research, in particular using on the material of film
defined by Lenin as "the most important of all the arts" for political demagogy. The
dialectics of ritual and ceremony, as a transformative/preservative modes of culture, and
their efforts at mutual alteration become a condition for understanding film-ritual in the
highly ideologized and politicized time of the Soviet era.*? Turner investigated how rituals
undermine the established ceremonial systems, which re-actualize the power of ruling
groups. Brecht built his art theory on the presumption that modern (bourgeois, in his

context) theatre completely degraded into the ceremonial mode, protecting the ideology of
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the groups in power. Thus, according to him, defamiliarizing (or, alienating) counter-
strategies (A-effect) should be invented in order to return a performance in the state of
true ritual. Brecht introduced and stressed the ideological/political dimensions of
defamiliarization in addition to the aesthetic/gnoceological, which had been discovered and
emphasized earlier by the Russian Formalists.

A (false) myth presented by the performance and embedded in it should be
destroyed by the alienating effects of the covering/commenting ritual, providing
purification of meanings and of the very ritual form of performance: the case of
Scorpion's Gardens, to be discussed further in the thesis, is an illustration of a structural
battle of the film-ritual with the ceremony within. Brecht or Althusser may have asked in
the context of ritual and ideology: "Whose sacra it is?"; Whose "sacred instructions" are
being transmitted in the course of the drama, and what these instruction make the people
do in social reality?" Thus, a signification of the sphere of sacra, and the efforts of ritual
to emphasize and define its place within the established semiosphere, has a profound
ideological and political meaning and deserves to be stressed in the context of the semiotic
anthropology of cinema. Although a true ritual is never about political power, and it
contains no ideology, except that of the Collective Body, ritual meanings can easily be re-
signified by ideology. For its modelling ability, ritual is a desirable catalyst in any political
process. An extremely powerful weapon of psychological, spiritual and intellectual
influence on the masses, ritual has become an object of intensive struggle between various
political groups, which try to control culture and society; ideological struggle has become
a cultural condition of ritual in the modern world. In the intersecting fields of ideology,
ritual (a transformative formation) and ceremony (a preservative one) constantly
transmute into each other, marking periods of social change and stagnation. These
processes are vividly reflected in cinema and can be studied by means of films as cultural
texts. As soon as it is taken over by an interest group, ritual immediately or gradually, but

often invisibly for the masses (the invisibility of this process is the condition of its
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effectiveness), mutates into ceremony. However, even achieving the complete status of a
ceremony, it continues to function as a ritual, persistently posing as such in the cultural
space and faking/imitating a transformative mode, often in a very sophisticated ways
(postmodernism). The groups in power, posing as the initiating, often insist on the role of
being in charge of the culture's key ritual(s), while gradually transforming it into a
ceremony that is intended to support the established system. Needless to say, the "sacred
instructions” are custom-tailored, according to the interests of the power group. Then,
when ritual has become highly and visibly politicized, it needs ideological self-
purification, deconstruction and alienation, as stressed in Brecht's theory of performance.
Then, a new group, often represented also by a group of artists (film or theatre
enthusiasts) steps in and deconstructs the myth (ceremony pretending to be a ritual) by
means of interrelated narratives. The dialectics of this transmutation can be presented in

the following paradigm:

1. ritual

2. stagnating ritual

3. ritual mutating into a ceremony

4. ceremony pretending to be a ritual

5. ritual alienating itself from the (embedded) myth

6. ritual deconstructing a ceremony

7. ritual re-interpreting the system of ritual symbols (resignification,
shift)

8. ritual sacralizing, signifying a system of new values—a new
embedded myth

L L2

1. ritual functioning effectively
2. stagnating ritual
3. ritual mutating into a ceremony

And the cycle is repeated again. Therefore, when investigating film as ritual, we
have to determine the location of any particular movie on the scale between the ritual and

ceremony in the ideological and political space of culture. Further case studies of various
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films will show that not only certain stories, but also film genres, narrative types and
artistic devices prevail at particular stages within the cycle, being closely connected—
expressing and reinforcing it—with a certain ideological mode. For example, the Soviet
totalitarian novel of the 1930-40s, studied by Clark, represents phases 2-4, while the
antitotalitarian films of the 1960-90s to be discussed in this study, represents phases 5-7.
The most recent films associated with the new constituting mythology of the post-Soviet
society (of the so-called New Russians, just emerged bourgeoisie), may be referred to as
the phase 8—establishing a new myth.

Interestingly, one narrative (or narrative motif) may circulate throughout the
whole cycle—transmuting, according to the ideological agenda of a given historical stage.
All these narratives are metatextually connected with one another, sometimes echoing the
predecessor and sometimes opposing it. This ritual metatextual interaction may function
as both mythologizing stratification (myth-making) or a counter-text (myth destroying); it
depends on whether the following phase is intended to reinforce the ideology of the
previous phase or to alter it. Thus, the circulation of the same ritual motif through the
ideological cycles of history is associated with the issues of intertextuality, metatextuality
and semantic counter-strategies of the story-tellers (directors, writers, etc.). In the
context of the Collective Body study, the dialectics between the ritual and ceremonial
modes in culture may be viewed as the dialectics and contradiction between the Collective
Body agenda (preservation/restoration of its wholeness and vitality) and that of power
groups (preservation /restoration of the hierarchy, dominance, unlimited political control,
money, wars, etc.). The dialectics between ceremony and ritual reflects to some extent the
dialectics between Bakhtin's oppositions "official—unofficial culture" and Turner's
“structure—antistructure."

The Collective Body in Processual Symbolic Analysis.*> The goal of symbolic
anthropology as a form of modern philosophy may be defined as a response to society's

need to redefine and restore neglected or forgotten modes of the Collective Body. Turner
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asked, how an anthropologist could justify his claim to be able to interpret a society's
ritual symbols more deeply and comprehensively that the actors/participants of rituals
themselves? He quoted Lewin on the understanding of society and its system of symbols
as a "totality of coexisting social entities such as various kinds of groups, sub-groups,
categories, or personalities, and also barriers between them, and modes of
interconnexion."* Thus, from the perspective of the semiotics of culture, or semiotic
anthropology of culture, every symbol is being considered as 1) a part of semiosphere
(system of symbols and meanings), a part of the integral picture of a given culture; and 2)
a function within the semiotic glossary of culture, a part of the macrocultural international
system of meanings, archetypal paradigms of humankind. The need for an integral

approach Turner supported by the following set of arguments.

Each participant in the ritual views it from his own corner of observation...
own "structural perspective.” His vision is circumscribed by his occupancy of a
particular position, both in the persisting structure of his society, and also in the
role structure of the given ritual. Moreover, the participant is likely to be governed
in his actions by a number of interests, purposes, and sentiments, depending upon
his specific position, which impair his understanding of the total situation.*’

The total situation should be evaluated not only from a social multiprospectible
viewpoint, but—what is essential for this research—from the Collective Body's
multiprospectible viewpoint. Turner stresses further the importance "to include within
the total meaning of a dominant ritual symbol, aspects of behavior... which the actors
themselves are unable to interpret, and of which they may be unaware."® The
anthropologist, continues Turner, “isolating its organizational principles, and
distinguishing its groups and relationship, has no particular bias and can observe the real
interconnections and conflicts between groups and persons, in so far as these receive
ritual representation. What is meaningless for an actor playing a specific role may well be
highly significant for an observer and analysis of the total system." The "total situation"
and the "total system" of the ritual process that Turner refers to can be interpreted as

those of the Collective Body. Not only is an external observer capable of grasping the
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