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Abstract: Critical Theory refers to several generations of German philosophers and social theorists in 
the Western European Marxist tradition known as the Frankfurt School. Many “critical theories” have 
emerged in relation to various social movements that show the wide scope of the domination of human 
beings in modern societies. What societies needs today is a free world of communication where 
individuals can speak their minds freely. In the light of Mikhail Bakhtin’s theory of “Dialogism”, this 
study intends to describe the future role of critical theories in giving voice to diverse ideologies in the 
context of societies. The main concern of this paper is to answer the critical question of how critical 
theories should provide space for a future dialogized world? Truth is neither born nor is it to be found 
inside the head of an individual person; it is created between people collectively in the process of their 
dialogic interaction. This study highlights Bakhtin’s contribution to literary studies and by examining 
the social aspect of his theoretical frameworks sketches the ways in which his theories can be 
beneficial for today’s international relationships.   
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Critical Theory and A Call for A Great Dialogue Between Nations: 
 Critical Theory refers to several generations of German philosophers and social theorists in the Western 
European Marxist tradition known as the Frankfurt School. Based on these theorists’ work, a “critical” theory 
may be differentiated from a “traditional” theory according to a particular practical intention: a theory is critical 
to the extent that it seeks human emancipation, “to liberate human beings from the circumstances that enslave 
them” (Horkheimer 1982:244). Since these theories intend to explain and transform all the conditions that 
enslave human beings, many “critical theories” have, in the broader sense, been developed. They have emerged 
in relation to many social movements that show the various scope of the domination of human beings in modern 
societies. Generally speaking, a critical theory offers the descriptive and normative origins for social inquiry and 
is aimed at decreasing domination and increasing freedom in all their forms. Although critical theory has 
frequently been seen as referring to the Frankfurt School, which begins with Horkheimer and Adorno and 
stretches to Marcuse and Habermas, any philosophical approach with similar practical aims could be called a 
“critical theory”, including feminism, critical race theory, and some forms of post-colonial criticism.  
 What societies needs today is a free world of communication where individuals can speak their minds 
freely. In the light of Mikhail Bakhtin’s theory of “Dialogism”, this study intends to describe the future role of 
critical theories in giving voice to diverse ideologies in the context of societies. The main concern of this paper 
is to answer the critical question of how critical theories should provide space for a future dialogized world? The 
existing tension in various forms of critical theories can only add to the chaos of uncertainties in the social 
spheres, while from a Bakhtinian perspective, I will try to propose that various ideologies should welcome each 
other, in different forms of heteroglossia, and make the dialogue between nations happen. Bakhtin’s dialogics 
sees communication and meaning as residing on the boundaries of consciousness between two people, who use 
words that are both socially originated and infused with past and future voices. This can be generalized to the 
global sphere.  
 As will be further elaborated, Bakhtin presents the novel as a utopian world where different characters, the 
author and readers all participate equally and speak their own voices, finally contributing to the formation of 
truth. The dialogic means of seeking truth is counterposed to official monologism, which pretends to possess a 
ready-made truth; and it is also counterposed to the naive self-confidence of those people who think that they 
know something, that is, who think that they possess certain truths. Truth is neither born nor is it to be found 
inside the head of an individual person; it is created between people collectively searching for truth, in the 
process of their dialogic interaction. This can be universalized in today’s societies where we can have much 
greater dialogue between the nations. In what follows, I will try to portray and put this analogy into a more 
realistic form and bring forth the remedy of future nations in a dialogic return to international communication, 
i.e. international dialogue between nations. Before that, a necessary chronological background of the origins of 
critical theory is provided, and the influence of Bakhtin’s theory of Dialogism is detected in history. 
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A Historical Background: from the Frankfurt School to Sociology and the Humanities:  
 Originally associated with the Frankfurt Institute, critical theory began in the 1930s. The key figures of 
critical theory are Max Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, Walter Benjamin and Herbert Marcuse. During the 
1930s, critical theory embodied the Hegelian and psychoanalytic reorientation of Western Marxism, in which 
theory was transformative, rather than contemplative, engaging with historical processes to enhance human 
emancipation (Horkheimer 1972). Contrary to more orthodox Marxism, it attached central significance to 
culture, including the mass media, authoritarianism, science and technology, and gender. Britannica 
Encyclopedia describes critical theory as a Marxist inspired movement in social and political philosophy and 
also stresses its origin in the Frankfurt school. Specifically referring to the assumptions of Karl Marx and 
Sigmund Freud, critical theorists established that a principal aim of philosophy is to acknowledge and help 
overcome the social structures through which people are dominated and oppressed. While they believed that 
science had been exploited as an instrument of oppression, they were against blind faith in scientific progress, 
and therefore argued that scientific knowledge must not be pursued as an end in itself without reference to the 
goals of human emancipation and democracy.  
 Jurgen Habermas (b. 1929) formulated much of contemporary critical theory. Although he has been referred 
to as the heir to earlier critical theory, he has criticized many of its claims. He has pointed to the apocalyptic 
despair of Horkheimer and Adorno’s work and discussed them as having ignored the unfulfilled potential of 
Western modernity to enhance rationality and democracy (Habermas 1987:113). He highlighted total 
domination in a world in which philosophy could only keep alive the possibility of a better society while there 
was no hope for emancipation. The possibility of critique, for Habermas, required the assumption of the 
existence of rational criteria for a better society against which the present can be judged (Habermas 1987:113). 
Habermas attempts to improve and explain this potential, so he has undertaken an intricate reconstruction of the 
grounds of everyday communication. 
 While critical theories were entering the humanities throughout the world, a proliferation of new theoretical 
approaches from France, often associated with structuralism and then post-structuralism and post-modern 
theory, created new discourses that were also incorporated with the covering concept of critical theory. 
Furthermore, various groups, including women, gays and lesbians, and people of colour, also developed specific 
critical theories within a wide range of disciplines from the 1970s into the early twenty-first century. As 
Habermas has shown, during the Enlightenment of the eighteenth century, different modes of political, literary 
and cultural criticism emerged from the salons, public houses and other sites of the bourgeois public sphere, 
resulting in the emergence of journals and books that discussed the latest cultural fashions and political trends. 
Major eighteenth- and nineteenth-century writers, such as Jonathan Swift, Alexander Pope, Charles-Pierre 
Baudelaire and Edgar Allan Poe, practised forms of criticism, as did nineteenth-century novelists, such as Jane 
Austen, Charlotte Brontë, Charles Dickens and George Eliot. Critical discourse, within the extensive scope of 
cultural criticism, developed from philosophical and critical responses to genres of art and evaluative responses 
to specific art works. From Aristotle’s Poetics through to Matthew Arnold and F. R. Leavis in the literary arts, 
critical aesthetic theories attempted to determine the fundamental characteristics of genres and to distinguish 
what constituted artistic excellence and experience. 
 As a specific discipline, critical perspectives in literature, art, music, dance and the arts began emerging in 
the nineteenth century throughout the Western world. In the first decades of the twentieth century, critics such as 
György Lukács, Ernst Bloch and Walter Benjamin began applying Marxist theory to a wide range of the arts. 
Freudians, such as Ernest Jones, began using psychoanalytic theory to examine culture, while Herbert Read 
adopted Jungian theory. By the 1950s, a variety of schools of critical theory had started using major theoretical 
discourses of the period to discuss, analyze, interpret and critique the arts. There was a reaction against this 
theoretical turn, however, both from those who wanted a more scientific approach to aesthetic works, such as I. 
A. Richards, and from those who sought a more empathetic immersion in cultural artefacts, such as some 
members of North American New Criticism, who advocated close readings of literary texts without what they 
saw as blinders of theory. Some critical theories and methods, such as Marxism, feminism, psychoanalysis and 
semiotics, were taken up in the 1960s in the new disciplines of film and media theory, which also developed 
their own autonomous discourses and methods. However, critical outlooks on mass communication and culture 
were initially developed by the Frankfurt School, which generated its own concept of critical theory. 
 “Critical theory” stood as a code for the quasi-Marxist theory of society developed by a group of 
interdisciplinary social theorists, collectively known as the Frankfurt School (1923). As Max Horkheimer 
became director of the institute in 1930, he gathered around himself many talented theorists, such as Erich 
Fromm, Franz Neumann, Herbert Marcuse and Theodor W. Adorno. Under Horkheimer, the institute aimed to 
develop an interdisciplinary social theory that could serve as an instrument of social transformation. The work 
of this era was a combination of philosophy and social theory, uniting sociology, psychology, cultural studies 
and political economy, among other disciplines. 
 In a number of research projects conducted in the 1930s, the Institute for Social Research developed 
theories of monopoly capitalism, the new industrial state, the role of technology and giant corporations in 
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monopoly capitalism, the key roles of mass culture and communication in reproducing contemporary societies, 
and the decline of democracy and of the individual. Critical theory drew from Hegelian dialectics, Marxian 
theory, Friedrich Nietzsche, Sigmund Freud, Max Weber and other trends of contemporary thought. It 
articulated theories that were to occupy the centre of social theory for the next few decades. Rarely, if ever, has 
such a talented group of interdisciplinary intellectuals come together under the auspices of one institute. They 
managed to keep aradical social theory alive during a difficult historical era, and formulated aspects of a neo-
Marxian theory of the changed social reality and new historical situation in the transition from competitive 
capitalism to monopoly capitalism. 
 During World War II, Adorno and Horkheimer, in Dialectic of Enlightenment, discussed how reason and 
enlightenment in the contemporary era had been turned into their opposites, transforming what promised to be 
instruments of truth and liberation into tools of domination. They held that science and technology had 
generated horrific tools of destruction and death, culture had been commodified into products of a mass-
produced culture industry, and democracy had been transformed into fascism, in which the masses chose 
despotic and demagogic rulers. Moreover, in their extremely pessimistic vision, individuals were oppressing 
their own bodies and renouncing their own desires as they assimilated and created their own repressive beliefs 
and allowed themselves to be instruments of labour and war. 
 The Frankfurt School eventually became prominent for its critical theories of the “totally administered 
society” or the “one-dimensional society”, which identified the increasing power of capitalism over all aspects 
of social life and the development of new forms of social control. During the 1950s, however, there were 
divergences between the work of the reestablished institute and the developing theories of Fromm, Lowenthal, 
Marcuse and others who did not return to Germany, which were sometimes at odds with both the current and 
earlier work of Adorno and Horkheimer. Therefore, it is misleading to consider the work of various critical 
theorists during the postwar period as being by members of a monolithic Frankfurt School. Whereas there was 
both a shared sense of purpose and collective work on interdisciplinary critical theory from 1930 to the early 
1940s, thereafter, critical theorists frequently diverged and, during the 1950s and 1960s, Frankfurt School as a 
term can really be applied only to the work of the institute in Germany under Horkheimer and Adorno. 
 
From Structuralism to Poststructuralism and Beyond: Bakhtin and His Influence: 
 The development of structuralism and post-structuralism in France in the 1950s and 1960s, and the rapid 
worldwide transmission of books and ideas all contributed to the development of a new and interdisciplinary 
mode of theory that came to prevail within the humanities. Structuralism is often associated with Claude Lévi-
Strauss, the French anthropologist whose studies of language, culture and myth were able to discern binary 
structures, for example between culture and nature or between what was cooked and what was raw. For Lévi-
Strauss, it was possible to articulate culture into systems that one could describe with the same precision and 
force as science. 
 In the 1960s and 1970s, structuralism spread throughout the human sciences, extending beyond Lévi-
Strauss’s anthropology and his study of myth, to structuralist theories of language, which were often combined 
with semiotics, to structuralist Marxism which produced structuralist accounts of the state (Nicos Poulantzas) 
and the capitalist economy (Louis Althusser). In this process, the human sciences were conceptualized by the 
structuralists as being self-contained systems which had their own rules, grammar and structured binary 
oppositions. Texts were seen less in terms of what they referred to but more as structured networks of signs with 
differential relations to other signs. Thus it was that critical structuralist theory focused on detecting systems of 
binary oppositions via which textual systems were structured, and it also marked out oppositions between 
synchronic and diachronic arrangements, also known as langue/parole, where the former refers to a synchronic 
social system of language and the latter refers to specific speech at a given time. 
 Structuralism had as ambition the attainment of the status of super science, a discipline that could arbitrate 
between competing truth claims and thus provide a foundational discipline; the claim of any single discipline to 
primary status was challenged by post-structuralism which promoted more interdisciplinary modes of theory. 
Post-structuralism moved away from more objectivist, scientific and historical and modes of thought found in 
structuralism and towards politics and history, and the human subject as something active and creative. 
 It was from the creative approach of the poststructuralist moment that important theorists such as Roland 
Barthes, Jean-François Lyotard, and Michel Foucault emerged to write new post-structuralist works, with 
younger theorists, such as Paul Virilio, Jacques Derrida, Jean Baudrillard and others, also beginning very 
productive periods. Derrida rejected structuralist theories of language and stressed how language was unstable 
and had excess meaning, noting also the many ways in which difference and heterogeneity were generated. In 
questioning the binary opposition between culture and nature on which Lévi-Strauss had constructed his system, 
Derrida weakened the perception of human sciences within the humanities, thus clearing the way for greater 
recognition of literature, philosophy and less scientific forms of discourse. Becoming one of his generation’s 
most productive writers and traversing the boundaries between disciplines, Derrida contributed to increasing the  
interdisciplinary humanities and a proliferation in critical theories, he was a catalyst for a heightened interest in 
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philosophy throughout the humanities domain. He deconstructed closed scientific and philosophical systems, 
demonstrating how at their core their beliefs lay one side or the other of binary oppositions.  
 The heterogeneity and openness of text were stressed by post-structuralism, the way in which text is 
inherent in history and desire, the ideological and political dimensions of text, its excess of meaning. Hence 
critical theory evolved into increasingly multi-dimensional and interpretive techniques, into more radical 
critiques and political readings. Foucault showed how power is built on discourses and texts; the construction of 
non-Western cultures in colonial and postcolonial discourses and the “Orientalism” of Western-centric ideology 
were articulated by Edward W. Said; the ways in which totalitarian concepts and patriarchy are subordinated 
and inscribed in texts were revealed by feminists. 
 After poststructuralism’s  heyday in the late 1960s and 1970s, new theoretical movements in critical theory 
with links to new social movements proliferated, giving rise to seemingly endless "posts" and theory battles 
from the 1970s up to the early twenty-first century. The French theorist Baudrillard adopted deconstruction and 
poststructuralism in his own idiosyncratic style. In his early work there was analysis of the “system of objects” 
and the “political economy of the sign” within the media and consumer society, he showed how systems of 
consumer values and commodities were organized hierarchically. Within a few years, by the mid-1970s, he 
began a poststructuralist deconstructive period, sequentially dismantling the claims made by Foucault, by Freud 
and psychoanalysis, by Marxism and the political economy, and other theoretical forms. Baudrillard saw 
consumer and media society as producing new forms of signs and signification, technological and cultural 
spaces, resulting in a discontinuity with modernity. Postmodern societies were constructed based on technology, 
producing new experiential, cultural and subjective forms, unlike modern societies which, according to him, 
were based on the political economy and production. 
 The 1970s saw rising popularity of deconstructive, the decade after saw Derrida’s ideas coming under 
attack from critics of multifarious ideological backgrounds. Frequently they would draw support from other 
language theorists’ and philosophers’ ideas. By way of example, John Searle strongly countered Derrida’s 
critique of John Austin's theory of speech acts. From within poststructuralism, another challenge arose from 
New Historicism; drawing critical inspiration from various sources, its main ideas base was French thinker 
Michel Foucault’s and Marxist philosopher Louis Althusser’s views on discourse and power. Bakhtin’s theories 
of dialogics and carnival have been proposed by a number of critics from this school to support their ideas 
(Abrams 1985:249; Selden 1989:108-09), but the majority of influential New Historicists have focused on 
Foucault’s ideas on how discourse has, through history, been controlled by a controlling minority for its own 
ends.  
 Certain schools of thought, including New Historicism, did have limited success in curtailing the growing 
influence of Derrida. However, in the early 1980s, the arrival of Bakhtin on the critical scene posed one the 
most serious challenges yet to deconstruction. His theories worked against deconstruction by accepting some of 
the inevitable changes in language described by deconstruction and structuralism though simultaneously leaving 
open the possibility that our dialogic language exchanges could offer meaning. Bakhtin and many other Slavic 
thinkers, as Michael Holquist noted, put emphasis on language’s the social nature, a feeling that meaning does 
not reside with the individual, as traditionalists believe, or with no one, as deconstruction suggests, but rather in 
collective exchanges of dialogue: “The Slavic view holds that ‘We own meaning.’ Or ... ‘If we do not own it, we 
may at least rent meaning’” (2002:164).  
 Although mainly written before 1950, it would not be until the 1980s that most of Bakhtin’s work had been 
translated into English translation. Rabelais and His World was published in 1968, and the Problems of 
Dostoevsky's Poetics in 1973. The authorship of Marxism and the Philosophy of Language is disputed though 
many scholars see Bakhtin’s influence in it; it was translated into English in 1973 and, amongst other topics, it 
proposed a social view of language theory. In the 1960s and 1970s, when structuralism and deconstruction 
appeared to have a monopoly on criticism, European scholars who already knew his work were studying 
Bakhtin. Many European scholars, including such structuralist and post-structuralist thinkers as Julia Kristeva, 
Tzvetan Todorov, Roman Jakobson and Rene Wellek, were taking a keen interest in the Bakhtin Circle. Most 
notable among these was perhaps Wayne Booth; in his introduction to the 1984 edition of Problems of 
Dostoevsky’s Poetics, he wrote of Bakhtin that:  
 I can think of no critic of recent years ... who more effectively performs that essential task of all criticism: 
prodding readers to think again about critical standards as applied to the various canons and anti-canons those 
standards lead to. (1984:xxvii)  
 More than any theorist for thirty years, Bakhtin gathered together many essential elements of rhetorical and 
critical and spectrums to form a coherent dialogue to lead towards a unified theory of literature and composition. 
As the only great theorist with sufficient following in both fields, Bakhtin was able to reveal the practical and 
theoretical similarities to help in creating a unified rhetorical paradigm.  
 During the 1960s and 1970s, critical theory became a “politics of representation” which involved analyzing 
how images, discourses and narratives from diverse cultural forms—philosophy and science to advertising and 
entertainment in media culture—were embedded into texts and how they reproduced social subordination and 
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domination. In order to analyze how texts were produced, and their multiple and complex meanings, uses and 
effects, a variety of critical theories and methods were developed within cultural studies. 
 Around the same time, within theories of feminism, race, gays and lesbians, and other groupings connected 
to new political movements, critical theories were developed to make critical theory part of the political 
struggles both inside and outside universities. For example, feminists showed how gender bias affected a range 
of disciplines within the humanities and was embedded in wide-ranging texts from the classics to everyday 
artefacts of popular culture. It is feminist critical theorists who have put forward some of the most insightful 
critiques of Habermas, sharing his desire to explain power, knowledge and moral judgments, though not 
agreeing with him on other areas. A key factor is that Habermasian theory is part of the Enlightenment tradition 
which has been rejected by many feminists. Depersonalized and very abstract speech rules are handled by 
universal pragmatics. However, discursive forms representing the experience of embodied female subjects have 
been identified by feminist critics. According to Nancy Fraser (1985), Habermas failed to consider the gender 
aspect of his core concepts which include citizenship, universalism, the public sphere and civil society. The 
citizen’s role assumes male control of the public sphere where civil contracts between brothers are in contrast to 
feminization of the private sphere. Similarly, critical race theorists have shown how racist images and discourses 
populate cultural artefacts, and gay and lesbian theorists have identified how their sexual orientation is 
negatively portrayed and marginalized. The importance of giving a voice to those individuals and groups 
sidelined by dominant forms of Western and global culture is stressed by those critical theories. It was in post-
1960s disseminations of critical discourse that critical theory began to traverse the globe. To respond to colonial 
oppression and aspirations towards national liberation, particular critical post-colonial theories were developed 
in various parts of the world. Wole Soyinka in Nigeria, Gabriel García Márquez in Latin America, Arundhati 
Roy in India, Frantz Fanon in Algeria, and many others voiced specific experiences and articulated critical 
theories in order to expand the global and multicultural permeation of critical theory. 
 So it is that recent decades have seen the proliferation of critical theory, so much so that the concept itself is 
contested. Early in the twenty-first century, different individuals and groups working in diverse fields of inquiry 
in many parts of the world use conflicting models of critical theory. In response to a recommendation by 
Foucault in the 1970s that many responded to, there is often a tendency to combine critical theories in one's 
approach. Meanwhile adherents of Richard Rorty’s anti-theory discourse and a variety of critics of Theory have 
counseled thorough empirical and contextual engagement with subject matter and topics. It can thus be argued 
that critical theory is a multidimensional term, taking on ever-changing uses and connotations, and embedded 
within many different debates and disciplines. 
 
Towards a Great Global Dialogue: Human Emancipation, International Relations and Dialogical Future of 
Critical Theories:  
 Critical Theorists have long aimed to distinguish their aims, methods, theories and forms of explanation 
from standard understandings in both the natural and the social sciences. Instead, they have proposed that social 
inquiry should unite rather than separate the poles of philosophy and the social sciences: explanation and 
perception, structure and agency, regularity and normativity. Critical theorists argue that this kind of approach 
permits their challenging projects to be practical in a distinctively moral – rather than instrumental – sense. They 
do not simply intend to provide the means to achieve some independent goal, but rather to seek “human 
emancipation” in circumstances of domination and oppression. As Horkheimer emphasizes, this normative 
undertaking cannot be accomplished, apart from via the interplay between philosophy and social science, 
through interdisciplinary empirical social research. In this sense, there should be dialogical give and take 
between diverse disciplines in order to overcome authorial domination. 
 Critical theory attempts to salvage Enlightenment rationality. Habermas was the only contemporary theorist 
eager to defend the tradition of modernity, and is recurrently called to do so in debates with theorists such as 
Lyotard, Gadamer and Foucault. Yet critical theory shares with postmodernism an attention to knowledge and 
communication media, the fragmentation of culture and identity, and the end of historical narratives. The robust 
defence of modernity and enlightenment is, paradoxically, as much a challenge to earlier critical theory as it is 
to postmodernism. An evaluation of contemporary critical theory should assess its success in identifying those 
emancipatory impulses neglected by earlier theorists. Habermas gestures towards social movements as 
representing new communicative structures, although he says very little about these in detail. “To speak of 
modernity is to invoke a cultural logic by which societies or collective actors undergo a transformation in their 
self-understanding. Modernity is the experience of a world in crisis but a world which the political subject can 
act upon. Thus, in the most general sense, modernity is the perception that the world can be shaped by conscious 
human agency” (Delanty 2010:47). 
 Horkheimer point out that a critical theory is adequate only if it meets three criteria: it must be explanatory, 
practical and normative, all at the same time. In other words, it needs to give explanation for what is wrong with 
current social reality, identify the actors to change it, and provide both clear norms for criticism and achievable 
practical goals for social transformation. Every truly critical theory of society, as Horkheimer further describes, 
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“has as its object human beings as producers of their own historical form of life” (1982:21). In light of the 
practical goal of identifying and overcoming all the circumstances that limit human freedom, the explanatory 
goal can be furthered only through interdisciplinary research in all branches of critical theories, including 
psychological, cultural and social dimensions, as well as institutional forms of domination. In this way, a 
distinctive practical aim of social inquiry is the transforming of contemporary capitalism into a consensual form 
of social life. And according to Horkheimer, this could be achieved only by becoming more democratic, to make 
it such that “all conditions of social life that are controllable by human beings depend on real consensus” in a 
rational society (1982:249-250).  
 The distinctive values of critical theories, as mentioned earlier, embrace explications that are 
“emancipatory” or suggest freedom of speech and thought in interpreting different phenomena. Critical theory 
opens up all sorts of possibilities for interpretation which are free from all prerequisites. Critical theory in the 
realm of international relations offers a communicative solution to societies. It should be highlighted that human 
communication in today’s world can pave the way for a free and just society. And this is where Mikhail 
Bakhtin, as a genuine agent in contemporary critical theory, recommends the use of his dialogic principles. 
Bakhtin proposes his theory of “Dialogism” as a stylistic approach to the genre of the novel, where there is a 
multiplicity of voices, besides the characters conversing with each other. On the other hand, in his discussion of 
monologic works, he states that this play of discourse between different participants is replaced by the 
confirmation of totalitarian and fixed standards, where only one voice and that of the author dominates the 
whole ideology of a given work. Those ideas which are contrary to those of the author, Bakhtin points out in 
Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, “are either polemically repudiated or else they lose their power to signify 
directly” (1984:79-80). This monological form of discourse is mainly noticeable in poetry, and specifically lyric 
poems, in which the poet or author as the only person speaking presents her/his own intentions directly; and also 
in political writings, when the writer authoritatively declares her/his social propositions. Thus said, monologic 
and dialogic are two distinct features existing in all languages, which are in nature two different and 
contradictorily opposed discourses. In this sense there are two extreme values. Dialogic discourse is mostly 
characterized as being heteroglot or ideologically diverse voices which are in a continuous challenge, while 
monologic discourse adheres to a universal language or ideology that is in the form of maxims, and is therefore 
generally unquestionable. 
 Dialogue is obviously the key concept and the basic assumption in the sociolinguistic theory of the novel in 
Bakhtin’s whole philosophy. Bakhtin’s theoretical principles, as Holquist calls them, are a “meditation on 
knowledge”, a meditation which is primarily based on dialogue, while at the same time one should notice that 
the whole idea of dialogue is based on the idea of “otherness”. For Bakhtin, self is not merely a self-sufficient 
entity but also in dialogic relation with others, so it is under this fundamental dialogue that all other relations 
work. Self is addressed by the whole world and the degree of its existence is presumed by the degree of its 
answerability to other forces. “I” needs to have a response, even for the unique place it occupies in time and 
space (Holquist 2002:30). 
 In The Dialogic Imagination (1981), Bakhtin focuses his attention on the social nature of language and the 
influence of social ideology on the discourse of self. He theorizes how the heteroglossia of diverse discourses 
operates in the world of the novel and in the social world. Bakhtin discusses the “verbal-ideological” sphere of 
discourse and explores the dynamics of heteroglossia in the social world and demonstrates how this notion is 
articulated with the novel form. According to Bakhtin, as the novel should be confronted as a whole, the reader 
is presented with “multiform in style and variform in speech and voice”, therefore the novel is a mixture of 
diverse “social speech types” or languages which are organized in a structurally artistic and aesthetic system. To 
have a wide overview of the function of heteroglossia in the context of society, Bakhtin affirms that internal to 
any “national language” there are at least two or more “social languages”. Bakhtin defines these languages as “a 
concrete socio-linguistic belief system that defines a distinct identity for itself within the boundaries of a 
[national] language” (1981:356). Bakhtin further explains that these social languages can be best recognized in 
the diverse forms of “speech genres”, such as the language of the marketplace, rural dialects, and so on. Bakhtin 
also suggests that such heteroglot social languages are in constant dialogism with each other. This heteroglot 
quality of languages inside a nation can be viewed in a larger global context where critical theories provide 
space for freedom of speech and free communication at the international level, which eventually leads to a great 
global dialogue. Bakhtin presents the world of the novel as a utopia where every individual is free to speak 
his/her voice and ideological standpoint.  
 Bakhtin advocates a return from dogmas of church and class privileges and concretely, in his evaluation of 
Rabelais’ novels, he prepares for freedom from class restraints and monolithic institutions (Bakhtin 1968). This 
is from where Bakhtin’s crucial proposition for the formation of a nation composed of all its peoples is coming. 
Democracy eventually lies in the emergence of the nation. For Bakhtin, the ideal democracy is a primarily 
classless situation and this will not be possible until all people and the nation are one. This utopian-real world is 
where today’s critical theory should lead nations. Although these observations takes us back to Bakhtin’s world, 
to the post-1917 years in which he mainly formulated his principles, until his Rabelais book was published in 
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1968, it seems that in today’s world of struggle and survival, of political, economic and cultural fermentation, in 
this time of war and dictatorship, what the future world demands lies in adherence to the past. Bakhtin’s own 
assumptions in proposing the dialogic relation between the novel and the society are grounded in his dialogic 
counterpart with the society of his time, “the debates before 1917 and during the 1920s and 1930s in Soviet 
Russia on utopian versus scientific revolution, on populist, popular, and proletarian cultures and on the 
equivalent perspective on society, for each term named, were locked in the politics of the state-government-state 
and nation-state or, conversely, though not in contradiction with the latter, the state dissolved in the name of a 
civic entity called the people” (Shevtsova 1992:761). 
 In discussion of the polyphonic novel, Bakhtin introduces Dostoevsky’s novels as “fully polyphonic 
novels” since, in them, the hero’s word “possesses extraordinary independence in the structure of the work; it 
sounds, as it were, alongside the author’s word and with the full and equally valid voices of other characters” 
(1984:7). The characters, besides the author of the polyphonic novel, and the reader as well, participate as equals 
in construction of the truth. In fact, the reader also needs to take part since the dialogic interaction “provides no 
support for the viewer who would objectify an entire event according to some ordinary monologic category 
(thematically, lyrically or cognitively) - and this consequently makes the viewer also a participant” (1984:18). 
And this is where I propose that the future world should lead, to the independence of individuals capable of 
expressing their ideologies and with no authorized dictatorship. Yet, in this context, critical theories’ task is to 
highlight this potential. 
 Bakhtin proposes that the underlying fact in maintaining such dialogicality is accomplished through the 
utilization of specific artistic devices, which consequently leads to “freedom” of speech in literary and everyday 
discourse. These devices aim at refusing the monologic qualities of the world of objects and instead refund the 
dialogical principles through the introduction of heterogeneous and multiform “materials” into the texture of 
events. Therefore, elements such as plot and characterization in a polyphonic novel are all “structured to make 
dialogic opposition inescapable”. Accordingly, a multitude of “unmerged souls” within a diverse 
interconnecting ideological world emerges and this is what Bakhtin calls the “great dialogue” when:  
 To be means to communicate dialogically. When dialogue ends, everything ends. Thus dialogue, by its very 
essence, cannot and must not come to an end. [...] everything in Dostoevsky’s novels tends toward dialogue, 
toward a dialogic opposition, as if tending toward its centre. All else is means; dialogue is the end. A single 
voice ends nothing and resolves nothing. Two voices is the minimum for life, the minimum for existence. 
(1984:252) 
 In contrast, Monologism in the Bakhtinian perspective designates a situation in which the matrix of 
ideological values, which represents practices and novelistic desires that eventually shape the organic reality of 
language, is dominated by the hegemony and ideology of a single consciousness or worldview. In another 
register, Monologism, which is an authorial power, rejects “the equal rights of consciousness vis-à-vis truth 
(understood abstractly and systematically)” (1984:285); therefore, it overlooks the individual’s autonomy in 
producing and perceiving meaning. Bakhtin discusses how European rationalism and Enlightenment thought 
significantly encouraged Monologic principles which can be seen in all ideological spheres, other than literature 
and philosophy, in society. In his Problems of Dostoevsky’s Problems, Bakhtin specifically discloses the 
foremost qualities of the concept of Monologism: 
 Monologism, at its extreme, denies the existence outside itself of another consciousness with equal rights 
and equal responsibilities, another I with equal rights (thou). With a monologic approach (in its extreme or pure 
form) another person remains wholly and merely an object of consciousness, and not another consciousness. No 
response is expected from it that could change everything in the world of my consciousness. Monologue is 
finalized and deaf to the other’s response, does not expect it and does not acknowledge in it any decisive force. 
Monologue manages without the other, and therefore to some degree materializes all reality. Monologue 
pretends to be the ultimate word. It closes down the represented world, represented person. [italics in original] 
(1984:292-3) 
 In a Monologic work, the authorial ideology dominates and illuminates all the worlds presented in the 
novel, and thereby it leads to a “single-toned” quality that subordinates the Monologic work and consequently 
renders it a lifeless, “philosophical Monologue,” a “dialogue des sourds”. From a methodological perspective:  
 Monologism is suspect simply because it fails adequately to capture the exigencies of heterodox discursive 
practices in the social world as well as the inherently dialogic orientation of all signifying practices. Ethically, of 
course, Monologism objectifies and quantifies human subjectivity and robs individual creativity of any real 
significance. (Gardiner 1992:28) 
 A historical examination of critical theory indicates that the shift away from the distinctiveness of some 
comprehensive theory to a more practical orientation results in a pluralistic account of social inquiry. This shift 
has three stages. The first one is the Frankfurt School’s 1930s programme for an ‘interdisciplinary historical 
materialism’. The characteristic feature of this phase is a pluralism of social scientific methods within a unified 
theory of historical materialism (Horkheimer 1993), and this synthesis was shown to be unstable; the Frankfurt 
School gradually abandoned historical materialism (Horkheimer and Adorno 1973; Wiggershaus, 1994). 
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Habermas, as the chief theorist of the second generation, offered a theory of communicative action for 
explanatory and normative purposes (Habermas 1984, 1987). Although comprehensive, this theory in fact 
unifies several theories: a theory of rationality, of modernization as social and cultural rationalization, and so on. 
The last stage is the realization by Habermas of the full implications of both methodological and theoretical 
pluralism. This thoroughgoing critical pluralism changes normative weight to the function of the critic in the 
pluralist practice of democracy, and the public sphere as a social location in which social criticism can take 
place and have emancipatory effects (Habermas 1989).  This acknowledgment of pluralism in Bakhtin’s word is 
assumed in the polyphonic novel, a utopian liberal world in which individual personages communicate their 
ideas freely. Now shifting from the past and the contemporary to the future goal of critical theory, what societies 
need more than anything is active communication towards a global dialogue. Bakhtin’s theory of “Dialogism” in 
relation to the novel demonstrates a potential solution for the great global dialogue.  
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