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waonicn must allow for the fact that each of these inaugural acts

may misflire, and that it receives its incaning, in any case, from the

response it tripgers off, even if the response is a failure to reply
" that retrospectively removes its intended meaning.

The remo ... of the temporal components of the gift, in Lévi-
Strauss’s analysis, represses the fact that, for the gift cxchinge to
occur, the counter-gift must be given at a later time, and must be
different from the initial gift; only in such ways is a ‘gift’ disting-
wished from d ‘swap or @ 'lean’, A whels Fange of sirategic ross
sibillties, moreaver, {n the practieal netivity of the gift exchange
exist, and exist only, because of the Irreversible time dimension.
The point is not mercly that these are complementary to Lévi-
Strauss’s interpretation of exchange as a code, but that they are not
conceptuilly recoverable fram the fatter.,

3. These obscrvations conneet dircctly to the encounter between
structuralism and hermencutics.' Saussure's structural linpuistics
was able o avoid dircct cxposure to problems of hermencutics
because the idea of difference as purc form, caupled with the
dactrine of the arbitrary nature of the sign, made fanguage into an
insulated system of refations. Lévi-Strauss hias accepted that this
conception is untenuble, and docs not attempt to separate form
wholly from content. But this actually prevents him from carrying
over the implications of the ‘phonological revolution® into an-
thropology with the degree of *clasure’ that he scems to claim., The
issucs that have always dominated hermencutics - the contextuality
of meaning and problems of {ranslation™ - are dealt with by

© Lévi-Strauss only in terms of the ‘context” of structure itsell, defined

abjectively. The example of the gift shows that this is deficient: what
counts as a ‘gift’ cannot be defined internally to the structural
analysisitsell, which presumes it as an alrcady constituted ‘ordinary
language concept’, In this regard Ricocur is surcly correct when he
argues that Lévi-Strauss's structural analyses of myth, far from
excluding *meaning as a narrative’, bound to the contexts of its
reproduction. actuaily presuppose it Structural analysis presup-
poscs hermencutics in so far as the latter is taken to be concerned
with the interpretation and repair of meaningful communication,
grounded in the intersubjectivity of practical day-to-day life.

4. At this juncture we may bricfly revert to Lévi-Strauss's treatment
of history and his approach to epistemology — issuces that are closcly
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. ' ' H 24 i ner,
tonncected, since the latter is the bagxs of his view o}f tHc' fto::!ﬂcb
Lévi-Strnuss's arpument that the dominant modesoft 1ougx;'f«m=
fished in modern Western culture are in some key respects discrep

" ant from the conceptual operations of the primitive bricoleur at first

sight would appear agai~ i lead back to herm.cneutics. If thi- ‘< not
the direction which Lévi-Strauss takes, it isbecause of the structural
’mmnlogy of mind which he considers undcrlies "f.'! human fhou;%ht,
whatever the ‘substance’ that it employs. This'is a ‘S()CI'OlOg!CRI
Kantianism' (rather than an explicit epistemology), like its Dur-
khelmian prototype, sineae It axpresaly lacks a transeendental suba
ject. Lévi-Strauss conscquently has to c}cny that there Is any
privileped access to the structure of my'th. either by those concemed
in tranwmitting it or by the :mthmpologicnl-obs;rvcr. It makes no
diffcrence. according to him, whether ‘the thought processes of the
South American Indians take shape through the mcdlum.of my
thought., or whetlicr mine takes place through the medium of

Now this might be a defensible standpoint if Lévi-Strauss's
structural constitution of those ‘thought processes’ could be cor-
roborated or validated in a manner comparable to that (?«‘ linguistic
hypotheses. But, as Culler shows, no such corroboration can 'bc
forthcoming. The approach of the linguist draws upon the recursive
propertics of language as part of the process, and as the means
wherehy, these properties are made available for study. The linguist
draws upon his or her own competence, or that of mhcrf, :1!:» a
speaker of a particular danguage, in both devising and valulfmng
charagterisations of it."” The study of myth cannot draw recursively
on its object in this way; Lévi-Strauss's *spiralling” procedure is not
a substitute for it — although it is the closest that he comes .to
acknowlcdging the henmencutic circle. His standpoint hkence oscil-
lates between relativism ‘and dogmatism, in-respect of the structural
oppositions he claims to identify in myth. There is no way to r'cbut
the charge made by critics that, quite contrary to his own assertions,
his analyscs reflect categories of Westemn sqcicty imposcd upon
other cultures. :

8. Since it resolutely brackets any kind of rcﬂcxiw.: understanding as
only a ‘surface manifestation’ of deeper cognitive forms, L4vi-
Strauss's structural anthropology has no mode of reflecting upon its
"o origing, as {tself the product of a particular set of soclo«ultural
-hmstances, as Sartre and other critics have emphaaised. 1 is-
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ence, which Saussurc initiated, cannot be accomplished; hence the
naturc of the significd has either been left in obscurity, or the term
has been used ambiguously to include both concept and object
significd. For Wilttgenstein, signiflicr, concept and object significd
arc to be cxplicated in terms. of their incorporation within the
practices which compose forms of life. ‘Don’t look for the meaning,

look for the usc” does not imply that meaning and use are synonym- .

ous, but that the scnse of linguistic items can only be sought in the
practices which they express and in whijch they are expresscd.

The de-centring of the subject

Rcjection of the significr/significd distinction has immediate impli-
cations for the critical assessment of Lacan's ‘structuralist reading”
of psychouanalysis, which has strongly influenced the latter-day
developnient -of the ‘theory of the subject’ within structuralist
philosophics. I shall address these implications dircctly elsewhere,
and shall considcr here only general themes related to the ‘de-
centring of the subject’. _ '

The ‘scandalous® rejection of humanism characteristic of the
structuralist Literature hos fts origins in o mistrust of consciousness
or ‘subjcctivity’. This was presaged in Saussure’s formulation of the
priority of langue over the individual, subjective character of parole.

- To this we must add the impact of Marx, Nictzsche and -Freud as

radical critics of the claims of the Cartesian cagito: each can be seen

as questioning, in a profound way, the reliability of consciousnessas |

‘transparent to itself”, The structurallsts’ demystificntion of the
claims of consciousness is doiminated by the thesis that subjectivity

~is constituted in and through 'anguage. As Ricocur putsit. ‘the pure

act of the cogifo is empty, and remains to be mediated by the world
of signs and the interpretation of those sipns’.* The implications of

- such a standpeint are scveral, and important. Instead of taking

consciousness as a given, it stresses the need for a genetic account of
its production; consciousness is not regarded as a unitary or indivisi-
bic substance, but as a fractured and fragile set of processes; and the
constitution of the ‘I is acknowledged to come about only through
the *discourse of the Other’, that is through signification. ’
These notions are developed in an interesting way in Kristeva's
work, which departs quite substantially from the emphascs of clther
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I cvi-Strauss or Derrida. Both in the mode in whi-ch she utxhscs.a
rhenomenological treatment of intentional consc.xou?ness. and in
her interpretation of the ‘positioning of the SUbjCC.t , she rr.acfvcs
away from carlicr versions of structuralism. Butcven in her writings
we do not find an adcquate analysirhqihuman agency inthc sensein
which that term is normally undcrstood by . Ang!chaxon
philosaphers of action. Her ‘predicating su}?jccl' is st.xil not far
removed from the unconscious/conscious dualism, conceived z{bovc
all as a linguistic refation, that dominates stmcmrali.st thcnncs- of
the subject. Such theorics have usually tendcd to ret‘am‘c-lcmcnls of
the Cartesianism they have sought to reject: the*I lhmk_ isshownto
express linguistic structures that precede or un(.icrlxc the sclf-
consciousness or reflexive cnpacilicg of thf: subject. As Lat.::m
expresses it: ‘the § [signifier] and the s [significd] of the Snusfunan
alporithm are not on the saime Tevel, and man nnl).l_dc.ludcs hlms(itt
when e belicves his true place is at their axis. which is nowhere.™
But subjectivity here appears only as i serics of moments hrnu.ght
about by the intersection of <ignifying structures. Tjhc rceflexive,
acting subjectis but dimly recovered insuch an annlysss.. . |
In criticising Searle’s theory of speech acts, in conformity with her
general standpoint, Kristeva argues that specch acts ‘should be seen
as ~tenilving pravuees’, and interpreted within 'a gcncrul'thcory of
apeiaene ety But replacing the notion of ‘act’ with thatof
reotice” 1 apeaous of “the analysis docs not at the samc li{nc
incorperate the emphasis that specch-act theory shares with Witt-
penstein's view, There are no signifying practices; signification..
should rather be understood as an integral element of social practices

i peneral, . .

We must actually repudiate the cogito In a more thoroughgoing
way than Kristeva docs, while acknowledging the vital impcertance

" of the theme that being precedes the subject-object relation in

consciousness. The route to understanding this is not to be found
thraugh a sort of reconstituted cogito, but through the connection of
being and action, -

- It is relevant to sketch in at this point the gencral outlines of a

" *heory of the acting subject thatis developed in much more detailin
*he {ollowing paper. This view depends upon stressing the impor-
*1n¢¢ of the ‘reflexive monitoring of conduct’ as a chronic feature of
"=« enactment of social life. In this conception, reasons and inten-
"+ =y are not definite ‘presences’ which lurk behind human soclal









- philosophics Lk any account of the reflexive
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text “ohject’; the ‘author® helps constitute him- or herself througly
the text, via the very process of production of thay text. The
importance of this js casily scen if we contrast the cmergende of the
‘personalinca author of the modern novel or poecm with the
‘anonymous’ authors of myth or of medicval legend,.

4. To argue that texts can be i”umina_ti‘ng!y studicd as’ situnted
productions is to insist that there arc connections betwe
wWays in which *meaning’ is ordinarily employad in Enplish: what
fomeone mepns to sy, wrlte or doy and whine {Juie Wideh ix gnld,
wrltten or dane means, ™ But this does not Imply areturn to o form
of subjectivisar. One of the main tasks of the 5
indecd cultury) products of any kind, must be precisely to examine
the divergencics which can become instituted between the circums-
tances of their production, and the meanings sustained by their
subscquent escape from the horizons of their creator or creators,
These meanings are never ‘contivined” in the text as such, but are
cameshed in the Hux of social life in the same Way as its initial
production was, Consideration ol the *autonomy® of the text, orthe
escape of its meaning from what jrs author originally meant, helpg
reunite probicms of textuai interpretation with broader jssues of
social theory, For in the enactment of social practices more
senerally, the consequences of actions chronically escape their
initiators” intentions in processes of objectification,

iidy of the text, or

The forepoine considerations allow s to take a position in
] N . .

“respect of current rhetorie about the disappearance of thie suliject,

-or the tend of the individuai®, The pressing task facing social theory
taday is not to further the conceptual elimination of the subject, but
on the contrary to PYOmMOotc a recovery of the Subject without lapsing
into subjectivism, = Such a recovery, [ wish to argue, involves a

erasp of *what connot be said- {(or thouglit) as Practice. Advocacy of -

the need 1o complete the dissolution of the subject reads ironically

when taken against the background of Anglo-American sociolopy
which, with some exceptions (most notably, symbolje interaction-
ism), has hitherto beep dominated by positivism. For positivistjc
subject, just as they
lack a theorisation of institutions and history. The 'I' of Cartesian
philosophy daes not cven appear in}pnsitivlsm, as a result of i
Phenomenaiist premisses: one might point out that the maost raddica

and llmrnnghgning nttempt o cruxe the subject Is found, not in

.

cn thic two.
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| ‘ i’ i-Oedipe, but in’
ilmclum!ism, or in Dcleuze and Guattani's Anri-Oedipe,

.. . tendency
Lraeh's positivism. Failure to sce this is reinforced by the
il > :

bl structuralist authors to lump tngc‘:mcr tl'@ Cartc:lcnmnpci:i;(::r:!‘r). l::
Earious forms of idealisn,, wogether with p?smwsmho O
i1 forms of philosophy founded in the subjcct..!'n't ci e o
Hissolve the subject, structuralism ar?d POS“W’S{"t e
}hpnrmﬁt clement 'in common, and 1.n'lhc contex et
Ericnces in the Fnglish-speaking wor‘ld itis nlhhcr:\or nee c‘quivul-
}hxi'«l !h:'u the (l;-i.-m\li'ingnf {he <ubject must nni 0 r:.hicn mcmu,
tnt to its disnppearance. Any form of uu.c(nl thlu.f\r); “hich meres
Ihe de-centring of the subject, as a phxloso;? ;:c'l . dc;i;;,h]c 2
hr(mndcmic of the end of the indu-rdu:nlf:.‘s‘ (:x c‘rc  Jesmble or
lncvitable movement of comcmpnrury.s?ct.'l c .\n;;_”.}d ol Towettin
’cc! to the charpe of ideology that cntics are so (l o of leveling
apainst structuralisrn, Tt is uscful here to cm?t?.c.'.du'ﬂ b
Adomo and Hnrkhcimcr.f 'I:w ::ndn(;lht(t\:rglzo;:1“b;r:1”sm: L
CRig: e final passing of the age s
;1‘1’\\'::'\1:‘: "a fmif‘ful hictarical transition, bL:!t rm};cr a; :wi'::;:‘t{'
a spreading totalitgngnioe., A entical appraisal o ;uc p enome:
hon is hardty possible if social theory succumbs to the very p
which it should be concerned to comprehend.

Structuratsm: arésumé and a forward look

The importance of structuralist th.oug!‘n f.nr contf:mpf){::zl:gcnlgi |
“theory, T want to claim, consists prrm:lmly in certain n?'-;lj( ' funhc.r
which it has helped to bring into pr()mmcnccz.lhcmcsu r;sn. her
tevclopment, however, cannot be s:tfisluc.lgnly pursu’cd”:;)sm \:/ o
in structuralist prcmiscs, as 1 have :dcm.mcd' th'crr’l ;‘n .z;;.ri)“s;
» There are altogether seven respects, 1 lhn}k, in whic stn;scrc‘d fn
thought is of particular signi(icanc.c, cspecially when co::dn!ogy 1
the Hipht of the typical preoccupations of Anglo_—Sax?nr " n;y
shall outline these only cursorily hc;‘r.c:bbu,t( they inform a
: s in the succeeding papers in this book. . o
m?’ic::(t‘.\sl’ruc(urnli.\l (hcgrr; r)oinls to the significance o{l s;::iccl(ng
through difference in the constitution of Poth langu?gc ;n ‘:';rk Z;
This is.an emphasis involved, in varying \:vays, in t c o
Saussure, Lévi-Strauss and Derrida. Derrida's corxccptxo'n of diff: 4
oanecis of great interest to social theory. But Derridcan d:[/ér:;n);z‘t,;
Maciated too closely with the spacing of writing; the cn'nccv;') . on

A
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spacing that can be discerned in Wittgenstcin is superior to this in
“referring to the involvement of language with social practices.,
Social practices occur not just as transformations of a virtual order
of differences (Wittgenstein's rules), and differcnces in time (repet-
ition), but also in physical space. 1 shall argue in the following paper
that the theory of the structuration ol social systems should be based
upon this threcfold connotation of différance.

Sccond, and closcly associated with the first point. structuralist
thought atlempts to incotporate @ tempotal dimension inte the vefy
Criiiae of 15 pitniyset fn Sinvisurs this i found In the syntapgninile
aspeet of language, even il the pronounced division introduced by
the scparation of the synchronic from the diachronic severs this
from processes of linguistic change. The syntagmatic/associative
opposition is lacking in functionalism, which incorporates time only
as diachrony or *‘dynamics’ (sce pp. 210~ 14 below). Structuralist
thecory bas been able to generate a concept of structuration via the
averconting of the synchronic/dinchronic distinction in a way not
open to functionalism.® We have to recognise the limitations of-
this, It has not ted to a capacity to develop explanatory accounts of
sociat chunge: and in Derrida, it eventuatesina form of hisoricism,
that denics the possibility of history in its own name. In attempting
to crcape the *metaphydies of presence’ Derrida, like Heidepger,
reaches a vicew which tends to exorcise historical explanation in the
very acknowledgement that everything is chronically in a state of

movement. In Lévi-Strauss, the notion that historical understand-"-

ing is only onc code among others also effectively prevents a

‘recovery of that understanding as a means of exphiining social

change. Structuralist thought heace has not developed a *self-
understanding” of the conditions of its own production as an intel-

lectdal tradition, and is vulnerable to the sorts of attack it has .

frequently drawn fraan authars such as Lefebvre and Goldmadn, for

-whaom itis mercely an idcology of advanced capitalism,*?

Third, whatever objections mipght be made against Lévi-Strauss's
interpretation of history, it contains some extremely valuable in-
sights. As against historicism, which so radicalises historical muta-
tion that it becames impossible to escape from it — even in order 1o
produce historical analyses ~ and which thus characteristjcally
termirntes in some or other form of relativism, Lévi-Strauss points
out that ‘distance In time' is in some important respects the same s
‘ethnographic distance’. Morcover, in cmphasising the contrass -

R
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hetween those types of society which operate in ‘rcv?rsxblc time
and which although *surrounded by the substance of.his‘(ory “e \ry.
to remain impervious to it', as compared to tho'sc which ‘tumnitinto
the motive power of their development’,*! Lévi-Strauss helps to lay
the ground for a theary of social reproduction. L -

Fourth, structuralist thcory offers the possibility ~. pot fu.Hy
bealised thus far — of formulating a more satisfactory unders!an‘dmg
of the social totality than that offered by its leading rival, functional-
demty According 1o the it society may B pofirtyed as r pattern

- bf relations between *parte’ (Individuals, groups, insthrutions). Suus-

kure's structurad linguistics, by contrast, sugggzs‘ls the nulim? tl}ut
socicty, like Tanguage, should be regarded as a ‘.vmunl system’ with
Fecursive praperties. The elaboration of th:.s point, [1()wcvcr (n.r sol
§hall claim), demandsa conceptual distinction that is found ncither

In structuralism nor in functionalism: a distinction between “struce- ‘

lure” and “system’, : )

Fifth, we (ind in structuralism a move of major significance for
Locial theoty: an artempt to transcend the subject/ohject dnfrlism.
Although this is ot unigue to structuralist thought, and is ap-
broached from viuniant perspectives by hermencutic phenomenolo-

- py and in the philosaphy of the fater Wittgenstein, the structuralist

fluthars have claborated it most fully. We can :tcknowlcdgc th.c
hnpormncc of this contribution while still emphasising that little is
haincd if we mcerely replace .\uhjccii'.'ésm by somc sort of objective

fsm. The subject/objcct dualism can oniy be satisfactorily re-

.budinlcd if we acknowledge that thisis nota dualism but a duuhl-y.
Sixth, the critique of humanism and the theme of the de-ceminng
v/ the subject have to be approachied with caution, but ncv'cnhclcss
“Are of essential importance to social theory. The de-centning nl'.\hc
Subject implics an escape from those philosaphical standpoints
thich have taken consciousncss as either a given, or transparent to
{tself. This should not lead. however, to the disappearance of the
Feflexive componcents of human conduct, or to their treatment as

" Some sort of epiphenomena of deeper structurcs. Rcﬂcx:vny'h;ls Eo
s reconstructed within the discourse of social theory not justin -

tespect of the members of socicty whose conduct is the object of
{tudy, but also in respect of social science itself as a fonn of human
Fndeavour, N
Seventh, structuralist theory has made permdnent contributions
lwards the analysis of the production of cultural obfects. The further

v .
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Fxeept when referring to Saussure, 1 shall use the term 'sc'mi(\tics'
rather than ‘semiology’™

Saussure. Conrsein General Linguistics, p. 68.

Thid..p. 120.

Ibid.. pp. 83 and §5.

However, critical editions of the Cours produced by de Mauro, Engl?r
and Godct have demonsirated, armong other things, that Saussurc did
not claim a priosity for synchroniclinpuistics over historicallinguistics.
1. toe a refevant recent discussion, David {.cwis, Convention (Cam-
beidpe, Massa Piarvard University Press, 1969).

Saussure, Conrse in General Linguistics, p. 67. .
Frmile Renvenitte, ‘The nature of the linguistic sign®. Problemns in
Ersial Eanptaatien (P Uiiveraliy of Minini Proas, 1071) p: 44,
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Mcaning (Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Tress, 1976) pp. 6ff.
Ercederic Jameson, The Prison-House of Language (Princcton Univer-
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C. K. Opdenand 1L AL Richards, The Meaning of Mcaning (London:
Routicdpe, 1960) pp. S5-K. :

Noam Chamsky. Current Issues in Linguistic Theory (The Hague:
Maouton, 1964} p. 23, ’ _ .

For Levi-Stranss's carly thoughts on Durkheim, see hisarticle ‘French
sociotlogy®, in Georges Gurvitch and Wilbert E. Moore, Twenticth

Ceatury Socialogy (New York: Philosophical Library, 1945). On Dur-

Kheim and Lovi-Strauss, ¢f. Simon Clarke, ‘The origins of Livi-
Strauss's structuralism®, Socielogy. vol. 12 (1978). Sce also Yvan

Simonis. Clande Lévi-Strauss ou la passion de l'iriceste (Paris: Aubier,.

{oa8) pp. 8L

Claude Lévi-Strauss, Structural Anthropology {London: Allen Lane,
1968) p. 62, : :
Ihid.. p. 280. Compare also Jean Pinget, Structuralism (1:ondon:
Routledge, 1971) upon which Lévi-Strauss has commented approv-
inply. .

L(L‘\E-Str;m\'ﬂ. The Elementary Structures of Kinship (Boston: Beacon
Press, 109} p G4, 2 .

Struciural Anthropology. p. 82,

Interview with Lévi-Strauss, Le Monde, 13 Jan 1968. Scc.also The
Raw and the Cooked (New York: Harper and Row, 1969) pp. .,
CIL. Tno Russi, *Structuralism as o sclentific method', in Rassi, The
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Levi-Struuss, The Savage Mind (University of Chicaga Press, 1966)

p. 252, Sce also the comments on psychounalysis in L7 omime nu

{Paris: Ploa, 1971) pp. S6 1T

The Savage Mind, p. 256.

Lévi-Strauss neverticiess frequently emiphasises the incscapability of
- heginning from historical study: ‘Even the snalysis of synchronic

structures ... requires constant recourse to history. By showijng institu-

tions in the process of transformation, history alone makes it possible
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1o abstract the structure which underlics the many manifestations and
remains permancnt throughout' a succession of cvents.” Striectural
Antiiropology. vol. 1 (London: Alicn Lane, 1968) p. 21. This is said
partly in criticism of Malinowski. Sce also Lévi-Strauss’s inaugural
lecture, in the sccond volume of Structural Anthropology (London:
Allen Lanc, 1977) where frequent nods are made to the histarians. A
typical Iater statement is the following: ‘I am not therefore rejecting
history. On the contrary, structural analysis accords history a
paramount place, the place that rightfully belongs to that irreducible
contingency without which nc¢essity would be inconceivable.” From
- Honey to Ashes (London: Cape, 1973) pp. 4745, Ori the other hand,
1.8vi-Strauss has never ccased tahold thatitisthe aim of anthropalogy
Qe elncidate, hy o kind of lachwiin] courseaill that ., fmythsowe
Velatindeitd poosewss il tnwanaeioas thouiht (vid g, 5 33), Chnencrarias
tic is Lévi-Strauss's reading of Marx's gphorism: *Men muke theirown
history, but not under conditions of their own choosing” which, Lévi-
Strauss says, ‘justifics, first, history. and, second anthropology* (ibid.});
that is to say. the conscious and the unconscious. But another reading
would he that human social life is enacted under conditions of bounded

and alienated understanding, as expressed in both unacknowledped -

conditions and unintended consequences of action,

Ihid., p. 236, CL. also G. Charborigitr, Conversations with Claude - v

1évi-Stravss (London: Cape, 1969) pp. 39, .-,
1.¢vi-Strauss, 'J.-J. Rousscau, fondatetr des'sciences des hommes', in
Jean-Jacques Rowsseau (Neuchfitel: Editions deda Baconniere, 1962).

*Functionalism: apres la lutte’, N MRS
L'Homme nu, p. 572. e v.:."," ‘
Ibid., p. 560. : SRR

The Raw and the Cooked, p-11. i Sl e e g

For a relevant discussion, ¢f. Mauride (__’mdt':lfcr. ‘Mythe et histolre:
réfexions sur les fondemeénts de Tn ponsée sadvape’, Annales, vol. 26
(1971). ' ; ;! '

Picrre Bourdicu, Outline 6f a ﬁrngn/[’mruce ('Camb'ridgc Uﬁivcﬁi-

ty Press, 1977) p. S, of. Jean<Paul Sartre, Cntique of Dialectical

Reason (London: New Left Book<-1976) pp.d7011,-

Cf. Paul Ricocur, ‘Structure -and hepmeneulies'y in The Conflict of
Il{lcrprclnlinn.c (Evanston: Northwestern University. Press, 1974),
Ricocur remains onc of the most peactratingiritics of structuralism,
On the other hand, cven in his lnter publications he coafines his
remarks on structuralism mainly to Saussure, the Formalists iind
Lévi-Strauss. Ricocur, it scems to me, gives too much and too little to
structuralism, thus defined. Too much, because he scems prepared to
accept major features of structuralist thought en blnc, within defined
limits; too little, because in trying to fit structuralist analysis within a
more encompassing hermencutics, he docs not sufTiciently take inta
account the radical nature of the challecnge that structuralist thought
poses for hermencutic phenomenology. Some of the differences be-
tween phenomenologists and structuralists wefe aired at a symposium
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at Cericy-Ta-Salle in 1966, reportedin . Ricardou, Leschemins actuels

dela erdque (Paris: Plon, 1967). . X

. George Steiner, Afier Babel. Aspects of Language and Translation

(Oxford University Press, 1975); cf. also Dufrenne, who confronts ‘the

protriem posed by the extraordinary diversity of languages’, pointing

out that 'the arbitrary character of language, having been shown to be

of comparatively little siznificance at the level of the elements of a

largupe, reasserts itsclf quite definitely at the level of the language

taken as a whole®, Mikel Dufrenne, Language and Philosophy (New

York: Greenwood, 196RY p. 35,

. Paul Ricacur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of
Mearning. p. 86, .

The Raw and the Ceoked, n. 13.

. Joaathan Culler. Structurnlist Poetics {London: Routledge, 1975)

- o480 of. also Trvetan Todorov, Foétique de la prose (Paris: Sceuil,

1971) p. 247

. Cf. Stanley Diamond, ‘The myth of structuralism’, in Ross<i, The

Uncornscious in Culture. .

R. Jakobson, 'Principes de phonologic historique’, in N. S, Trubcts-

koy, Principes de phonologic (Paris: Klincksieck, 19453). Accarding to

Lévi-Strauss, the distinction between synchrony and diachrony *is the -

very aspect of the Saussunan doctnne from which modcern structural-
icm, with Trubcetskoy and Jakobson, has most resolutely diverged; and
about which modern documents show that the master's thought has at
times been forced and schematised by the editors of the Course’.
Structural Anthraopology, vol. 2, p. 16, ’
Lévi-Strauss frequently scems to assimilate the diachronic and syntag-
matic. There arc examples of thisin Structural Anthropology, and in the
Aythalogiques volumes,

. Roland Darthes, Elements of Seminlogy (London: Cape, 1907)
pp. 2701,

1.évi-Strauss, Trstes Tropiques (New York: Athencum, 1967) p. 62.
S. LeCruetle cuit{Pans: Plon, 1964) p. 20,

. Jacques Bervida, L feriture etla différence (Paris: Scuil, 1967)p. 411,
. Durrida, Positions (Paris: Editions de Minait, 1972) p. 28,

Derridia, Speech and Phenomena (Evanston: Northwestern University
o Press, 1973), . . i .

. On pyramid’, an allusion taken from Hegel, and *tomb’, sce Derrida,
‘Le puits et Ia pyramide’, in Marges de la philosophie (Paris: Minuit,
1972). -
Thid., p. 8. » :
Desida, L feriture et la différence, p. 50. Derrida writes approvingly
of Lévi-Strauxs’s criticisms of those who have accordad history an
undue place in social scicnce and philosophy. History here *has always
been the accomplice of a teleological and eschatological metaphysics:
that is to say, paradoxically, of that philosophy of presence to which it
is believed that history can be opposed’ (ibid., p. 425). On the other
hard, Dermida adds, Lévi-Strauss only rcplaces one type of
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mctaphysics of presence by another: in spite of the latter’s disclaimers,
a tvpe of classical farmalism,

. Julia Kristeva, Semiotike: Recherches pour une sémanalyse (Paris:
- Scuil. 1969).

Kristeva, La révolution du langage poétique (Paris: Seuil, i")74) p- 33,
Ihid.. pp. 11411 ’

. ClL. Stanlcy Cavell, Mist We Mean What We Say?(Cambridge Univer-

sity Press. 1975) p. xix and passim. .

. Ricocur, *Structure, word, cvent’, in The Conflict of Interpretations,
. Sce ‘Sipnature, événement, contexte’, whose title echoes that of

Ricocur's article, in Derrida, Muarges de la philosophie (Paris: Editions
de Minuit, 1972): this is translated in Glyph, val. 1 (1977). (Sce also
footnote H7).

. CL Duerrida’s comment, made in the course of discussing trends in

philosophy in France, that the object oof contemporary philasophy is

© neither to abolish nor to destroy meaning. It is rather a question of

determining the possibility of meaning deriving from a “'formal”
orpanisation that itvcll has no meaning...', Marges de la philosophie,
p. 161,

In this sense, Wittpenstein is not well served by some of his followers,

“who have effectively transtated his emphases into a type of idealism:

most notably, Winch,

Cfthe various discossions in Gareth Evans and John McDaowcll, Trurh
und Meaning: Ivsovs on Semantics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976).
But «ee abo Putnam’s analysis in Mceaning and the Moral Sciences
(Londoa: Routledpe, 197R8) pp. 9711,

- “Sienature. événement, contexte’, pp. 181-2,
. Thid,, p. 183, . . . .
3. Derrida says (L 'Lcritire et la différence, p. 413) that it is becausc we

cannot {inally excape metaphysics aitopether that the significd cannot
be done away with: “For the paradeox is that the metaphysical reduction
of the sipn needs the opposition Jof significr/significd] which it re-
duces.” Cfoalo Derrida’s comments in“an interview with Lucette
Finas in Locette Finas eral., Ecarts(Paris: Fayard, 1973) pp. 303-12, |
Ricocur. “The question of the subject’, in The Conflict.of Intcrpreta- -~
tions, p. 244, : s : : ' . -

- Jacques Lacan, *The agency of the Ictter in the unconscious’, Ecrits

(London: Tavistock, 1977) p. 166. :

. Julia Kristeva (interview with J.-C. Coquct), ‘S¢manalyse: conditinns

dunc ~Emiotique ientifique®, Semiotica, vol. 4 (1972) pp. 32X -9,

. CL Scarle’s comments on Derrida’s discussion of Austin in ‘Signature,’

événement, contexte’, in *Reiterating the differences: a reply 1o Derri-

Ldat Glyply vol 1, p. 202, . .
- Cl.my New Rules of Sociological Method, pp. 814, for further

discussion, i :
As expounded by Gadamer in particular, Hans-Georg Gadamcr,

* Truth and Method (London: Sheced and Ward, 1975).., Gadamer,

however, rejects the thesis (which he associates with Veléry) that

.
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