Here is what I could reconstruct from what we learned about the notion of “ventriloquation” from various contributors (Adam, Ana, Greg, Eugene …..). 

Thank You all. 

I try to add another set of related considerations at the end of my rearrangement of what you have all written. Thanks for education, go easy on the grading.

------------------
1. The term "ventriloquation" is of Latin origin, translated from Greek
 meaning  "to talk in the belly" " 1580s, from Late Latin ventriloquus, from Latin venter (genitive ventris) "belly" (see ventral) + loqui "speak" (see locution).
Patterned on Greek engastrimythos, literally "speaking in the belly,"
which was not originally an entertainer's trick but rather a rumbling sort
of internal speech, regarded as a sign of spiritual inspiration or (more
usually) demonic possession. Reference to the modern activity so called
seems to have begun early 18c., and by 1797 it was being noted that this
was a curiously inappropriate word to describe throwing the voice." From
the online etymological dictionary.

2. The term appears In the English translation of Discourse and the Novel (p. 299 of The Dialogic Imagination collection): 
Thus a prose writer can distance himself from the language of his own work, while at the same time distancing himself, in varying degrees, from the different layers and aspects of the work. He can make use of language without wholly giving himself up to it, he may treat it as semi-alien or completely alien to himself, while compelling language ultimately to serve all his own intentions. The author does not speak in a given language (from which he distances himself to a greater or lesser degree), but he speaks, as it were, through language, a language that has somehow more or less materialized, become objectivized, that he merely ventriloquates.

3. The term is not to be found, literally, in the Russian text. It was introduced by Holquist. (email from Holquist to Wertsch, who I asked for assistance) and
Eugene: 

It looks like that the term "ventriloquation" was introduced by Michael #Holquest in translation of Bakhtin's text "Discourse in the novel" ("Слово в романе") and in his texts about Bakhtin (e.g., lchc.ucsd.edu/Histarch/ja83v5n1.PDF p. 4). Consider the following quote from #Holquist, "In other words, the text of Marxism and the Philosophy of Language itself constitutes the kind of dialogic space Bakhtin is talking about within it. Bakhtin, as author, manipulates the persona of Voloshinov, using his Marxist voice to ventriloquate a meaning not specific to Marxism, even when conceived as only a discourse." Correct me if I'm wrong but it sounds to me like that Bakhtin puppeteered Voloshinov! 

4. Some well informed people believe that even if one grants that some notion like ventriloquation could be used to gloss Bakhtin’s ideas, this would be a FALSE gloss – he meant the opposite:

For example
Ana: I think that for Bakhtin, dialogue would be quite the opposite from
ventriloquism.. Dialogue is about addressing the other ⎌and/or replying to
the other, rather than "throwing a voice into a dummy" or "talking in the
belly".

Bubnova and Malcuzynski (2001) explain that "ventriloquate" is actually the innovation of Bakhtin's translators.3 The passage in which the term appears in English (Bakhtin [1975]1981:299) actually reads, in their more literal translation from the original Russian, 

"the language through which the author speaks is more densified, objectified, as if it would appear to be at a certain distance from his lips." 

I particularly like the phrase "at a certain distance from his lips," because one of the effects in conversational discourse of what I call ventriloquizing -- or more generally the taking on of voices -- is precisely to make the words spoken appear to be at a certain distance from the speaker's lips, in the sense of distancing the speaker from responsibility for an utterance." (p. 6)

For Tannen, the focus is not so much of the "animation" of the receiving "dummy" (other), but on the distancing of the author form the "responsibility of an utterance". I interpret this as an act of creating an imaginary character whose voice the author creates, in order to do something to it. 

In the next two paragraphs Tannen confirms this interpretation:

"The taking on of voices, then, is a resource by which speakers negotiate relative connection and power, because it allows them to introduce a persona, then borrow characteristics associated with that persona, to, for example, downplay the relative hierarchy between themselves and interlocutors or create closeness with interlocutors or with those whose personas they reference.

Put another way, I will propose that "the taking on voices" describes a discursive strategy by which meaning results from the relationship between current and previously experienced discourse. I'll demonstrate that by taking on voices, speakers create personas then borrow characteristics associated with those personas to negotiate the ambiguous and polysemous dynamics of connection and power." (pp 6-7, italics by me (Ana)).

I think that Tannen's "introducing a persona" by "taking on a voice" is important for a deeper analyses of play because it provides a perspective on the relationship between the author/actor and the character/persona s/he plays. What is even more important and rarely taken into account in the research and analyses of play, is the use of this "persona" to change the relationships between the actual interlocutors (players). Thus, even if we call the whole process "ventriloquation", it has a very special meaning of changing the relationships between the people in a dialogue. 

Greg in response to Ana (redacted)
Ana,
… 
"Ventriloquates" also seems to introduce some confusion b.c. it isn't clear
whether the speaker or someone else is the "dummy." Seems like neither.
Also, I really appreciate the notion of "taking on a voice", that seems to
resonate well with Bakhtin's larger concerns with genre and voicing.
Admittedly, this latter term has some of the same confusion of
"ventriloquate" - who is voicing and who or what is voiced? "Introducing
personas" seems to address that confusion well. The speaker accomplishes
something by voicing an other, and that voice by being enacted in an actual
moment of talk then becomes realized and perpetuated as a socially
recognizable voice - a persona.

Colin

There is, of course, the risk that the term might suggest that the speaker
is a 'dummy', which Bakhtin, I am sure, did not mean. I've always assumed he
used the term to refer to the idea that much of what we speak is *other
people's* words, and indeed often their style of speech too.

A friend expressed a similar idea with the observation: "Be careful with
words, you don't know whose mouth they've been in"

Eugene

My view is almost opposite to Michael Holquist. I think Bakhtin tries to say that a prose-writer gives a birth a new language -- language of the hero -- that it is not the author's own (as if heard rather than spoken by the author). 

In conclusion, I agree with Ana that the term "ventriloquation" is alien to Bakhtin and was introduced by a translator, namely by Holquist. Even more, I argue that the term "ventriloquation" is anti-Bakhtinian, like the term "intertextuality" that was introduced by structuralist Kristeva (structuralism and formalism were Bakhtin's opponents). 
Mike (in earlier post on the topic part way through the discussion which never got posted it appears)

Which brings us back to Ana's note and the task of getting clear about who is speaking through whom/what both in the "taking on" of language and of

arranging circumstances where someone else speaks the words you want said for you, and by virtue of it being THOSE WORDS from THAT PERSON

in THOSE CIRCUMSTANCES, they gain a power that they would never

have if you were to speak them yourself.

The image of the "puppet" through whom the puppet master's voice

is "heard" is much less interesting to me than the very active other who

colludes in the organization of indirect speech. And when we "take on" voices, whose voices do we take on and how come its those we are

close enough to hear, or valuable enough to take.

Mike now after putting together the above comments.

My note did not resonate with anyone so far as I can tell, perhaps because I failed to his “send”! So let me motivate a re-start with the proposal that ventriloquation in Bakhtin plays a similar role to the method of dual stimulation in Vygotsky and Luria, from their early pubs in 1920’s and later.

In this interpretation, ventriloquation is the process of consciously mediating one’s actions through another. The other person is the “second stimulus.” In the case of famous ventriloquists with puppets, we see one end of a continuum of possible “second stimuli” where the phrase, “dummy” is used. But that dummy is always a complex semiotic object. Edgar Bergman and Charlie McCarthy provides a great example. See for example http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CbUlxrXg8Rs
Here we see the distancing not only of the physical voice of Bergman, but also the distancing of the content which, if he had spoken “directly” to us instead of through the puppet with his looks, his movements, etc., what he said would have had a different meaning and a different effect on the audience. There is “intelligence” built into the puppet as a cultural object.

The same principles apply to other human beings but the “object” (puppet) has more agency that the wooden puppet, which carries within cultural meanings that distance it from the ventriloquist, and who can (even at the same time) be seeking to obtain their goals through the ventriloquist. Two ways are possible, depending upon a plethora of factors.

At the very simplest, everyday, level, we all know this form of indirect speech through a chosen other. Children know that in order to obtain certain objects, they need to get their mother to speak to their father because if she says what you want you might get it, but if you do, no way. And for other family issues, the opposite parent plays “the puppet.” No dummies, parents, despite what kids say before they become parents.

I think this is also compatible with the closely related idea that languages speak through us as much as we speak through languages. 

Anyway, I wanted to try out the notion that Bakhtin/Voloshinov/…. and LSV/Luria had a lot in common with respect to the notion of indirect speech mediated by other actants. Such indirect speech is way of controlling the world and oneself from the outside, so to speak (indirectly)

mike
