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S Central Prohlems in Social 17reory 

p :1 rt o! thc ·b;:¡_rgc.; in h avc becn prepared to relinquish the structural 
propcrtics oC social systerns to .the sociologists. Btit this kjnd uf 
scpar::ttion has no rational ju!:tification with the rccovery or tcrnpor­
ality as integral to socia! thcory: history and sociology bccome 
rncthodolo¡;ically indistbguishahle. 

'Socio! . , as I havc rcrnarkcd elsewhcre, ·js not an innoccnt 
tcrrn.' Jt is.dnc closcly idcntified, in its origins and currcnt u~c. with 
thc thrcefold ~ct ~f associ::~tions ~indica te. in thc concluding papcr: 
n;~!ur;¡fism, functionalism and thc thcory of industrial socicty. The 
tcrrn sociology is today so widdy in use lhnt ir would he mcrcly · 
OD;;!nJCtivc (O llttcmpt (O drop Ít :l)togcthcr.J hove ccmtinucd (O USC 

h in Nt!w R lll~s nf Soclological J.fcrhod, n~d In this book, to rcfcr in a 
general wáy to thc study of thc institutions of thc industrialiscd 
socictics. t3ut this :díffcrcntiation. from thc othcr social scicnccs is at 
bcst a convcnicnt ~nconvcnicnce, and sin ce many of thc argumcnts I 
devclop apply to all of thcm, · I ha ve often u sed the term 'social 
scicncc' in a geneJic fashion. 
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A. G~:l.ddens. Central Problems··.in Social 
Theory. · Mac r-1illan Press. London 1983 

'FurKiionali~m· ami 'structuralism' hnvc bccn pcrh:1ps thc lending 
hwad intl'lkctu:d traditions in soci¡¡Jthcory ovcr thc paq thirty nr 
forty yt.·ars. Bnth krms havc long \Íncc lo~t nny prccbc mcaning, 
hut it is p(ls,ihlc nPne thc lcss to ic.Jcntify a numhcr of corc notiom; 
which cach in\·okcs. Functionnli'sm ;¡ncJ structuralism in somc part 
sh<trc similar origino;. anc.J ha\'c importan! fcaturcs in common. Thc 
lincagc of hoth <.::m he traccd hack to Durkhcim, ;¡<; rcfractcd in the 
formcr instancc throu¡.:h thc work of Radclifk-Brown and 
M:llinowski.-:\nd in thc J;¡th:r thrnugh that of Saussurc nnd Mauss.' 
R;¡dcfiffc-Drown~ and M:llinowski rc;~ctcd agaimt spccul;-~tivc, · 
cvolution;•ry :mthrnpology; Sauso;urc :1gainst not too úiso;imilar 
notions hclc.J by his prcdcccssors, thc nco-grammarian~. E<)ch of 
thcsc thrcc author:--l:amc tn__placc !'stress u pon synchrony, separat- • 
ing thc !-ynchronic frorn thc uiachronic. Each carne to acccntuatc · 
thc irnportancc o( tiH.: 's}:<;lcro'. social and lin!!uistic, ac; contra~t.ed · 
with thc clcmcnts which composc it. Out Crorn thcn 01.1 th.c charll~:- . 
tcristic empilases divcrgc. In. function:llism, thc guiúing modcl _' or 
'sysrcm' is usually that of thc org;¡'nism, and functinnalist autho'rs 
h:wc. nmsis-tcntly Jnokcd to bio!ngy as n conccptual · h;~nk ro be 
plundcrcd fnr thcir own cnds. In thc work o( Saussurc, o( coursc, . 
and suhsequently in that of thc Prnguc circle, structuralism bcgan as-' .. 
an apprm1ch to lingui~tics; in thc forrn of social thcory, howcvc:r, · 
'ln~<:turalism m ay be most c<)'gcntly defined as thc application of · 
lin¡.:uistic modds influcnccd by structurall!nguistics to thc.cxplic;a;-: · 
tillll uf soCial anll cull'!!al pñcnomcntt.2 . - · . • . • . . ::\. . 

l:hc contrast has bccn a consequential on~ Cor the develop~cnt.<?.t 
"•u al thcory in thc Anglo-Saxon world as compared with that f~: :·. • ~ · 
t·r '''~·e: J shall attcmpt to indica te some of the mote· slgnlficnnt: · .. ,, . 
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divergences in what follows. I shall not be conccrned with an 
overaf! ::tppraisal or structuralism ·- which aftcr all, if interprctcd 
brond!y, brings to mind thc contributions of a dazzling variety of 
üiffcrcnt authors, including Barthcs, Foucault, Althusscr, Lac;m, 
piagct, Greimas, etc. - and stwll confine my attentinn strictly toa 
limitcd number of issues raised by thc following: Saussurc's linguis­
tic thcory; Lévi-Stmuss's account of myth; and the 'critique of the 
sign' at the hands of thosc who h;wc sought to devdop a nc)vcl 
thcory of structur::ttion (Derrida, Kristcva). 

Severa! of thc· themcs 1 proposc to raisc in this paper are not 
discusscd hcre in thc dcgrcc which thcy warrant, bccause thcy are 
furthcr analyscd or cxcmplificd in subscquent papen; in this bonk. 
My discussion is partía! and sclcctive, l.;ccause I want to use this 
papcr in conjunction with pn;viously puhlishcd critiques of hcr­
mcncutics and actinn phi!nsophy on thc onc hand. and of 
functinnnlism' on thc othcr, and bccausc it is intended as a prcfacc 
to the p;:~pers which comprisc thc bulk of thc book. Morcovcr, until 
right at thc cnd of this p:1pcr, I shall be conccrncd mainly with 
éritic<~l analysis, rathcr than singling out thc virtues of structuralist 
thought. 

Snussure: sfruchnal iing:ul~tics 

or tllc V<lrious doctrines of S:lliSSilre , thosc mosl central lo lati:r 
dcvcl0prncnts in stntcturalism nnd scmiology are: thc distindion of 
la11~1tc (bnguagc) 3nÚ ¡mmfe (spcech); thc arhitrary charactcr of 
thc sig,n; thc nntion of úiffcrcncc; thc constitution of thc sign 
through the cnnjunctinn of signHicr and signified; ;:~nd thc scp;tra­
tion nf synchrnny. nnd diachrony. Thcsc havc bccomc so familiar 
'th~t thcy rcquirc cmly· n schematic commcntnry. 

Snu.ssure did not use thc tenn 'structurc', the lattcr having bccn 
intrcoduccd into continental ling•jistic.s by Truhetskoy; Saussurc 
prcferrcd 'systcrn·. The systcmatic..: charactcr of lan¡:ui•, for Saus­
sure. is the chicf factor distinguishing it from pamlr. from the 
sp1'kcn or writtcn word. ·n1c sep;:~ration of.fan~uc frúm pamlt\ 
Snussurc hcld. differentiatcs both 'what is social froin what is 
individuar, and ' what is esscntial from what is accessory and mnrc 
or lcss accidentai'.A Languagc is a social institution, andas such ¡~ 
not a crcation of the individual speaker:· the spcak'Cr 'pa~si\'l'l~ 

-------~.---......... ··· ... --.--- ~·~ ~- .•. " · ~-·--~ 
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;p.,,imil:ttcs·. ns S~ussurc puts it, the prc-cxisting forms that Jan 
r.u<~g.c assumcs. By contrast to langue, parofe is a 'hclerogcneous 
m<tss' of disparate cvcnts. Thc vocal apparatus has bccomc the 
principal instrumcnt of languagc among human bcings, but this has 
no hearing upon thc most integral charactcristics of lan¡::ue: thcsc 
charactcristics derive from the ~;m faculty of grasping and 
ordering a sy!>tcm of signs. Such a faculty is not confincd to 
Janguagc, sincc signs can be other than linguistic: hcnce Snussure 
cnvisagcd the possibility of a general scicnce of signs, or scmiology, 

of which linguistics would be onc branch.~ · 
Thc :-trhitrary nature of linguistic signs, and thcir constitution 

throur h diffcrcncc. :tre thc chicf notions hy ineans of which Saus­
sun· ;tth:mptt•d to explícate hÚIJ!flf! as systcm. E;:~ch notion place" an 
·cmph;",¡., upnn funn at thc expense of contcnt, or more accuratcly 
cxpn:s-.;~:d. upPn thc n;latinnal rathcr than thc o;ub ... tantive. Saussure 

· • pnintcd to tltl' arhitr;try charactcr of thc sign in two ways. Onc was 
simply by comparing words across languagcs: although thcy havc a 
simil<tr mcaning, thc soltnd'> cxprcsscd in thc pronunciatinn of 'ox' 

in English ami 'bncuf'_in frcm:h sharc nothing in common with onc 
anflthcr. In this s_ensc. thc arbitrarincss of the'sign 'is proveo ... hy 
thc very cxistcncc nf diffcrcnt langua¡:!cs'." Uut this is sccondary to 
thc dcmonstr:ttinn th :tl thc sounds_ which form words in a langu :..t gc 
h:t\'L' nn intrinsic cnnnccti.ml with the physical objccts th:..tt thcy 
de-.ifnatc: tht: uttnancc ·f~cc' is ·no more or lcss appropriatc toa 
t1cc a-. an nhjcct th :m ';1rl';¡..c· is . .In vic·\;¡ of thc controvcrsy tlwt 
Sau~;surc's asserti<m. of thc a'rbitrary quality of thc sign- wliich he 
took tn he 'imlisputahlc' - has provokcd, it is pcrhaps worth 
ohscrving that he qualifíeú it in vari<,us ways: Signs are not arbit­
rary, of ccursc, as he was carcful to cmphasisc, in rcspcct of thc 
individual speaker. Quite tite rcversc; thc ~pcakcr has no choice hut 
l<J fn_llow what is alrcady cstahlishcd in thc languagc. Saussurc also 

.distinguishcd what he callcd 'radically arbitrary' from 'rclatively 
arhitr;1i-y' si!!ns: thc Jattcr are second-ordcr words. constructed 

;~ 

from thc first. 'Ncuf' is radically arbitrary, hut 'dix-ncuf' is only 
rclativcly so, si:tcc it is n compositc tcrm. 

Thc principie of rclativc arbitrariness clcarly only aHccts the 
irJtt:rnal composition of languagc; Janguagc as a wholc is 'radically 
•thiirary' in rclation to the objcct-world. lt follows from this that 
•he lcrms of Janguagc can only be defincd sui genuis: terms only 
• · 'tllirc idcntity or continuity fn so raras they are differcntiatcd 

~< ..,.~ ~ 1-n ity:,\f , andas a modcl or wngu"o" ·~-: ··--
-- • -"'-·-~• .. r1 • t ir ..,.. r<:.nr'r:ivcs of structurulism 
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ftom onc another as oppositions or differenccs w!thin the totality 
th:H is /anr,ue. Saussure's famous 'Gencva-to-Paris train' cxamplc is 
worth quoting herc bccause, as I·shall indicatc furthcr latcr on. it 
bcars a dcfinitc similarity to issucs that Anglo-S:1xon philosophcrs 
havc discusscd in thc contcxt of the philosophy of :iction. Wc say 
thnt thc 'sarnc' Gcncv:1-to-Paris train !caves Gcncv:1 cvcry uay at 
8.25 p.m .• cvcn if from one day to another the cnginc, coachcs and 
pcrsonncl :1rc dirfcrcnt. What givcs thc train its idcn~ity. S;¡ussurc 
argucd, is thc ways in which it is diffcrcnti<~tcd from othcr frains: its 
time of dcparturc. routc. etc. Simil:1rly in langua~c the iucntity of . 
linguistic units, whcthcr thesc be voc;¡Jisations or writtcn tcrms, 
.dcpcn~s upon thc diCfcrcnccs or oppositions th:1t scparatc thcm 
Crom onc ;mnthcr, n()t upon thcir intrinsic contcnt. A ·r. for 
examplc. may be writtcn in various diffcrcnt ways; it.-; idcntity is 
prcscrv<:u not hy a unity of substnncc but by its úcmarcation from 
othcr lcttcrs. E:"<actly thc samc applics to thc sounds that comprise · 
Jinguistic uitcranccs. Thc idea of dirfcrcncc. as Saussurc formulates 
it, thu~ completes thc insulation <)f lanRite a~ a sclf-containcd 
systcm: thc 'valuc' of thc componcnts of languagc derive solcly 
frmn thc dcmarcatiuns drawn bctwccn thcm. 'In lan¡!uagc·, :H:cord· 
ing tn Saussurc, 'thcrc are only diffcrcnccs. Evcn more impnrtant: a 
diffcrcncc gcncrnlly implics positivc · tcrms bctwccn which the 
diffcrcnc<! is sct up: but in lan¡;u:lgc thcrc are only cliffcrcnces 
without po.~itit•e tanrs·. 7 

· . 

Thc constítutíon of idcntity ncgativcly through diffcrcilcc apptics 
to cnch of thc 1\VO aspccts of linguhtic signs, significr and significd. 
Dut thcir comhirwtion in thc sign transfonns thc ncg:1tivc into the 
positivc. ll)C only positivc fc;;turc that langHagc posscsscs- hut it 
ls a vcry furidamcntal onc - is thc articulation or sígnificrs and 

. si¡;nificds in. thc proccss of spc:1king pr \vriting. Language, for 
:Saussurc, is basic:11ly a voc:tl/auditory systcm on the ,leve! of thc 
signifícr, but in both uttcranccs and in writing, thc conncctións 
bctwccn significrs nnJ sir.nificds are organisccl in tcrms of linear 
scqucnccS. unfoldíng in time. Although S:mssurc snmctii-ncs pro· 
ccctkd ¡¡s though cach significr has a ddinitc significd, '' conccpt or 
'iuca', attachcd to it, he also madc it plain that this is a ·mislcadin~ . 

way nf rcprcscnting thc association bctwccn thc two. Such a vicw 
would imply that conccpts wcrc formcd prior to and indcpcndcntly 
o( thc terms uscd to cxprcss thcm. Thc rclation bctwccn significr 
nnd !<lgnHicd is much more intlmatc than this: withc.ut bcing ar1ku· 

- 'i ,,,,... ''" \\\;,. .. t)' , .. - .. 
~._,t ''' ,.,ct\':-\¡.;.:-. · s,c {01~cf • ,.J.:. C• 
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J;¡tcd via the values created by phonological difCerence, thought 
wouiJ be justan inchoate flux. Linguistic signs onlytome into'bcing 
through the mutual connection of significrs and signifieds in the 
temporal conjunctions effectcd in spcaking and hcaring. !eading 
nnd writing. ·-

Time is thus not, as is somctimes suggcstcd, abscnt from Saus­
suri:m linguistics. Thc fact that Snussurc madc thc serial or linear 
charactcr of significrs basic to al! languagc, and rclatcu this to a 
continuity of significds which mcet at dcfinitc points of articulation, 
rncans that his vicw is notas distant as might appcar from those la ter 
dcvclopcd by Lacan and Derrida. Saussurc Jiu not so much climi­
natc time. from his theory, as distinguísh radically bctwccn two 

· forme; of tcmporality: that which is involvcd in thc synt:Jgmi.ltic 
onkr of lan¡!u;rrc. and thus is thc vcry cóni.lition of synchrony, and 
that wliich ;, invulvcú in thc cvnlution of fcaturcs of lan¡:ut'. In the 
first !'-cnsc, time Í!<- integral to Saussurc's undcrstanding of the ·· 
systcmatic charactcr of langu:tgc. bccausc it i-; vit<.~llo thc notion of 
'systcm' herc th<~t thc wh<)lc is only ;wailahlc in it<; particular 
articulations. Thís notion is quite distinct from thc conccptinn of the 
wholc that pcrt:rins in fum:tinnalísm in social thcory, bascd on the 
analogy of organic or mcchanical sy~tcms. Nonc thc lc~s. Saus~ure 
<lid ncccntuatc strnngly thc indcpcndcncc of synchrony from 
diachmny. Thc dio,;tinction bctwccn thc synchronic and dii.lchronic 
vicv.:pnints. acct~rdíng tn him, 'is absolutc anú allows no co'mprnm­
i~c ·; l he uiach ronic pcrspcctivc conccrns phcnomcna 'that. ure · 
unrclatcu to systcms although thcy uo condition thcm'.• To study 
thc statcs of a systcm wc must abstrae! complctcly rrom chnngcs in 
its clcmcnts. This is rclatcd back to thc distinction or langue and 
paro/e. 9n1y synchrony :.~llows us to grasp thc naturc of langtte.9 

, · Diachrony opera tes on thc leve) of thc cvcnt, or thc modificntions in 
·' langungc brought about through speaking. · 

;l 

Um.ifatlons uf S:mssurc's vicws 

n1c critica! cvalu:-~tion of Saussurc's vicws has a dual intercst: as 
1inguistic thcory in itsclf, andas a modcJ of languagc that has scrvcd 
tu shapc sorne charactcristic perspc'ctivcs . or structurulism -
·lhhciugh, of coursc, various of Saussure's ideas werc rcjcctcd by 
'he Praguc groun and by Lévi~Strau~~. 1Jlc critkal rcccptfnrt. ur 

~~- ,,rl\~ft:\'· ·~: .. \ \O ,,n~"'-.-:;-;~~\1''" -"- ot cv•----:::-;-,r.\Y"V""-=:-..--;::j 



1 
t 
i 

... 
(Jl 
(Jl 

, 
,i 8 Cc:rrral Problcms i11 Social171eory 

di;¡chrony. t1r s tatics and dynamics: thcy h:wc normally ndv;mn:d 
this solcly as a mcthodologic;.¡J división. <~nú 'are nnt vlllncrablc to 
thc criticism that socict ics are constantly undcrgoing pi·occsscs of 

. change. The rcnl point concerns whcthcr it is ju!'ti fied to daim tlwt a 
lin!!uistic systcm ora social systcm cnn be studicd in .abstrnclion 

. from chan!!.c. whilc at the samc time thc nnture of that systcm can be 
ndcquatcly graspcd. And this cl:lim is not, in fact. nnc which can be 
sust;~incú. Thc recursive charactcr' of l<~n!!u:tgc- nnd. by gencralisa­
tion, of ~ocia ! ~ystcms also ~ c:1nnot he mldcr!: lon.d unlcss we :llsn 
liílilt<f.,ll111if llinl ii1~ ítl~llfl~ \\iiH~rl:IW a:~¡~j¡ ~Y~l ~ih~ M~ I'VprodlWihl, 

nnu lliu~ c~~: .Ílll n.f Hystcms, contuin \vlthln thcm thc sccds oi change. 
'Rulc-gnvcmcd crc:~tivity' is nnt merely (as Chomsky's linguistics 
SUf!f!Csts) thc cmp!oymcnt of fixcd, given rules whereby new scn­
tcnccs are r.cncr:~tcd; ir is ntthe same time thr. mcdium whrrchy tlws~ 
m/c.~ are rt•¡•mducrd nllf/lrrna in principlc mot!i[ied. 

Trcatcú its the duality nf .~tmcturf!, I shall be returning lo this . 
notinn on numcn1us nccasions throu'!!hout this bonk. lt will be onc 
of my main daillls that both ~tructuralist anJ functionalist theorics 
char;tctcristkally Jack a cnm·cption of the duality or structure; and 
thnt. as rcgarJs thc fo rmcr nf thcsc, this is in sorne part tracc:tble lo 
thc general influcncc uf Saussurc. 

Lé-.i-Strni•s~ : sfructural anfhropoloey 

In thc wr.itin~s of Lévi-Strauss, structuralism and functionalisnt are 
.. :· . in snmc rart rcunitcd. O nc of the majnr sourccs which Lévi~Strauss · 

. , Jt:to., drawn ttpPn is thc wnrk nf Onrkhcim 17 and, lo a ksscr cxtcnt, 
ti! al nf Raúdiffc-Brown :md Malinowski. But he has only dnnc so in 

. ·¡,. hiJ!hly critica! vcin. :md is indcbtcd to a witle rangc of othcr 
:- > .. thi nkcrs .-.Isn. l3csiJcs thc very genera l influcncc of Rnusscau, _Marx 

<;{ '. i and Frcud. thc most importan! writcrs in thc cvolut:on nf Lévi- · 
'; ··: -:~ .. : S ~nlliss':- . thougl.lt havc becn Snussure, Tnlh<.'tskoy and .l:•kohson. 
··".::: ·. :1l1c W<~.rk o( thc lattcr two authors is thc· avcnuc througi1 whkh . 
..... ·. Ltvi-Strauss has ripprn<~chcd the idcns of Saussu re, anJ he acccpts 

. :, P:lsic tJcmcn ts in thcir CrÍtÍcnJ <ISSCssmcnt of thcir prcdcccssor. 
~cvcrthclcs.o; a nuinb~r of Saussurian therncs are promincnt in 

':. ·.Ll:~i-Stmuss's writings, albelt oftcn in considerably modificd forrn. 
· . J'hcsc lnclude thc: Collowing: thc prlority of thc cullcctivc il1lLI . . . __. ... .. . 

"':- ' ... . 
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uni"crs·,J o"cr &he-individual and conting.ent; an emphasis on the 
Rh tiona l at the expense o.L.t.he.iso.lated..un!t; a!!.d acceptance ofthe 
applicatinn nf thc !iÍ¡;n..J.o_n.ondin.guis.t.ic_pheriomena: that is. the 
progr:unmc of semiology. Thc implication of thc latter point, as 
cnnstrucd hy Lévi-Strauss, is not just that concepts employed hy 
linguistics can he applied to thc study or social and cul tural 
phcnomcna; but th<Jt thcsc are 'phenomen:t whose inrnost naturc is 
the samc a~ lhat or language' . ·~ 

Lévi-SI1'auss's writings divide into various maln aren~ in tcrm!: of 
llwit' lllllljc{'t ~m:allc:r; fhc ~tutl~· uf kiri~hip !i)'~tem!l, t he e:ulic~f or hí~ 
prcnt.:cupat ionl!: t11c t·hoory nf primitivo clus~Jrlcatluf\ ~l'IJ ltllllml.,rrl¡ · · 
ami thc analy-;i~ nf thc logic nf myth. OC thcsc 1 shall touch he re only 
on tlic l:ltt~?r. which fñ its contcnt is gcnerally -recngniscd to be the · 
mn~t J'l' P·lla,jq_· o;cctnr of l.évi-Straus-;·~ work. and onc in which the 
thl·nn til·:il prcn:pt' of hi~ apprnach are dcvclnpcd in thcir m ost 
sophi~til'atcd f:l',hinn. ·nucc -;uch prcccpts ~re particulnrly rclcvant 
to !he g.cncral imp:1d nf Lévi-StrólUs<>'s thought on thc social. sci­
cnccs and philosnrhy: his undcr-;tanúing of thc notion nf 'slructurc' . · 
itsclf. his conccption of thc unconscious. ·and his approach to 
.history. . 

Structurcs, foT""L~vi-Strnuss, involve mndcls positcd hy thc nn­
thwpnloJ!icn 1 oh.server. Thcy nre nnt rcprc!'cnt ntínns of ~ocial 
:•rti"ity or itlcao;, out are a modc of .dclving bclow thc surf;tce 
phcnomcna of 'nciallifc·tn discovcr undcr:lying rcl;~~:..c..hy lt 
is nnh.:rnl. in a ,jmiló!r w:1y IQ...th;,, .n .V.·Ilich combinatory clcmcnts 

l
a~ uncovcrcd in lin¡!ui-.tics. Lévi.:Str;tuss ·cnrly on Ca shioncd bis 
a .pproach aftcr thc so-callee! 'phonologicai rcvnlution' in lingu i:;t ic 
t~cory. according lo whit:h clLn.cn1s....u.L~.c can be trcatcd_Its 
nn.alogous to phnncmcs. whoo;c significancc can nnly be gr:tspctl in 
tiH:ir mutunl rclations. Structurcs: (:l) COO!'ISI or .intercñ'iiñcrtcd 
clctncnls, 'none of which c<~n undcrgo chao~ without cffccting 
cfíangcs in all the other. clcmcn ts': in othcr wortls, thcy are systcms; 
(h)lnvolve .t:nnsformat10ns, whereby cquivalcnccs in divcrgcnt 
matcrials ~ll'hc explicatcd; (e) make possihle !he prcdlction nf hnw 
moclific.:atinri.C;; in. eme clcmcnt will alter thc model a~ :. whnlc. 1'' 

l.<:vi-Strau's{ lws bccn scnsitive to thc chargc of formali:o;rn which 
. :tllt•ntlcd Sll\.Jssurc's idea or diffcrence, and accepts thc gist or 
lknvcnistc~s· critique of the arbitrary naturc of thc sign. The al m o( 

· 'lructuralist ~oalysis il> to rccover the content of 'in telligib!e reality'; 
·\:nntcnt llnd form'. he argues, 'are ttot separatc entitién, but com• 

.. 
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20 ·Omral Probl~ms in Sncial171eory 

plcmcntary points of vicw "essential for the decp undcrstanding oi . 
one and the samc object of study'.20 In spedric contrast to th~ 
formalism of Propp, Lévi-Strauss holds that stmdure~caruwL.b~ 
dciitié:d indcpendcntly of thcir content, Cor the pcrc~ption of struc::.. 
tu'n: is .1r1líc sn'me time the idcntification of__c.ontcnt. Fnr Lévi! · 
St rnuss , this is a point with broad implications, which among othcf 
things &;tance him from positivism; scientifk knowlc~lgc is nol . 
induccd from scnsory obscrvations, but involv-.:s thc construction of 
schcmes whcrcby thosc obscrvations are rendercd intclligihlc. 

Lévi-Strauss has frcqucntly offcrcd qualifications to thc <~pplica­
bility of structural modcls. It is 'patcntly absurd',.hc says. to suppose 
that thc structuralist mcthod c<~n achieve 'an cxhaustivc knowlcdge 
of S('Cictics·.:• evcn of thosc which are 'cold' or relatively immobile. 
He has often ·describcd his work as 'tcntative' and as an 'lnitial 
statcmcnt'. «lnd has kcpt his rc.scrve ir) the face of the more 
exp:m~ive cl;-~ ims that havc beco madc for structur;-~li-;m as a 
philosophy or as a 'ncw conccption of the world' .. ·:. Whilc he has 
disavowcu thc tcrms 'mcthnd' or 'philosophy', he has bccn pre­
p;-~rcd to crH.ll'r~c that of cpi:>tcmology asan :.~ccurate dcsi¡;nation of 
his conccrns.:' This no doubt rcflccts both his conviction th:tt 
'socio-logic' h;l'; 11, be made thc basi~ of sociology ano anthrn­
po!ogy. :md his nb"'orption with thc unconscious n-; the sourcc of 
signification. 1l1e chicf ohjct·t of L~vi-Str¡¡u~s·s wmk is lo identiíy 
whnt he v:lriouc;Jy calls 'uncnn-;cious nsy.dtica.Lslnrctu_rcs'. or the 
'uncon:-;cious tclcology of_!!1Ít1d' that undcrlie human _..soci:.~l institu­
t~i\lthougl1he bnws in thc direction of Freud, it st:e!n~ cvidcnt 
enough that Lévi-Strauss's unconscious is not Frcud's unconscitlUs, 
and-i"ves more to Trubctskoy and Jakobson than tn .Frcud. Tl~c 
uncon~cious. for L~vi-Strauss. ls the source of thc basic structuring 
principies that govcrn languagc: J;¡nf-u<tgc, as Lévi-Strau~s puts it, 
'is hum;¡n rcason, which has it~ rcasons . ... of which ·man knows 
nothing'. ('Totnlisation non réfléxivc, la langue cst une raison 
humainc qtii a ses raisons. et que l'hommc ne connait pas.'Y' The 
study of the unconscious, whích reflccts basic opcrations in the 
stn1cturc of the brain, revenls thc mcchnnisms of signification that 

. lic bcncath thc conscious nctivity of the human subjcct. This 
~K:1ntianism without n transcendental subjcct' docs no.t so much-as 
la ter authors ha ve tried todo -offer a thcory o! thcorigins of human 
sut>jcctivity, as place nn t:pocht upon the subjcct so far ~s anthro­
pology is concemed. 

Structuralism and the Theo,.Y of the Subj~ct 21 

l.évi-Strauss's views on the relation bctwecn structural analysis · 
;1ni.l history ::\i=cc~pl~x and oc~sionally quite obscure. Dut thc 
nw1n tllcSis he sccks to advancc is !orcibly andoluntly put. History, 
undcrstood .as the attempt to describe or account for occurrences in 
time, does not elijoy the epistemological primacy often accorded to 
it: historical analysis is only one code among other codes. hascd on 
thc intcrpretativc modc expressing the contrast of 'before' and 
'aftcr', or 'prcceuing' and 'succceding'. The concluding sectinri of 
La pcnséc sauv.nge takes Sartre's writings as a leading cxamplc of a 
general tcndcncy in Wcstern thought to accord a dominant role to 
hi\tnrical cnnsciousncss. 'Sartre·, Lévi-Strauss remarks, 'is ccrtainlr 
not thc nnly contcmporary philosnphcr to havc valucd hi"'tory 
ahn,·e tia: nthcr humnn scicnccs and formeu an almo\t my,tkal 

.rPnn:ption nf it.':' J listory. inthe scno;c of thc succe\o;Íon of e'"ento;. 
¡, no•t rhe primar-y mediurn throu¡,:h which hum:1n expcricncc is 
or~;llli-.cd'. nnr ¡., historical undcrstanding the fnrm in which thc 
mn"'l hasíc elcmcnt" oí sndal lifc can be c..lisclnscd.:•· Lóvi-Strauv> 
hrarkcts hi\tory. in cach or thc scn'e~ nf .thc tcrm (temporal 
occu'rrcncc, :1ntl accounb of ~uch occurrcncc), in much the ~arnc 
way as he unes t)1c thinkin~ anc.l ;~cting ~ubjcct: in ordcr, a e; he ~ce~ it, 
to pl·nctratc more dccpl}· tn thc foundations of human expcricncc. 
cspcd:•~ly as cxprcs,cd in thosc ~ocictics which h:tvc 'an obstinatc 
fidclity hl tlH.' p;,,t n ,nccl\·cd n~ a timelesc; moc..lel. rathcr than a stagc 
inll11: hi-tnrk:tlprnl~l'li<.:~ . · 

;\h th ... ·rna,hilll"' for the !'Upp,rc\slnn ·or time'; -are peculiarly 
appu·;itc nhjl·l·h nf qudy to thi-; cm!. In cnmparing thc s.tructure of 
myth with a mu-;kal scorc, Lévi-Strauss intcnds much morc 'than 
jusi :lll analo¡;y. ,\n orchcstral scorc <s'upprcsses' time hy c~cap­
Sillatin¡! it within a sphcrc·t h:1t makcs possihle an imlcfinite numbcr 
of ;~crual pcrformanccs. It would be inaccuratc to say"that mu-;ic is 
purc form, sincc Lévi-Strauss cloes not rccognis·c.1hc possibility of 
.!'uch a phcnomenon; but th~ structuring "principle.s "or music cxr.rcss 
propcrtics of mind that are prior to the organisntion o( thougilt or 
activity in words. The temporal dimensión of musjc, as of'myth, is" 
what Lévi-Strauss somctimcs calls 'reversible' or '{lon-cumulative', 
in contrast to thc 'statistical' or 'cumulative' charactcr of historical 
time. Music and myth cxprcss /angue, or the unconsciow;, in its mo\t 

' ;Jf(C5siblc form. Doth music and myth, when considercd as 'n:lrra­
ti\ e,· - ·ns actually playcd or told- opera te th~ough the c_onncc~ion 
• ·1 rwu orden; or rc!ation, horizontnlly and vertical! y. Doth comhfnc 
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22 Central Pmblems in Socia f. Thcorr . 
wh:~t Sau~sure c:~IIcd .thc syntagmatic. and thc associative: or, mt,rc 
broadly, Jakobson's metonymic and metaphoric dimcnsions. 

Only a few further elcments in L6vi-Strauss's.discussi9n's of myth 
are worth mcntioning hcre. Thcrc are sorne variations bctwccn his 
carlicr and l:~tcr trcatmcnt~ of myth, but thc overaJJ. themcs are 
quite comistent. The principie of binary oppositinn :~s thc origin of 

) 

:-t ructurc~ i~ both llcld to in Lévi·Strauss's c:ulier stüUic!:-nf myt1'f, 
nnJ defended throughout Myt!rolngiques. fn thc~e lattcr vnlumcs, 

1 
Lévi-St rau~~ cl:nifics why myth!'( citrillót be studiefl. in i!>nlnt ion: enrh 

. !ti\'th is H "hHi thtli~,if ti\HO 11 ~flh\j1l~ltt úhlvr ,,r "1•\•llfl•·ililrlll. tr, 
!.l.Í¡;ndlii~ 1nrths Wd h:I\'C to prncccd by tnonns of a 'splral movc-
mcnt'. wltcrcby c:~ch myth is uscd lo providc clucs for clucidating 
thc ~~ ructurc of anothcr. and so on. Binary opposition is used both 
as a way of idcntifyin¡! thc structural componcnts of myth. and nt the 
!;ame time n~ :1 mndc nf confirming thc 5tructural analy.!'is in thc 
·~pir:dling' tcchniquc: :m initi:ll structural . axis is .idcntif.ic<.l. and 
suh!'lantiatcd by thc óisclosurc of :tnothcr axis to which it.itsclf is in 
oppo~ition. Thc :mtimnny bctwccn naturc and culture is the central 

· oppnsition tha'"t 1-~vi-Strauss <.liscu:<.scs throughout his work. But it is 
a crucial part of L~vi-Strauss's thcory that this antimony is itsclf 
cultural, and ls thus rcprcsr.ntcd quite diffcrcntly in_ ~ivcrgcnt 
cultures.!" · 

Ll:,i-Sir:~uss: ~trudure nnd !>Uhjccthl~y 

Whcn contrastcd to functionalism as c.Jcvclopcd In rrtodcrn 1\mcrl­
cnn sociolo¡!y. L~vi-Straus:o;·s wnrk brlngs into clear focus.tlw dual 
lnflucncc or Durkhcin1 in thc' social scicpccs. Each has clahorated 

., onc thrcnd uf the Durkhcimi:ui thcorem of thc supcriority of socicty 
nyc~ thc individual. But whcrcas thc runctionalists hav·c conccn-:­
tt;ltcd upon praciíc .. t activity. Lévi-Strauss con.ccotratcSJ>~i­
tion; ami whilc functionalism. cspccially as worked out by Pars.oos, 
t~vclopcd thc thcmc uf :-ocicty _:1s mor:1l conscnsus . . L~vi­
Strauss has tlmwn primarily upon Durkhcim's 'sociological Kan­
ti:lnism'. For C:tch. socicty 'has its r.casons or which its incrribcrs 

· know littlc'. In thc cnse oC (unctionalism, thcse are thc imperativcs 
of socictal co-ordination, the impcratives of normativc ordcr; fur· · 
L~vi-Strausl' thcy áre the organising mechanisms of thc uncon· 
l'CÍOUS. 

Structuralism and ih·e Tñeory of the Subjecl 23 · 

Tite laty;uc/pamle, or code/message, di~tinctions have had no 
impact on thc devclopment of (unctionalism, although functionalist 
thought has not altogethcr lacked contad with linguistics more 
generally (as in the work of Malinowski). Since these distinctioñs · 
havc bccn vcry important to the notion of 'stru.cture' that hns 
tvolvcd within structuralic;m, it is not surprising th:1t the tcrrn has 
bccn cmploycd quite differently by modern functionalists. For the 
bttcr, structure is bn~icnlly a de~criptive tcrm, emplnycd by nn~loS\Y 
\vith. llnHtnrtW M <'IJ"i"'nlél\1 ti1 sótii~it\:ni! iikl! •ri~c"tll"ilil~ftf. Str~li· 
lut e hac hos no conncctlon wlth movement whntsocvcr: lt 1~& nn 
hrranr.cment of dry boncs that are only made to rattle at all by thc 
hmjoining nf structurc with function. Function is the e:lCplanatory 
tonn:pt. thc mcans whercby part is re.latcd to whole. The countcr­

· ~~) thc runctionali<.ts' structurc/function division in ~i-
Str:nr· .... · .. '-lructurali'm is the (Jiffcrcnt i:~tion of structure and cvcnt; 
~tructurc rbyo; an cxplan~ltory role only bccnu~e it is linkcd to the ' . . rtJca ~~r tran<.fnrm:ltÍPn'i. . · . . · 
. ~llf!ltm:~ists nor L6vi-Strauss clcafly di~tingui~h . 
~~cturc fru.m~}:.8c.!1'h_am.l it could be !'.a id that onc orothcrof thcse 
,,otions is rcdumi;IJlt lo both schools or thought. Thcrc is no 
~anatomy' in social Jire i1p:ut from its 'physiology': hence in func- · · 
Uonalism structurc and sy5tcm hccolne interchangeablc tcrms.~" It · · 

· i~ apparcnt from thc dcfinition of· structure quotcd earlier that 
tbmcthing similar ¡., truc of Uvi-Str.~us~·s u~age: opart fr~m the 
Bc)tion or tr:msformations, cach of the other clcmcnts rcfcrrcd lo. 
!;ic simply charactl;!ri~tics of systcms. I shall want to arguc latcdn · 
~he bo~)k, nlthough not In thh papcr, that a distinction bctween 
~tmcturc and systcm is highly importnnt to social thcory. 
.•. : Ltvi-Strauss·s writings have mct With a critica! rcception at the 
hhnd~ of Rritish ::md American anthropologists (espccially those 
tíictincd to functionalism). many or whom rcgard thc cmpirical 
Wpport for his claims as lcss than complctcly convincing. I shall not 
ti~ conccrncd with this typc of critici~m hcr~. although thcre is. no . 
di>ubt that to sorne cxtcnt it stcms from a positivht reading of 
lhi-Strauss, which misundcrstands thc method he sccks to appty: I' 
~~all w:mi to consid~r dnly certain conccptuallimitations of L~vi­
·Í·trauss's structuralism -limitations which he in sorne part admits, 
'llt which stcm from more .than the restriction5 he place5 upon . 
~,l .~actural analysis. Thc . relevant is.'IUes ·can be dea!t wl~h quite 
'ndly. · 

.... 
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24 Central Probfems in Social111~ory 

l. 'JD~..!i.r~t conccms Lévi-Strnuss's trcatmcEt of thc structuri¡lg 
propcrtic~ of the unconscious. I want . to nrgue that thc snmc gap 
bctwecn the unconSCious properties of mind and thc conscious. 
purposive activity of human subjects appcars in Lévi-Strauss 'lS 

intcrvcncs betwecn. !cÚTgue and parole in Saussure; ami that this is at 
the origin of a primary source of difficulty in L~vi-Stri1Úss'5 struc­
turalism. Jn thc finnl volume of Mrtltologiqrtr.:S (L 'HommP 11u), 
L~\, i•!)tthu!'i,r; !:(H.>cifk~lli ~i:Hifr<lrm ~hiirpl\11 thñt he elirniui,ir~ sh,.. 
~r,¡¡~:it>i l 'i aPif·~fHtl:1Tli tnn<.llng~; ot ~oclnl nators trom 11tructurnl 
onnlysls. \V tute rccordlng aga.in rus rejcction of those versions of the · 
subjcct found in cxistcntialist phenomenology (in existcntiali~m, 
'contcmpor:~ry man bccomes cnclosed in a self-enclosed tcte-~­
t~te, and falls down in ecstasy befare himsclf')/0 Uvi-Strauss 
nrfirms th:tt his cxclusion of rcflexivi~y is only a mcth~ldologicai 
brm:kcting. ; 

Onc must admit [he writcs] that only suhjects spe;-~k •. and that : 
evcry myth ultimatcly h;-~s it~ ori,gín in an individual creation. Thi!l 
is undouh.tcdly tmc. but in ordcr to mnvc to thc lcvcl of myth , it is 
ncccssary ·prccio;cly tlwt a crcatio.n doe~ not rcmain individual: 
nn<.l thnt in thc cour~c of this transition it c~sctJtinlly <.líscanfs those 
~c ;: t ures with which it wa~ contin¡;cntly markcd at thc outsct, and 
which can be attributcd to thc tcmpcramcnt, taleni. imagination, 
and personal cxpcricncc of thc author.~ 1 • 

Could thcrc be :t clcarcr rcstatcment, howcver, of the Snus~urian 
cont rnst of lrlllf:!llC' :md ¡mm/c. tran~fcrred to a socl;:¡l contcxt'! ·nlc 
nctivity <'f human ~ubjccts ls 'Individual' and 'contingcnt'. as com­
p;-~rcd to thc supra~individual charncter of thc collcdivc. rc­
prcscntcd by myth. Tite logic<tl ch:1sm which scp:tratcs thc 'indivi­
dual' from thc 'social' is as grc;-~t n.o; it cvcr was for Durkhcim or 
S:1ussu re. 

1 wi~h tn cl:1im th:lt this inadcqu:JC)' is onc which marks structural­
ist thou!!ht from S:1ussurc onwards, nnd whích is closcly conncctcd 
to thc lack of a conccption of the duality of structurc. Structura.líst 
tltought ha~ no mnde of coping with what I shall call practica/ 
COIIJciori.mcss.:. non-discUrSÍVC, but not UnconSCÍOUS, knowJedgc o( 
socio! institutions- as involvcd in social reproduction. 

Onc or the fcw pinces w~erc . Lévi-Strauss discu:;.scs qucstion~ 
rclcvllnt to prm::tlcal con~cloU!'hcs~ Í:\ In n pns:o;ng~ fn 17rr Rdw ami 
tht' \()nlud. whcro he wrilcA n~ tnllnws: 

Strnctura/ism and the 17uory of the Subject 25 

Although thc possibility cannnt be excluded that the speakcrs 
who crcatc and transmit myths may become aware of their 
structurc and mode of opcration, this cannot occur as a normal 
thing, but only partially and intc~tcntly. It is the same wi th 
myths as with lnngunge: thc individual who conscicntlously ap· 
plied phof!ological and grammaticallaws in his spccch, supposing 
he posscsscd the knowledge atld virtuo~ity to do so, would 
Jiev~>rlhr!cs!; ln~t thP. thr~~nd (1( ñi~ ídeM nltno~t lminedi;ltcly.'1 

~ 
Thcre is a confusion hcrc bctwecn diJcursit'l' comdoirsn~.u. or th<1t 
Which C;JO h1.•. hrought to and hcJd in COOSCÍOUSOCS'i, and practica/ 
hmsciott.mc.u: a confusion which derives from thc .idea (alrcady 
lh,plil"it in thc Sau ...... urian polarities) that cithcr somcthing is con­
ktillu-; (di•.cur-;ivcly availablc). or clse it is unconscious. Theré is a 
\tita! scno;c in which all .(lr us do chronically npply phonological ólnd 
~ramm:-~tknl lawo; in ~pccch - :-~s wcll as all sorts of othcr practica! 
\irint:iplcs of conduct - CVCO thnugh WC couJd not formulate thOSC 
bws discursivcly (Jet alonc hold thcm in minu throughout dis­
thurse). But we cannot grasp thc significancc of such ·practica! 
~nowlcdgc if we intcrprct it separntely from human consciousncss 
~hd ;lgency, or what 1 shalt call thc rtfltxit.te monitoring of conduct · 
lhat is central to hum01n activity: if we place an epocltt upon thc 
Ulllscious and thc practica!. ·" 

~ . 
l. W¡; can givc this niticism more concrete rorm by consirlcring 
lévi-Strau,s·s ~~valuation of Mauss's thcory o( gift cxchangc. 
fVfauss ·s thenry. he: d;.im .... involvcs clcmcnts of a 'phc:nomcnologi­
br kind. that ha veto he <.lisc;mJcu. We must not be dcflcctcd by thc 
hrericncc or ideas of thc partidpants in such cxchangcs thcm­
~tlvcs, but lwvc to trcat thc gift cxchangcs as a 'co!lstructcd object' · 
hbvcrncd by 'mcch:mical laws' of rcciprocity, and scparatcd from 
tglatistical time'. Jlowevcr, as nourdicu has pointcd out. f;Jr from 
~la ri fyinr, thc naturc of thc gift,. trcating thc proccss of cxcha ngc as a 
fórmal stmcturc in this \vay climinatcs esscntial rcaturcs of what a 
~1ft is. In llourdicu's words: · 

. / 

"Ji, 

Thc obscrver's totalising apprehcnsi~n substitutcs a;, objective 
structurc f1;1nd:tmentnlly dcfined by its revusibility for an equally 
objcctivcly irrr.versihlc succcsslon o( girts wh!ch ate not mcchnni- · 
cally linkcd to the ~lfts thcy rc!!ponJ to or fttlll!'itCntJy Cl\11 (or: un y 
rt·nlly ohjcctlvc nnnlysi!l. of ~tlt.s"• wurd~t1· chnllcn~c:~ ur rvcrt 
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womcn must allow for thc fact that cach o( thcse inaugural acts 
m ay misfirc, and that it rcccivcs its mcaning, in any case, from the 
rcsronsc it triggcrs off, evcn if the response is a failure to rcply 

. thal rctrospcctivcly rcmovcs its intended mcaning.-'~ . 

Thc re~c ...... of the temporal componcnrs of the gift, in Lévi­
Strauss's analysis, rcprcsscs thc fact that, for thc gift cxchangc to 
occur. thc countcr-gift must be given al a -lntcr time, :md must be 
d;ffcrcnt from the initial glft¡ nnly ;, such ways is a '¡:J(t' disti11~· 
lli.<hrti [mm r'1 •.-..wap' nt a 'lnt111', 1\ \vhi\iC! t'ilhgc (1/ ,.iral<'jtk poc:~ 
~;lhiihi~Jii, mnr~nvcr. In tho rrnctlcnl octlvlty or tho glft exchangc 
cxlst. and cxist only, bccausc of thc Irrev-ersible time dimension. 
Thc point is not mcrcly th:Jt thcse are complcmentary to Lcvi­
Strauss's intcrprctation of cxchangc as acode, but that thcy are not 
conccptually recot·aah/e from thc lattcr. 

~. 1l1cse ohscrvations conncct dircctly to thc cncountcr hcrwccn 
s!ructuralism ;mú hcrmcncutic~." Saussurc's stn1ctural linguistics 
wns ablc lo avoid dircct cxposurc to problcms · of hcrmcncutics 
beca use thc idcn of <.liffcrcncc as · purc form. · couplcd with thc 
dnctrinc of thc arbitrary naturc of thc sign. rna<.lc languar,c intn an 
ln~ulatcd ~y~tcm nf rclations. L~vi-Strauss .hns ncccptcd that this 
conccptinn _is untcnablc. and docs nnt attcmpt tn ~cpar'atc fnrm 
wholly from contcnt. But thi~ actu;¡lfy prcvcnts him from carr:ying 
ovcr thc implication~ of thc 'phonological rcvolutinn' into an­
thrnpolngy with !he <.lcgrcc of 'closurc' th:1t he sccms to clairn. The 
issucs thnt h:IVc nlways dominntcd hcrmcncutics -thc cnntcxtuality 
of mcaning and problcms of tran~lation ''· - :tre dcalt with by 
L~vi-Strauss only in tcrms of thc 'cnntcxt' of ~tructurc itsclr. <.lcfincd 
objcctívcly. lñc cxamplc of thc gift show~ that this is dcfídant: what 
coun ts as a 'gift' cnnnot be dcfincd inrcrnally to thc structural 
an a lysis itsclf. which presumes itas an alrcadyconstitutcd 'ordinary 
langu;1gc conccpt'. In this rcgard Ricoeur is surcly corrcct whcn he 
argm:s rhat Ltvi-Strauss's slrllclural analyses of myth. far from 
e:-cduding 'rneaning as a narrative', bound to thc conlcxts of its 
rcprouuc tion. actuaily prcsuppose it.·17 Structur:JI analysis presup­
poscs hcrmcncutics in so far as thé !alter is takcn to be conccrncd 
with thc intcrprctation and repair of meaningful communication, 
grounúcd _in the intersubjectivity of practica! day-to-day Ji fe. 

4. At thi!' juncturc we m ay brieny rcvert to Uvf-Str~uss•s t-r~atmc:nt 
of history nnd his nppnmch to cplstcmology- Jssucs thllt ;are dcN·I~· 
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tonncctcú, since the lattcr is the basis of his vicw of the fonner. 
Lévi-Strauss's argumcnt that the dominan! modes of thought estab· 
lishcd in modcrn Wcstcrn culture are in sorne kcy rcspects discrep­
~tnt frnm the conceptual opcrations of thc primitive bricoleur at first 
!>igh! would appe:~r agai ·• ic; lcad back to hcrr:-.~ncutics. If th= · :e not 
fhc dircction which L~vi-Strauss takcs, it is beca use of the structural 
hnrnology of minc..l which he considcrs underlies aH human thought, 
whalC'\'Cr tlic 'substancc' that it cmploys. This 'is a 'socio!ogícal 
knntinnism' (rnthcr' than an explicit cpistcmolo~y), likc its Dur­
khcimlun J1rHtotyp13, !lineo 1t Ql<fH'CSI\ly lfl~k~ 1t trA!lr;l!~ncloñt!ll ~uh•, 
jcct. L~vi-Strauss comcqucntly has to dcny that there ls any 
pri,·ikgcll :1cccss to thc structure of myth, either by thosc conccm.cd . 
in tran.;mittíng it or hy thc anthropological· obscrvcr. It makcs no 
diffcrc:n~:c. a~·n,rding to him. whcthcr •thc thoug'ht procc~scs or the 
South American ·lndi;ms · takc shapc through thc mcuium oC m y 
thnu~~ht. nr whcllic:r mine takcs place through thc medium of 

· thcir,,'. •· 

l . 

·~ 

. ¡¡ 
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N1nv this rni¡!ht he a Jdcn .. ihlc ~tandpnint ir l~vi-Strau .. s's 
~tructural constitution of thosc 'thnu~ht pro<:cssc~· coulc..l be cor­
roboratcd or valid_;1tcd in a manncr comp:~rablc to that of lingui5t ic 
hypothcscs. But. as Cullcr shnws, no such corrohoration cnn be 
fnrthcoming. Thc approach of the linguist draws upon thc rccursive 
propatics of languagc as part of thc proccss. ami no; thc mean! 
whc:rL·hy, thc:sc propcrties are m a de nvailahle for ~tudy. Thc lingui-:t 
draws upon his or her own compctcncc. or thnt of othcro;, as a 

!>prakcr of a p:-~rticular ·languagc. in hoth d('l'iJÍIIJ.: and validatiiiR 
char:H;tcrisations of it. ·''1 The study of myth can not draw rccursivcly 
oo its ohjl~Ct in this way; L(:vi-Strnuss's 'spiralling' proccdure ls not 
ll substitutc for it - although it is thc closcst that he comes to 
acknowledging the hcrmeneutic circle. His standpoint hence oscil­
latcs hctween rclativism ·and dogmatism, in-rcspect of the structural 
oppositions he claims to identify in myth. There is no way to rebut 
the chargc madc by critics that,.quite contrary to his own a-:scrtion,. 
his analyses reflcct catcgorics of Wcstem socicty imposcd upon 
nthcr culturcs:111 

5. Since Jt rcsolutely brackets any kind of reflexlve understanding a5 
unly a 'surface manifcstation' of dceper cognüive forms, Uvi· 
(\ttau!ls•s structural nnthropology has no modc of reflectlng upon lt5 · 
.. .,._,, nrii!Ín!l, ns ltsclf tho producto( a particular sct of !!OCio-Cultural 

· ·un .. tanccs. m; Sartre nnd othcr ~ritics ~ave empha~f"cd.,'IJI~ 
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tory', as rcncx:ive consciousness applied to the d<?velopmcnt o( 
human socicty, is not just one codc :m1ong others .. Nor can that 
'codc' be adequatcly cxplicatcd through the synchronic/diachrontc 
di'llision that Lévi-Strauss inherits from Saus..'iurc, as moclificd t:y 
Jakobson ... 1 Jakobson's discussion of tústorical phonology is Jess 
distant from Saussure's vicw than it ls somctimes presumcd to bl!. 
Diachrony is hcld by Jakobson to produce imbalanccs that lead to 
tendjmtmcnts on thc lcvcl uf synchrony, hence ccinnccting thctwo. 
l3ut hlstory herc is still Under~tood M a !Ü.Jccessinn Óf ~ynchronic 
lt~'~iom-'! ~hwr'r''"Y 1\i\ti ~ríWhrí,ft.v Ar4 i\M r•~i~rwilr11~t, nót 1~ m¡ 
¡¡cponnlon nt &ynchrony from dlachrony aeriously undermlncd. o 

Derrlda's critique of Che sl~n 

The innucncc or Lévi-Straus~ ovcr the devclopmcnt of scmiotics b 
thc I'J50s·and 1 9(í0s was con~idcrablc. howcvcr critica! so me of thc 
Jcading fi!!urcs in that ricld may havc hccn of his work in ccrtain 
re~pccts. Structurc!' wcrc usu:tlly in that pcriod trcatcd ns givco 
codcs, cx:~mincd within clo~cd ami di<;crctc systcm'>. Oarthc.:s's carly 
(ormul<llion!\ of scmiciiÍc:o;, for c;xamplc, covcr :1 rangc of syo;tc.:ms or 
~ip.n~ thnt nrc trc:llcd n~ ~o mnrly !\f:'paratc ln~trrncc.:~ clf myrh, which 
nre only In n vc:ry gcncrnl way claimcu tu rcflcct fcnlur.cs ofmodcrn 
bourl!cols cultur<'. His :tn:~ly~is t~f cating, for in:c;tílncc. quite closcly 

·cchoc!' thc typc ur intcrprctation offcrcd by Lévi-Strauss. The 
dishcs ntrnngcd on a mcnu :JfC rcgardcd as CXprCSSÍO,I! basic oppm;j. 
tlon~- ·~:wnury'/'swcct', cte.- that nrc C(llllOincd syntngmatically in 
th~ I'CtJucncc rilar constitutt·~ thc.J mc:~l." Howcvcr, Barthcs prop- · 
oscd that a mytholo~y of modt:rn socicry hn~ to incorporlllt: ''critica! 
stancc. thus partly rccovcring thc mcaning of myth :JS 'fnlsc con· 

• scinu~ncs~· from which L~vi-Strau!'s dissocintcd himsclr. ll1crc are 
. two principal rcspccts, according to Barthcs, in which myth c;m be 
shnwn to :1ct lo conccal a sy:-tcm of class domination in contcmpor- · 
nry capilalism. Onc is that, in myth, whal are cxprcssions of dcfinitl: 
social forms bccome rcprcscntcd as natural and 'incvirablc' occurr­
cnc~.:s; thc othcr is that myth eclipses thc conditions of its produc· 
tion. ·. 

In thcsc points thcre is alrcady n reversa! or thc charactcristic 
ctnphasc~ or L~vi-Strauss. nnd n movcment nway froin ~tructun• 
townrds 11tructurntlon os nn active historfcol proccs:~. A.!'. continUI:,J 

,·. 

·, 
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. ;md radi.caliscd furthcr by Darthcs, Derrida and the 'Left Heidcg· 
l!c:rians' of the Te/ Que[ group, this trend of thought is both highly 
critica! of the structuratism of Sauc;sure and Lévi-Strauss and yet at 
thc samc time a continuation of it. L~vi-Strauss adoptcd from 
Saussurc a vcrsion of the langue/parole differentiation, rdormu· 
latcd a5 a distinction betwccn codc and mcssage. The óthcr authors 
mcntioned nhovc, howcvet, are much more conccrned with the 
rclation of significr and sig,nificd as ctcrnents of significatloti. 

At fir;t siAht Lévi•Straus~ ~nd Heidegger appear as quite aiiér1 to 
1\liv h1\<•iho7.r 1 n1lil i• jl'lil!lii li~Uri "~ li tflt.r~ 1~ Á eomfSiett breAk h1 
continulty markcd by Oerrlda's lntore't In tho !lecond thlnkcr. 
HtiWC\·cr thcrc are ccrtain ovcrall ·- :~lthough admittcdly distant­
simibritic:.; hctwccn thc vicws or Lévi-Str:~uss and Heidegger. 
Ll\i-St rau,.,·, ht:lid thnt thc conccpt of 'man', as di~tinct from 
:natun:·. ¡, a crcatinn of Europc:-tn culture subsequcnt to the 
Rcnnbs:mcc. ami hi' di.,tancing from notions 0f 'self" and 'con­
sciousncss·, ha\C snmc rco;cmhlancc to Hcideggcr·s attcmpt to 
break with traditional vicwc; of philosophy as anchorcd ·in the 
knowing subjcct. Ltvi-Strauo;s's 'Bcing' i!' not that or Hcidcg{:c·r, 
bul thc asscrtion or thc formcr th:'lt the objcctivc o( structural 
anthn•pology is 'tn undc¡:c;tanJ Bcing in rclation to itsclf, anu not in 
r.:latlPil 111 liOC'\CJr 11 hu~:\ CCrtaÍn )oO<,é arrinity Wfth thC ~tondpolnt 
~.Jcn:h•pcd by 1 fddt:)!)!Cf. For llcidc)!gcr, 'language !'pcab', nnd 
hum:111 'llhj~.·rti\ ity i~ cnn,till!tcd through the prc-glvcn catcgorics 
or l.t~11~ua¡~l·: l11r l.t:·vi-Strau<.o; 'Les mythcs se pcnscnt uan5 les 
hnmrnco;. el :'! kur in,u'." 

What h:.s hccn t::_illcd hy onc C<1mmcntator (Jnmcson) thc 'most 
:o;c:llldalou~ a-;pcct nf slmt.:turalhm', it~ ngfrc-.slvc nnti·lntmnni-.m. 
rcprcscntS: not thc dcnial 0f subjcctlvity. but n dcmand ror an 
account of its origins. tn L6vi-Struuss. following thc 'gcological' 
analogy, such an account progrcsscs no furthcr than thc attcmpt lo 

\

d.isclosc thc opcration of unconscious clcmcnts that govcrn cogni- · 
hnn. Thc suhjct"t is rccovcrcd in lhc annly~is only as a sct of 
\lructural trnnsfonnations, not as an historically locatcd actor. 
Srructural analysis in this conccption is limitcd to a dcciphcring. 
proccss. In a scnsc, this cutminatcs in thc same sort or dilcmma as 
tlu<;scrl's transcendental phcnomenology, save that thc pcrspcctive 
1\ rc.:vcrscd. Husserl, having bracketed intcrsubjcctivity In ordcr to 
rmcnvc.:r thc catcgorics of knowlcdgc in thc ego, was u noble sntisfac­
•. ·llly tu recon!'tltutc lt phcnomenolo¡lcolly. Lc!vl-Strauaa. huvlna 
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plnccd :tn t!poch! upon ~cflexive consciousness and history, S!l a~ to. 
uncovcr unconscious structures, appea~s unablc conccptually tn 
rct ricvc thc pu'l'osive subjcct- e ven as regards his owil work, which 
is portraycd a~ the encounter of abstrad categorics of, mind. Lévi­
Str:wss's critique of humanism thus rema~ns undeveloped, a~ com­
parcd with that of Althusser, Foucault and Derrida, aJI of whom 
howcvcr rcfusc thc appellation 'structuralist'. . 

In cmphnsising the 'structuring of structurc',4" ns a continua! 
proccs~ of production, Derrida breaks in a radical way bnth with 
S;¡u~su 'rc's distinctions bctwccn lnngu~ and pnrolt! :md bc t\vecn 
synchri1ny and dinchrony. His conccrn with the' slgniflcrh;ignified. 
rclation. nnd with diffcrencc, still connects back to Saussur(!, but 
ncccssarily ih altcrcd form. The dccisivc contributinn of S:ws<;urc's 
lint:uistics, ;~ccording lo Derrida, was lo show, ag;:dnst prcviously 
c5tablishcd philosophical traditions, thc inscparability of significr 
from significd: that thcy are 'two sidcs uf onc :tnd thc o;ame 
production·.~· Sauso;ure was notable tn pur~uc thc full jmplicalions 
of this. hccausc he still rctainctl thc cst:~bli~hed notion of the sign, 
trcating thc ~ignified as a tleterminate 'idea· ora 'mcaning' fi xcd by 
the conjunction of word and thought.. He thus lcft opcn thc pnssihil­
ity that thc significd could exist as the 'purc conccpt' or 'purc 
thought', indcpcndcnt of thc ~ignificr. muchas idcalist phi losophcrs 
havc · traditionally arguctl .. lt is importan! to scc that· Derrida's 
critique of thc 'mctaphysics of prc~cncc' untler!ics his attack upon 
'logoccntricism' ami his · advoc;tcy of thc significancc.of writing, 
rathcr than vice versa. Thc integral fusion of signifier and.~ignified 
entails that no philosophies whkh rctain :111 att:u:hment lo 'lrans­
ccntlciltal significus· can be sustainccl; mcaning is crcateu only by ·· 
thc play of dtffcrcnce in thc p,roccss of signification. 'Writing·, as 
Derrida uses thc lcrm. dncs not rcfer lo a script as sudt, to the 

.'physical 'prcscncc' of inscriptions ·on a pagc, hut to thc spacing 
inlrrrcnt. in Iris view at iwy rafe, in rhe TIOtion of lhfference. Differ­
encc, as articulatcd in a proce~s of cithcr spcaking or rcading, 
presumes a 'spatial' dimcnsion which is nlso simultancously a 
'temporal' onc, involvcd in the lincarity of syntn{!mntic rclations. 
'Spacc', Derrida says, 'is "in" time; it is time's pure leaving-itsclf; it 
is !he ''outsidc-itsclf'' as the self-rclation of time. ·~M 

Dcrrida"s work can thus be sccn as giving a new i'mpctus lo 

Saussure's formalism at the same time as it disnvows the conncctinu 
of that form:11ism with langue nnd synchrony: substlti~cc, or thc 

-.· .. ucrctc', is rcpudiated both on the pla~é of the sign (rejectJOn or 
thc 'tran~cendcntal significd'),. and on that of thc rcfcrent (an 
.. hj~·c.:tively givcn world th;¡t can be 'captured' by the conccpt). For 

· ca<:h uf these, whkh may be said to approximate respective! y to 
idcalism and positivism, Derrida substitutes the productivity of 
chains of signification, Like Heidegger, Derrida has to regard 
liim~ctf ns within trnditions of Westem mctaphysics which he tries 
<tlsolo stcp outsidc; hcncc his proclivity,likc that of Heidegger. for 
terminologicat innovation which displays a distancc from estab­
lbhcd <.·atcgorks of Jnnguagc. 'Différance' indicatc~ that diffcrcnce 
in,·tll\'l's an int<.:gration of the 'spatial' nnd the 'temporal' that I 
mcntinnctl prc\·inu,ly: to tliffcr is to dcfer. Once thc 
'Ytll'ht•lllÍ<'/diadmulÍI: contra~ i' abandoncd. diffcrcnce is rccog­
ni .. cd In ~·:-.i'-1 ••nly within thc temporal proces~ of dcfcrring. the 
l:ontinu;tl '"'' nf tht.· prco.;cnt to futurc and to pao.;t. Structuralism 
he re Ctlnll.:' facc tn Ltn.: with its apparc.nt aúversary. hhtorici,m, :1nd 
adopts it: thc ct lllct·pt' that Derrida opera te!> with are placcd 'untlcr 
Cra~Ure' (O indicate lhC COil!-.tant proCC'\.S Uf mu.tation WhÍCh all 
signification implic!-.. · . ' 

Tllc prcsent. once J!r:t!-.pcd . . io; p:;o.;t: hcncc, for Derrida, ~ignifica­
tinn nnly operatc~o; thmuJ!h 1hc "trace·, thc momcnt of tlirfcrcnce 
that occurs \vithin a si!!nirying ch:1in . . The 'a' of difftranct- in 
Fn:nd1. :ti any ratc- j.; nnt hcard; it rcmains ,jJcnt. Derrida points 
o\11. ·¡¡ k e a tnmh ·. 1 ' 1 Jiffáanrr is nnt a w1~rd or a conccpt, hut the 
play .. r llC)!:t iÍttn; it ¡., 1101. ha' nn CXÍ\tcncc. no 'hcin~ prc~nt'. All 
sigm. and all k:-;"· illl:ludc traCl's ,;f o(hcr~. · · 

.. 

1ñi~ chaining priH.:css mcans that cach 'clcmcnt' - phoncme or 
graphcme- is eonstitutct! from the trace ,..-hich it carric., in it,clf 
of othcr clcmcnts of the chain or thc system ... Thcre are nnly 
'diffcrem:es from tlifferenccs and trnccs or traces .. ~ Di/féra'na is . 
thus a structurc and a movcmcnt whicl: c;¡n only be gra,pctl in 
rclation to thc opposition of prcscnce/absencc. Différanu .. is the 
systcmatic play of diHcrenccs, of traces of differcnce< of the 
.'ipacin¡; whcrchy clcmcnts are conncctc'd .to one-another.~" · 

Thi., is not, howevcr, a rccovcry of history, any more than lt is the 
ca'c in Hcidegger's philosophy. Derrida rctaim the view - which 
ncn if it is at odds with it, still has a re~onance o( Lévi-Strauss's 
{~•nn·ptlon - that 'hist~ry', is a mctaphyslc, ond containl> within lt . . 
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'the · motivation of an ultima te repression o( diffcr·enee·.~• ·Thc 
idcntification of sequences of events of a determínate chnractcr 
rcmnins wcddcd toa metaphysics of prcscnee. For Derrida, art ::md 

the text are machines not for the suppression of time, but for its 
cxprcssion. 111·e historicity of a work of art does not Ji e in the events, 
or thcir traces, whieh lcd up to its crcation, but in thc play of 
diffcrcnccs which are cndlessly reintcrprcted. A tcxt, like writ!ng 
more gencr;'llly, displays most strikingly what would be cnllcd in 
another tr:tdition thc 'hcrmcncutic autonomy' of thc objeet. 

H a p;'lrtial rnppmclrcmcnt hctwccn phcnomcnoln¡;y, in its 
Hciócggcrian form, and ~tructur;~lism has ·bccn nttémptcu in rhe 
work of Derrida, an'other point of contact bctwccn thc two 
philosophic::d tmditions is also to be found in thc ·Writings of 
Kristcva, who h<1s dr<1wn upon Husserl. (Derrida has al-so writtcn 
extensivcly, although eritic<1lly, on Husserl.) Kri~tcvn, likc othcrs 
as~oci;~tcd with thc Te/ Oud gwup, is intcrcsted prim;trily in thc 
thcory of,litcr:tture as pmductivity. but rcgards as one of hcr main 
objectivcs a rein·corporation of thc speaker withiil structuralist 
thcory: 'One ph;¡sc of scmiology', shc accepts •. 'is now ovcr: that 
which cxtcnds ·from Saussurc arH.J Pcircc to thc Praguc Schoorand 
structuralism ... A critique of this "scmiolop.y nf ~yo;tcms'', ami o( 

its phenomcnological foundations, C;'tn only be m.adc if it bcgins 
from a thcory or meaning. whkh must neccssarily be a thcory of the 
spcaking subjcet.'~~ · 

This is still a 'dc-centrcd" ~uhject, cxplicitly contrastcd tn thc 
Cartcsi.an t:o~;itn. and Kristcva docs not :~ccept the main fcatures of 
Hussc rl's phcnomcnolngieal pror.rammc. Howcvcr, according to 
Kristcva, Hmscrl"s conccpt of intcntionality, suitably mm.lificd, 
altows us to rcl:ttc thc significr/si¡ptified úiffcrcntiation ·to a thcory 
Of COmCÍOUSnCSS. by lrC:JtÍng COilSCÍOUSllCSS ;IS m;~de Up of ohjcct ·­
COn:">!Í!U!Íng mental acts. Consciousnc ss, in othcr word~. is notan 
amorphous 'substnncc', but is thc prcdic;~tivc ;~ctivity of a 
'posi tioncd" sul~jcct. Howevei-. thc cap::tcity of the subj cct to cngagc 
in such activity is not to be cxplic:~tcd through a phcnomcriological 
rcduction, as in Husserl, buf via thc mastcry of lnngu<~gc: <Jnd wc 
ha ve to rcp tlcc Husscrl's abstract transcendental ego with a gcnctic 
account of thc dcvclopmcnt of conscious identity as intcrdcpendcnt 
with, and rcflccting the fracturcd naturc of, thc unconscious. Thus 
she ernphasiscs 'the fundamental divergcnee that scparates thc 
phcnornenological "liv~d expcricnce" nnd its "Impulses.'.' rr;,m rhc 
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prnduct ivc aml/or destructive Freudian se.miotlc impulses which are 
,,,¡(), to thc distinction bctween "subjcct .. and "object" ':" .. 

In pursuing thc latter thcme, Kristeva lcans heavily u pon Lacan's 
inll.:rprctations of psychoanalytic theory, as yielding an account of 
thc 'production of thc subject'. The psychoanalytic theory of 
psychic · devclopmcnt connects the emergen ce of the 'I' with the . 
cntry of thc child into signifieation, and thus with the 
!'ignificr/significd rcti11ion. What Husseil callcd the 'thctlc', and 
too k to he an inhcrcnt property of tnind, Kristeva treats <1$ a stage in 
thc dcvdopmcnl or thc child: it is thc stogc nt which thc 
~ul•k•:t/ohjcct split hccomcs in~tnllcd. Thc dct:tchmcnt of bn~ic 
drin:' fwm thc mothcr onto ·outsidc' objccts coincides with the 
cap;u.:ity nf thc child ti1 di\tinguish itst!lf symbolically as :m ·r from 
pntcntial prcdicatc-.. Thi~ is thcrcforc at thc samc time the tnoincnt 
of si¡.:nit i~·at ¡, •n. in \\ hkh thc si¡!n hccomcs in\tallccJ in place of a rcnl 
rclati~>n . ·n,c d11ld l'ntcrs simultancou-.ly into thc twin dimensions 
nf ~il!llifil· . ,tinn. rlw p;Jrauigm;Jtic and syntngmatié:. thc first bcing 
!'lllll.:turcd ahPul tl11: ~ymholic rclatinn ·~rcaking subjcct/outsidc', . . 
thc scconll ahnut tl1:1tnf ·,uhjcet/prcdicatc'.~~ · 

. . . 
Spadn~. nbstractnnd practlcnl: Dt:rrlda and \VIttgcnsteln 

Tn this scction J r.roposc to dra\v s<)mc contrasts hctwecn Dcrric.Ja's 
vicws amlthosc of the la ter Wi¡Í[!cnstcin, !'Uggcsting íitat WiÜ!!t;n_. 
stcin"s philosophy hclps illuminatc sorne or thc weakncs,~'cs whi,ch. 
Dcr,;c!a's standpoint shares with structuralist ·thought a·s ~ :.whole. 
Dcrrida's critique of thc .mct.apl;ysic,; of prcscncc, and c'_~·cn hjs 
techniquc of decon :"> tructicm, c::m he ·~l'cn (o havc importan! fcaiurcs 
in cnmmon with \Vit t¡;..:no;tcin·s lah.:r philoo;ophy. Bnth philosc1phcr.; 
rcjcct thc vicw th<l~ rncaning or thc significd is an cvenr, idea or 
n:'cnt:lt process rhat in sorne way ;'lccompanics-spccch. · · .. · · 

Difft!mnce is not an alíen conccption to Wittgcnsteini'an • . 
.philnsnphy: it cnuld be s;~id th;~t for Wittgenstein rncaning i\crca~cd 
;¡nd sustaincd by thc play of <.lifferencc 'in use'. Now of cóurse one 
,h .. uld not cxaggcratc thc sitnilaritics bct~een Wittgenstein and · 
lkrrida qn this point. Wittgenstein did not, as Dcrtida. does, 
·!ndnp ::tn cxplicil notion of differcnc;c as ncgation. Wittgcmtein 
"''' 11111 not agrec with Saussurc that langungc is a systcm 'w.ithout 
;· •. , ,,1\.l" tcrrm'. But langungc to Wittgenstein is o systcm o( oiffcr• - . . 

f "'c-·.- *~M'c..-=l..¡_+ . &;!.t---•A;e:t _,q.,...,;.~;,;._if• - ?•i.W? .... -- "'H ., ~ _,._ W _J! ~ !f!! _4_ ~~-----~- f' Ef ¡; -·--· ·- .. ·-=""' ~!l'- Q h , ~A •~ J5al_lf!i _j,+t+~~- lfUfi! r ::;: _ ~"= " - !'!1 *' -· F · * •-~ ,W+ . :¡:¡a;' •-~ 
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' ). cnccs in the sensc that thc mcanings of words are not con~tiltttdl 
through thc naturc of uttcranccs or marks as isolatcd itcms, bul only 
through the ways in which thcy acquire an identily throu¡;h thd~ 
diffcrcntiation as elemcnts o( language:-games. Wittgcnstc;in r,ives d 
good de al of cmphasis, 1ike Derrida, to repetition in thc sustaining of 
linguistic ídcntity. Wittgcnstcin's intctprctation .of languagt• is not

1 
· 

as many cnmmcnt:'ltor~ tcntl to prcscnt it, nn a-temporal onc; cmthe 
contraty. time is integral ló it.-(~ TI1c mcanings of tcrms are ur11ef 
~lrt'.{rtrr· in tlrcir uirrrtt11c"~ nr rirwrciatimr. nnd 'c:xist' on(y in lhé. 

cnnlitlllitl prh··~·~; M fiWir li(.'IUltli~lltlt\íl wiihln fni·m" .M lír.;: diífcr­
crH:c lwrc i" ulwnys nlso dcfcrmcnt, ns lt is for Derrida. According td 
Witt!!cnstcin. much as Derrida argucs, thc traditional conccrns of 
\Vcslcrn mct;-~physics havc hccn bound up with thc pursuit nf 
illusory .csc;cnccs. thc scnn:h tn cncornpass thé 'plcnirudc of the 
sign ·. Sir-ns do not cxprcss prc-formed mennings or conccpts: wnrds 
or uttcranccs do not 'con.tain' ideas. 

But thc routcs cach thcn takt·s away from thc. rnctnphysical 
prcoccupation" of \Vcst~rn philo.;ophy uivcrgc. Wittgcnstdn's 
:1phorism that l'Uch prcon:upatinns arisc whcn 'lanJ!uage !!<'CS on 
hnliday· is not !'\O much :m argitmcnt :~gainst thc misusc "' won l.;;. as 
nn cmphasis upon thc inevitable intcrwea\'ing of lan¡:ua¡:c and lhc 
practica! <:onduct of social fifc. r think llllC can :lfJ;IIl; .tiJat WC qn 
discovcr hcrc onc of thc m;dn continuitics. _and al thc samc iirnc a 
b;¡sic contrast:bctwccn thc .vork of Wittgcnstein's cai"ly and latcr 
pcriods:. in lhc cocxistcncc 4.1( languagc with 'what cannot be saiú'. 
In thc Trnctaru.~. 'that whl:rcof wc cannot :o;pcnk' appcars as an 
norupl finalc. :1 hlank void whkh lonms whcn wc havc cxhau~; tcd 
thc l<'git.:al clucitlatinn of l:tnguage. r-!m.; nr1c way. of rcading thc 
tr:u1~ition bctwcen \Vittgcnstcin's cmlicr and laler J'lhilosophil.·s is 
to !'\ug~c~t that \Vittgcmtcin carne to thc vicw that th.c 'lirnit s o( 

• fangu :tgc· úo nol have.to be consigncd to such a yoid. Languagc is 
still sccn. lo be intirnntcly dcpcndcnt upon the non-linguistic, or 
what · cannot oc put into words, 'what c:mnot be s:-~id'. But wi1at 
c;¡nnot be saiú is no longer a mystcrinus metaphysic. that cannot 
cvcn be talkcd alm111. \Vhnt cannot be said is, .on thc c<,iltr<~ry, 
prosaic :1nú ~nund:-~nc. It is what has to be done: the mcanings of 
linguistic itcms are intrinsically involved with "the practice:r tlrnt 
r.:ur;;priu fonns oflí/t:. This is a movc of major significnncc, in my 
judgemcnt, as compMed to _thc oricntation charactcristic. of stnH"· 
.turali!'im, In wh/c'h 'tluu whiclt c-aunot M sald' 1.~ dwra,·trrütit·a/1\ 

--ir 
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:.!<nit(il'd witlr tite rmconscious or:, in Drrrida, with writing. lt pro­
' 1dcs thc m:-~in :o;ource of the following critica! objed.ions that can be 
ma(k :l¡!ainst Dcrrida's views. 

l. A critique of Derrida cannot be most profitably approachcd via a 
n:a.;scrlion of thc pr!9rity or the spoken word over ihc writtcn,'" - . 
~incc Ocrrida <loes not use'writing' in the ordinary scnse.. Thc thc~is · · 
lh;1t writing is inorc fundamento! to lan.guage than spcakihg, 
Ot.•rri\la makes clcélt,·" does not depcnd upon thc propmition th1,11 
tlw ''l'"kt.·n w .. nl i'l nh cplwtl'll:ifhl ~Vcnl, whill: llw tc"t h:l~ n 14n.·at<!l' 
pcrm:mcm·c. lt ·c..lc.:pcnd'< upon tho propo~nl that wriHng exp(<.!).SCs 

tlifft:rtt!'•···· tite "Jl:tt'Íng that alonc mnkcs thc utterancc possíhlc. 
[)iftáa••· ·;· ¡, that which cannot he sai<.f. silil'e it precedes <~nd lcnds 
fc•nn t• • thc ·••:t • •f 'Pt.·aking- nr to thal of thc inscriptionof marko; on 
papn. llut hn~· lht.· prcjudkco; nf Saus~urian lingui.,tics rctum to 
haunt thcir. critk: thc o..pacing (>f Dcrrida's 'writing' derives nnly 
from thl" injcctinn of thc temporal into thc spacing ·or the formal 
diffcrcnces of /cm~,,..'' Difft'rallcC' is lmt~ttC' intcrprctcd a o; strw.:tu­
ration; Ít docs nnt rcconnc.ct. ao; \Vitt~cn ... tcin's analy~is rc'connccts, 
what cannot he snicl with what h;'" to he done. Dcrrida's différtliJU 
tll'knowledgcs c1hly thc spacin¡! of thc significr. Language ls a 

·~itualt.•d product' only in lhc juxt;tpno,ition of thc mar k and traces or 
m;n "-" · Fnr \Vittgcn ... tcin. nn thc t'lher han<.!. lan{!uagc ÍJ; :\ situated 
l''••.lud Íll\'nh-t·d in thc temporal. material and ~ndaf spacing o( 
lan,:li.•l"l'·J!alllL''- or "n J w;111t lo intcrprct \Vitt¡;cn<;tcin he re. 

~- In l>c.:rrid.t. a" in otha o,trucr~r;llist writcr~. thc <.Ji,tinction 
hctwccn ,¡~nificr ;111d ,¡!::iificd rcpl;1cco; that hctwccn mcaning ;¡nd 
rdcrcnn· whit:h jo; JH~>mincnt in \\'itt~t·nsh:in. The major limitatinn 
in virtually all ~.trut·rurafi,l thou~ltt i' that it carri~" rivcr- :md 
cnmpounds - thc flaws inhcrcnt in Sau .... ~urc's trcatmcnt nf !he 
~igníficd, as dcriving from thc arbitrariness nf thc ~ign. Saus .... urc 
l'mploycd tfic noticio of the arhitrary charactcr of th'c ~ign ~o as to 
nt.·atc a gulf hetwccn sign ;~nd rcfcrcnt, the rcsult nf wbich. how­
nt.·r. as 1 havc statcd, is that 'significu· somctimes mean<; 'idea', 
·~··mccpt' or 'thought', somctimcs thc refercnt or objcct. Thc con­
"'~l·tion hctwccn word and object is not to be found in any fcature 
' 1• '' thc·signifier shares with thc objcct, including ostcnsivc refcr­

. ..-n .l'. Nnw thc la ter Wittgenstein, of course·, also rejccts any notion 
''; '' tite naturc of linguistic tcrm~ c;¡n be cxpllcated clthcr In tcrm~ 

· • "trl'"J,nnding' fcaturcs or thc objc~t-~urld, pr in tcrms o( 

. ,• · 

'.).V-
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ostcnsivc rcfcrcncc. But the Wittgcnstcin!.an idcntifi~:llion o( th;1t · \\hclhcr inscribed or spokcn. The interna! Ú1entity of code~ is ~hat 
which ~:mn~t b: said as the practk~l ñrgani:wtio." ofsodnllifccntails .. ~ ,i:t•;tratc:s them from any connotation of ref.erence. But thts retle~­
th at thts rcJCCtJOn does not lead 10 the dtrectton of ·an artemptc<.l · • at~s. in a new guise. the problem that arose 10 resp~ct of Saussure 

5 

rct~cat from. ~he ohjcct to the iden. Whntcver th? ~bscuriti~s th<tt may . nttcmpt to cunstitute difference as pure form. ~ernda s.ecms. not to 
be tnvolved tn thc account of rcfercnce that IS tmplie~l m thc lat~r · hntice, or chooscs to ignore. that evento mcntiOn th: tdcntlty of a 
Wittgenstein 's philosophy, it is clear that; for Wittgen,stcin. lo k no\~ , . . t l<IC presumes ~o me componcnt of refercnce: that wh1cl1 dtsf~n~lt$ 

• · .. ( 1 b · • cahsa 
:1 lan!;uagc 1s to have knowlcdge of :m objcct-world as a relation <'f :- , Jhe rlmrrnt.'i of tite codc as helonging together, as . :mg vo -
pr:tcticc. ' '' To know n lan_guagc is to be ab;c to participatc in the - ~ 'tion<. 'marks'. etc. 111e argument that codcs or wntm~ 3_rc con~tl· 
~orms of Jire within whith it i~ é~prcsscd, lmd ~Yhkh it .cxprc~~C$, tuH·d hy rlu•ir 'interna! iclcntity' i!l.'u~cd by Derrida. t.o dt~tn lss the 
Wiltgcli!'lein'~ tll"{ll~<:itil\ iif ' ~t•\'ifil ~¡'l!u.'Ín~' M iM t"lfi¡~Íll i\( .,iJliiifl· tl'ln illl'-'.: 11f n:f\'H'li'':J llllti~PllH:!Í": 11\c: i;ph!:iiil{ i\t Wntm~ mokc~ r<)~ 
~'itllnrt nr\!nll iHII tolll~ onnjunctinn ()( lnnl{ru• nnd lnir¡::ol{t' (rathcr lt~ ~ndk'" n:peawhility ;utd 'dlsscmlnntlnn': 'thc unlty ?f thl) ¡¡lg• 
~lwn juq poro!~) 1~ a way i~ wl.1ich structuralism ~ocs not -offcring, hifyin)! fnrnt nnly cnn .. titutcs itseH hy ~irtue of its .itcrabiltty. by tl.t c 
mtlccd .ncc_c s~Jt~1ttng . ~ brt~fJ~g of thc analys1s o~ l:mgu:tgc :md po~~ihility ·0 r its hcing rcpcatcd an the abscnec · · •. o{ tts 
hcrmcncut Jcs. For the sp:~c111g nf languagc appcars m thc ~lrg:tnisa- "rcfcrcnt" · :·= · · 
ti.nn_<~f di~fc~~¡; sncial_ pr;1ctkc~ . not ~n the nb~tract nrdcr nf th<.· · This :~ppcars 10 ""'imilate thc bck ora rdercnt 'prescnt'.at thc 
SJgmfJc r/-;tgmfa:ú rclatwn. l fcrmcncuucs. or pmhlcm.HJftlzc media- time of an uttcrann: with thc abscncc of any connot;~tlOn of 
timr nf lan~ungc-¡;nmrJ n.~ Jenrnntic order.r. are · as basic to the rcfcrcncc at all as involvctl ,.,.ith thc 'signifyin~ fonn'.'· ·' Thc two a:c 
Wittg~n~tc.ini:m conrcp~íon as" thc notinn of the cnn;titution of nbvio\~ sly not the samc. Rdcrcnce stuhbnrn~y intcrvcncs cvcn 

1 ~ 
me amng Wlt hlll t he rclattonal sy~tc m" <'f forms of life. the most formal iclentification ofendes of spacmg themo;clvcs. ~f thts 

lf Quinc :tnc.l David~on are right. th crc m ay he a clmc~ tic can he forgntten, or lcft out or ;'lccount, it is hccau~c of !he pcrstq~nt 
b:: i·.-.·:.: :.:.·i :ncanin~ :md rcfc rcncc than Wittgcn~tl'Ín wa~ ;t)'pan.:ntly aso;irnilation which.writcrs influcnccd by Samc;unan cnnccptc; h.tvc 
prcp ;1 ~c<.l to acknowlcdgc."' hut thís is not rcnily rclc\'!tnt to thc madc bctwccn rdcrcnt and .;i¡:nifi!=d. This wa~ prcsngcd, as 1 have 
argumcnt at thi~ point. Thc rctreat from rcferencc on thc part of ;tlrr: 11 h n11 tcd. hy Sau,o;urc·s nwn tcndcncy to mcrgc t~e l';0

• n~ 3 
· 

structuralist lhought has pro ved to be;¡<; incap:tblc of rcp:tir within. r,:-ult ,,, th~ imp~ltl' prnvhlctl by thc doctrine or thc arbltranness nf 

thc I:Jnguagc of structurali\m ítsclf. as the recovcry of intcr~ubjcc- ' tht' 'it•n. 
tivity was for Husserl in thc transcendental phcnomenoln¡;ical 
rcd uction. Nowhcrc ·is this clearcr than in Dcrriua. Writing is 
purifkd structur:Úion, hcrcft of any po .~~ihility nf thc rccovcrv of 
contcxt n r of the scmantic. Thc 'ucconstructinn' nf tcxts is supp~~~etl 
to dcmonstratc thcir charactcr as produdivity. but such prnrluction 
~ums out to be nothing more than the play of 'pure diffc rcnce'. 
Vv'riting. in Dcrrida 's formubtion, · brcaks with evcrything that 
might rcbtc a tcxt to :tn objcct~world: thc 'hori1.on of communica-

.. tion :ts cnrnmunication of consciousnc~s·; thc 'scma ntic nr hcr­
mcncutlc hori7.00<; ... as ... horizons o( mcani ng'; and 'thc conccpt 

. oC contcxt '. Thls break is declared to fotlow Crom the spacing that .. , 
'constitutcs the writtcn sign'- held 'to be found in alllan~uage'.'·• 

4. Derrida .... dl..'!l\llll"Í.:IIÍOO nr thc 'prco;cnce· or thc ·jclca as thc cs~cncc 
llf ~i¡!nifkatinn k:11J... him to rctrcat from thc ~ignified as far a~ 
pnssibh:. intn th<! si¡.:niCkr. llc Jocs not takc the more radical stcp oC 
rcjcc-ting tllc si~nificr/signífi¿d distinction altogcther. lf .Wittgcn­
stcin 's an:ount of mc~níiiiis nlong thc right lincs, howcvcr, thc 
significr/significd distihctiorf-.qwst he discardcd . For thc·nature of 
langnagc. :~ntl of mc:~ning. n-i<;r~ r,cncralty, cannot be explicatcd in . 
ll:rms of a twofold notion or.this ~ort. Thc problcm- which a~ I ha ve 
~rkd to indica te, can be traced. right through from Saussure- clocs 
not conccrn the significr. One of the most important and illuminat· -: 
in!! contributions from thc structuratist literature has ·becn to de· 
~lnno;tnúe that any type ofmatcrial form can participate In semiosi~. 

3. Thc identity that permits difference is thus quite cxpl!titly takcn · 
by Derrida to derive Crom the constltutlon of codes themsclvc'. · 

. · · 'h '' io;. can 'carry' meaning. ·The prqbÍem concems the sigr.lfied. 
• : 1• l'ht" 'withdrawal from the o~jcct' into the Interna! play or dlffcr· 
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ence, which Saussure initiated, cannot be accomplishcd; hcncc thc 
hature of the signified has either becn left in obscurity, or the tcrm 
h:-~s bccn uscd ambiguously to include both conccpt :md ohjcct 
significd. For Wittgenstein, significr, concept and object significd 
are to be cxplieatcd in terms. of their incorporation within the 
practiccs which compo"se forms of life. 'Don't loo k for thc mcaning, 
loo k for the use' does not imply that meaning and use are synonym­
ous, but that the scnse of linguistic items can only be sought in the 
practiccs which they cxpress and in which thcy are expresscd. 

Thc de-centring of the subjcct 

Rcjcction 9f thc significr/significd distinction has immediate impli­
cations for the critica! asscssment of Lacan's 'structuralist rcading' 
of psychoana!ysis, which has strongly influenced thc lattcr·day 
dcvclopmcnt -of the 'thcory of thc subject' within ~tructuralist 
philo!'ophics. I shall :1ddrcss lhcsc implications dircctly cl~cwhcre, 
and !-hall c<1nsidcr hcrc· only general themcs relatcd to the 'dc­
ccntring of thc subjcct'. 

l1lc 'scatidalous' rcjcction of humanio;m <.:harnch:ri<;fic or lhe 
~tntcturnli ~t lilcraturc hu e; ltll origln!'i in " mi-;t rust of con~dousncss 
or ·subjcctivi ty'. Thls was prc~;~gcd in Saussurc's formulation o f the 
priority of lnn~ue o ver thc Individual, suhjcct ivc charactcr of pnrolr.. 

. To this wc must add thc impncl <lf Marx, Nietzsche and ·Frcud as 
radicnl.critics of thc cl::1ims or thc Cartcsian cngito: cnch can he secn 
as qucstionin!!. in a profound way. thc rdiahility of consciou~nc ~;s as 
'tritn~pnrcnt lO itsclf'. Thc MructuraJist~' dcmystiCicntion of the 
clnlms o( consciousnc!;5 ls dáminatcd by the thcsis that subjcctivity 
is const itutcd in an9 through l:mgu:tgc. As Ricocur puts it. 'thc purc 
Act of thc cnp,ito is cmpty, and remnlns to be mcdiatcd by thc world . 
of signs :~nd !he intcrprctation of thosc signs'.'·~ TI1c implications o( 
such n standpoint nrc severa!, and important. Jnstc:1d. of takin~ 
consciou~ncss as a givcn, lt strcsscs thc need for n gcnctic'necour¡t of 
its production; consciou!;ncss is not rcgardcd as a unitary or indivisi­
ble substancc, but as a fractured nnd fragilc sct o( proccssc$; nnd thc 
consti!ution or the 'I' is acknowledgcd to come about on(y through 
the 'discoursc o( the Othcr', that is through signification. · 

Thc.c;e notlons are devclopcd in an lnteresting way in K~istcvn·, 
work, whlch deptuts quite aubstnntlnlly from tho empha~c!l of cJthc:r 
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l.("\ i-St r;IUSS or Derrida. Doth in the mode in which she utili scs a 

rhL'IHHncnological trcatment of intentional consciousness, and in 
h~r intcrprctation of thc 'positioning of thc subject', she movcs 
aw••Y f1 o m cnrlier vcrsions of structuralism. But even in her writings 

· wc do not fincJ :m adcquatc a na lysi~ human agency in thc scnsc in 
which that tcrm is normally undcrstood by Anglo·Saxon 
philosophcrs of action. Hcr 'prcdicating subject' is still not far 
removed from thc unconscious/conscious dualism, conceived above 
all "" a linguistie relation, that dominatcs structuralist thcorics of 
thc subjcct. Such thcorics have usually tended to retain elcmcnts of 
the Carte~ianism thcy havc sought to rcject: thc 'I think' is shown to 
cxprc~o; lingui.,tic struc.:turcs that precede or undcrlic thc sclf­
c.:im .. dc•u,.nc'' nr rdk:xivc capacitics or thc subjcct. As Lacan 
cxJ•rt:"'-C'i it: 'thc S 1'-il!nificr) and the ·~ (~ignificd) of thc Sauo;-;uri<tn 
<IIJ!nrithm ;1rc 0111 on thc ~ame lcvcl. ano man only.dcludcs him-.clf 
whl:n he hclic\C'- hh truc place i<; :11 thcir axis. which is nowhcrc.'~·\ 
Bu! .. uhjl.·di,·ity hcrt: appcar' cmly :1\:1 \Cric~ of momcnts hrought 
:~hout hy th~ intcr~ntinn of ,.¡~:nifying structurcs. Thc rcflcxive, 
:~cting .. uhj~ct ¡,hui dimly rc.:ovci'cd in .. uch an :m;¡lysis. 

.. ~. 

In critki<.ÍOJ! S~;•rlc ·, thcory ohpccch acto;. in conformity with hcr · 
~:cncr.ll q:~nd¡•"•nt, 1-:rí<.tcva arJ!UC'- that <ipccch acts '!>hould he sccn 
il' q,•ml~ ir11~ rr.o\tH.:•:''. anlf intcrprc!Cd Within 'a ~ene tal thcory of 
q¡•r·::·.t•T ·,: .ldl\ 1!~ . .. Hui r~pl:tdng thc notion or 'act' with that or 
·rr 1. l:~ ·:· '' 'l'n 111U' 1f "thc analy-.i' <.loco; riot at thc ~:-~me time 
ir~< • •rp•·r .1tl· thc cmrh.•.,¡~ that <.pcc.ch-act thcnry ~ha res with Witt­
)!cn ·-h:in·, \Ít:"·"·· '171t'ft' (Ir( no .ügnifyit•l! practias; SiJ!nificarinn .. 
5/,oulrl wthc·r hr 1mtfrnt,.od a~ an itrtriral dr"mrnt of social practic~J 
Í/1 J!l"lll'ttll. 

\Ve nn"l a<.:tually rcpudiatc thc C01!iro In a more thoroughgoing 
way than Kristeva docs, whilc acknowlcdging thc vital importance 
nf lhe thcmc that bcing precedes t)lc suhjcct-objcci rclation in 
con~ciousncss. Thc routc to t.tnd~rsi:~nding this is not to be found 
thrnugh a sort of rcconstitutcd cogito, but throu~h the conncction of 
/y;,~ mrd artion. 

. lt ¡., rclcvant lo sketch In at this point thc general outlincs of a 
' .'h•:nry or thc acting subjcct that is dcvclopcd in much more detail in 
·~e fnl!owing paper. This view dcpcnds upon strcssing thc lmpor­
• H'I~C nf the 'rcflCXÍVC mo·nitoring Of CpOdUCt' S~ 3 ChfOOÍC (eatUtC or 
.... ~ •:n;¡l·tmcnt or !\ociallifc. In thls conception, rea11on11 nnd lnten• 
· • ... ' are nClt cJc(lnite 'presences' whlch lurk behlnd human M>clnl 
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:~ctivity. but nrc routincly and chronically (in thc dur~.'r of d¡¡y-ru-
. el:! y cxist ene e) instantintcd in th<tt activity."7 TI1c intcntional dwrac­
tcr of human actions is: (n) not to be scen as an articulation of 
di~crctc and scpnratc 'intcntions', but a continuous flow of intcn­
tion;tfity in tiinc: and (b).not to be treatcd as a sct of consdnusst:~lcs 
th:Jt in sorne way 'accompany' actino. Only in thc rcflcxívc act of 
:lttcntion are intcntions consciously articulated: normally·within 
di<.course ... ~ Thc rcflcxivc monitoring of action draws ~pon 'tacit 
knmvlcd¡!c' which, howcver, can nnly parti:'llly nnJ impcrfcctly he 
<.<xprc~~cd in cli~c:nuriiL'. :\lidt k tlr1WIL·,r~~, whiL'h i'l ,,b .. ú: idl pr:li:d,·al 
nnd c.,ntc\tual in cparacrcr, is not unconscious in any of thc scnscs 
in which th:~t krrn is u.;u.illy cmploycd in the st ructuralist litcraturc. 
Lan¡;ua¡;r n¡,pcars /u: re as a mrdium of.w,cia/ practicc; the .pr:u:tical 
n;lturc of 'stocks of knowlcd¡!c' is wcll cmphasiscd hoth by Schut7. 
and Wittg~no;tcin·. Thc ~rocks tlf knowlcugc applicd in rhc produc· 
tinn :lnu rcprnductinn nf !'ncial lifc ·""" ~killcd acÚvity are largcly 
'uncnmcious' in ~o far as sncial ac.tnr~ can normally o;1ly offcr ·a 

. fra,cmcnt;ny accnunt of whatthcy 'knnw· if callcd upnn todo so; hut 
lhcy are nnl unnm~ci(lUS in thc ~cn'c !!ivcn to that tcrm hy stmc­
tur~li~l writcrs. 

ll1c .,¡1!nificant:c of t ht: rdlcxivc m•mitorinE! nf :Kt inn·:·.•~:tin . .;t a 
hackprountJ of tacit knnwlcd,cc - phcnomcna :Jt · rhc n1rc of al! 
day-to-day soda! ncth·ity. t~ut alíen t~rriltH)' to structuralism - is 
wcll pointcci up hy· Hnurdi~·u·s di~(.·us,ion of thc gíft rclationship, 
:tlfudcd lO carlicr. ft is nnly if llOC StH:cumbs lo .what might be caiJcd 
a ~rnNic .{ncinfn~icnl {a/lacy that :m account of human :1gcncy 
appl':lrs a-. innmlpHiihlc with llw .unt·onscious in thc Fn:udian 
o;cn~c. ll1c falla-..:y· is lo nssunw that. hccausc thc !'llhjcct. nnd 
!'iclf-consciousnc.<.s, :.trc constitutcd throup.h :.t prnccss of 
dcvclnpmcnt- and thus that thc rcflcxivc actor i~ nota 'givcn' cithcr 
tó philo~nphy or to social scicncc- thcy are.mcrcly cpiphcnomcna 
of hitldcn structurcs. Thc dc-ccntring of thc subjcct i~ q"uitc ns 
noxiom m; thc philo~ophics of consciousncss whlch nrc ultnckcd if it 
mcrely ~ub~titutcs n structurnl dctcnnination for suhjcctivity. · 

Tcxb 

Onc of thc major emphnses that !\tructurnlism shnres with hC:r· 
mcncutlc phcnnmcnology"" 1!\ the lnslstence thnt a gulf dividc!>.rta·· 
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i :;\1. a ... a particular articulatinn of lan·guage, from what.ever intcn-
, ii .•ll' :tn :1uthor m ay h:lvc hnd in writing it.ln Lévi-Straus~. mythol­

··¡,~y is rcgardcu as peculiarly nppositc to structural analysis bccausc 
iln·ths 'ha ve no author', and 'cxist only as thcy :Jrc incarnated in a 
lr;.tdition'. 71 ' Derrida spccifically associatcs thc aut{momy of thc tcxt 
\t·i th thc scparation of 'writing·· from 'communication', nnd thcrcby 
ftom it~ author; thc stipposition that knowlcdgc of thc author cnn in 
:iny significan! way illuminatc thc mcanings gcncratedby thc icxt is 
Ubmis,l'tl :IS anolhcr c:wmplc of thc mctnphysicc; or prcscncc.''111c 
lhlCIJ\fCI<tli.•n nf :1 lc)(l, lhv '/i•i {)1/t'/ gl'OUJ' cll\¡ih!lo;hOS, cnñnof bl.! . 

lh-atcd ;r.; thc iucntificatfon of a corc of mcnoing !'Oppllcd hy lt.; 
iiuthor. which relates that mcaning to thc 'cnn-tcxt' of it'i crcation. 
·h .. ·n· ;, nn rl'ading nf a tcxt. hut only rcadings. thc rcsult of thc 
lhhc.:rnll prPlhu.:ti\ ity. nf writin¡.! nr. in Derrida 's wnnJs, 'its cs~cntial 

.·u, il•· · · 
Thl· r~..·k' .'ttl··: ••f :~uth••r .. · intl·ntinn ... tr'lthc inú:rprctatinn nf text<o, 

Hnd tllllfl.' ¡,,,;·'"" ,,, th.· int(:tprct.ttinn nf !lleanin¡:.. ha<. or cnur.;c 
t,~'l'll tlllldl .¡¡,~ll·'l·d 111 v;ui••ll' ¡lj,l·iplinc ... ranginj.! rrom litcrary 

· hitid-.m tn !he hi ··'"'' ••f ilk·''· ·· 1 tl••nnt want tt• c,,n,idcr hcn: thc 
~···hkm nf the r··~: .JO.t!h••r•: intcnti"n' m;ty play in validatin)! 
bitk.tl intl·rf'n·Ltli••n' •! h:'''· 1 '';111! rathcr h• ta~c ¡,,uc with thc 
l·•·•h ..... ,.,,. o!i, ,,¡,· ,,~ nf i:1' ·.:·ui.,n.tl ;H:ti' ity that ha ... hcen pn:,umed in 
"' : '• !, .. : r•n·: \h.~· · ·' rhi, lltl·r.1tur~ amt...r. frnm thi" rc!!ard. he 
( . ··· . . ! : •. · !~··~· 11' :h: lr:·ht · .. f thl· \\.i tt~:cn,tcinian critique nf 
lt · 1:'· · r· '!' ·•• · •• ,. · ·'·· ".1' thc.: ¡'urr•"ivc ~:har;u:tcr nf human action. 
1tH~..·nr, ... ,. ••r 1''" ¡····~·- ha\ e l'l·cn r~:.l!;trdnl. in nthcr wonl.;, :t'\ : 

lli -.nl·•~· m•:nt.tl n lll.h that arl· in -.o me i.\·ay corrclatcd with thc 
~tl·atinn ••f tnh. lt ¡.. impurt;lllt to <;ce that \\'itt~coo;tcin'-. rcji.:ction 
hf thi' \·kw ;d ·,o c'l:ll:lld' tn anoth~:r c.:lcmcnt of thc ·mctaphy-.ks of 
~re.;cncc· that Derrida al<;<l rcpudialc<;: thc cxhtcncc of ,¡ finitc .;ct 

. 111 ·rule.; nf intnprctation' gnvcrning intcrprctatinns of mcaning. 
·'f he 'rulc-ft~llnwing· which WiiiJ!Cil'tcin idcntifics dc-.ignatco; prac· 
· lkh which l':<prco;s thc rccursivc ch;tractcr or social ti fe, :tnd which 

;lh· cnnstitutcd nnly in and through thosc prncticcs; such rules are 
!lwrdnrc ncvcr fi.xcd or givcn prcscnccs. · . . -

ft jo¡ just thrnugh lhis fCCUfSÍVeOCSS that WC Cnn grnsp !he naturc of 
'"~·ial practiccs as in n continua! proccss of production and rcpro­
!'l•:tilln·. Social prncticcs from this standpoint do not 'cxprcss' thc 
· ···:n~inris of social actnrs; nor on thc othcr hand do thcy 'dctcr­
·· ···..:. rh~·m. lnt<!utinn.t tzrc only · cohstitutcd within tht' ~f/~xiw 

" 
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monitnrinK nf nction. whiclr hvwet,er in tu m only operare-:.· i11 conjrlllf"-. 
rion with rmncknowledgcd condirimrs and ou,Tcomcs of action. (h1r 
.fu !ter di scussion. scc hclow. pp. 56-9.) Frorn this point of vicw wc 
cari bcgin to rccovcr thc tcxt, not just as involving thc· inhcrcnt 
productivity of Jangu:1p.c, but as itsclf a situatcd production. witlwut 
on thc othcr hand dcnying thc 'nutonomy of thc tcxt'. St ructurali~ m 
lws rrot Kl'llcmtrd accmmts of tlie ititcrpretative work t1r~ll Í.~ ¡m•s11mrd 
ilr thl' el't'':)'cln.'r' cmutitutimr nf intersuhjéctit•ity. A conccntration 
Uplln thc interno! strúéluring t1( !he tcxt, !llri(lj'ltil o( tl'kr<>nllul 
t''iilJ'nil(lt\1 11 , r~j'I:I~'P~ lh~ i'Hflkl¡\iitt>t)' illjd pructlcnllnH.'I'PHiutlon. 
nr mounlng wlthln thc conduct of language-gamcs. Hcncc intersuh­
jcctivity is ¿lrawn u pon in an unacknowlcdgcd way. tacitly presumcd 
by textual :malysis. but not thcnrhcü. Thi~ is unüoubtcdly in !'omc 
part ~imply l'!ccausc o f. thc ccnt r:d place which thc tcx.t h:1~ assumed 
in <;t ruct ur:di!'t thnught: or r;~thcr. a par(icular type of conccptinn of 
tcxt'\ 'con-~t rm:tcc.r as rclational forms, scparatcd from what Hus­
serl callcd · 'thc nai\'c intcrsubjcctivity which is the un:1rticulatcd 
l'la"is of thc lifc-workr. 

It should. be notcd that thc vicw 1 a m proposing is not idcntkal to 
thc conccption of 'litcrary compctcncc· suf!gcstcu hy Cullcr in 
crit-icising structuralism. \ullcr proposcs that litcrary (.'nn;pL'Icncc 
c:ut he sccn ao; consisting nf tacit 'scts of C\mn·ntions fo~ rcading 
!:~~~:!ry tcxts'. :md ;ts :1 'rulc-go\'crncd pmccs~ . of prnducing 
mcaninp'. 7

' \Ve C:lll ccrta.inly :~t·ccpt. wirh Cullcr. that nuthors anu 
rc:tdcrs hring mnrc to a tL·~t than thcir knowkdgc of a languagc. 
Thcy hring knowlcdgc ur a \'aricty of sncial c:onvcntion'i: or. more 
:;,t.i..:Ur<llcl}' pul. thdr vcry knowkdgc of lanp.unr,c is Ín!'l'parahlc 
fr\1m tite !'ncial practicc.:s in thc contcxl of which l:mguagc is consti-

." tutcd :~mi n:con~tit.utcd. l·fowcvcr knowlcdgc cannot be. gwspcd 
· ~in1ply :ls a rulc - likc scmantics. Cullcr's proposal amounts to-a sort 

.... . or cthno-scmnntics of thc rcading or lítcrary tcxts. íf 'c thno­
. , ~scm·a~_tico;· i~ undcrstood . in tite manncr of Gooucnou~h :tn_d· 

· · '·. ·. ~-<•Un~hury . ~~ Acconling tn Goodcnou~h. the task nf · cthnn~ 
· · · scrn:llltil·s ís to clucidatc thc contcnt of culture, whcrc 'a sodcty's. 

--.....~ 

¡.... 1 
m i 
-..J 1 

.· .. cuiJurc Ctlnsists of whatcvcr it is onc h:ts to know or hclicvc in ·on.Jcr 
((~ opcratc in :t m:mncr acccptablc to its mcmbcr;'; and wt1~rc th is 
.krinwlcd1!c is cxplicatcd as dcfinitc scts of statablc rules,'~ Dut to 
Clttl1plcmcnt thc typical structuralist cmphasis u pon thc primaty nf · 
thc r;cmiotic with nn acccntuation of the importancc uf scmnntk · 

· mk~ i& not 5:\lisrnctury unte~!\ we nttcmpt nlso to comprchcnd '"" 
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i;to ·,Jrin¡: nf rules nnd pr~cticcs in day~to-day activitie.~. Tnis dcmands 
.•(knowlcdging thc significancc of 'cthno-mcthods' as the mcans 
~UlL'rcby ;,·cconntability is sustaincd: cthno-mcthods that are tacitly 
H:licd u pon by cvcry structuralist theo~or thc text who, no mnttcr 
\\-hat he or shc rnight nrguc about texts that are subject to analysisor 
•llc-construáion', ~till supposcs that the tcxt in which thosc argu­
~~~nts are exprcssed is intclligihlc toan indcfinitc audience. 
. Lct me summarisc thc main clcmcnt'\ of my vicw. · 

.. , 

t, Thc p~oductlnn nf a tcxt, likc thc productlon of a ~odril prnctlce, 
f~ lHll thc <llltc.:omc oC :ut 'intcntion', or :m ·a~grcg.atc of intcntions'. 
.R.:i thc.:r. tht· int~·ntional charactcr (,r thc activitics conccrncd ha-. to 
tf2 _t rt· ;~~t·,l a" a d1rnnic.: fcaturc of thc rdlcxivc rnnnitoring. of action. 
A .1cxt is thcrcfurc rwt tu he rcgardcd :1-. a •fixcd form', which is titen. · 
s1{h1chmv rdafl•¡J 1'11 Úoc (O particular Íntcn(ÍOilS~ Íl shoulÚ be 
~1Udic.d a~ thc conncté.: mcdium :mu outcnrne of a proccs-. of 
~rbduction . rcflcxivdy mnniwrcd by its <~Uthor nr rcadcr. • · 
2. knquiry into thc pnKC'' of prmluc:tinn of a tcxt has to invc!.ti{!atc 
lt1b whnfC rangc of W})_al J cafl Ín thc folfl lWÍng. papcr thc 'rat iona1io.;¡¡­
\l8n uf :~etion':'" nnt rncrcly ito; intcntiunal componcnt. but thc 
1-i::i .. nn' ami motives thal are invnlvcu in that prnduction as n skillcd 
:ll·b·mrli .. hmcnt, Thc 'knowlctl¡:c· that is thcrchy drawn úpon by nn 

.ihl ""r ''·•" "\.' larcch· tadt and pral·tica!'in charactcr: mao,tcry nr a 
~ ~· Ít ~''11' ·'~k . .. rW.~I\'1\C.:'-' nf p:HtÍCUfar fcatUfCS Of an CXpCClCU ~r 
1'i•1cnr~.~l .tlrdi.:nc.: .. ·. de ~fnrcnú:r. thi.; !cave.-. a lar{!C conceptual 

!;~;ln: fnr th._· • 'l'l' !.IIÍ••II' 1•f thc UIKilll'C.:ÍnU<;, . · 
t;)t ~nlln\\ ·• frnnt m\· carlicr :tr~umcnt-. that thc <.li,tinction Kristcva 
I}J!\kcs ho..:t,~·o..:l'll 'pho..:nn -h:xt· and '!!t..;n:Hcxt ' ¡, nnt, :1s it stamls. an 

. l1dl:quatc ba"h for undcr ... tanding.thcsc phcnomcna. Hcr idcntifica­
t"fifh of thc clumr tlwt is at tite orig.insuf scmin!;Í'i sccms valuablc. hut 
lrtltrvcnin~ bctwccn thc subtcrrnncan 'opcrationo¡' or thc uncon­
~. tl ~e! lus antl thc phcno-tc~t :1re the constittiting fcaturcs of practica! 

t\ih:-.ci\ lUSIICSS. 71 . . ~~ t\11 this bcars upon what an 'nuthor' is, as :tn acting subj.cct. An 
:rt!1hor is ncithcr a bundle of intcntions, nor nn thc othcr hand a 
·~Hes nf 'traces' soznchnw dcpositcd within th<; tcx~. Foucau 1t !'.ays 
1 ';lt writing ·¡~ primarily conccrncd with creating an opcning whcre 
l\~l· writin~ :mbjcct cndlcssly dis3ppcars' .n nut to study thc prm,luc~ 
";~h uf thc tcxt is ut the !iamc t~mc in a dcfinitc scnsc to study thc 
;·•·'•hll:tinn nf its nulhor. The uuthor 111 not slmply •subjccl' ar1d thc . . . 

.j¡ 
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tcxt 'ohjcct'; thc 'author' hclps constitutc him- or hcrsclf throuJ.!h 
thc tcx·t. vi:-~ thc vcry proccss of production of thnJ tc.xr. Thc 
irnport:1ncc nf this is casily seen if wc contmst the cmcrgcncc ó( thc 
'pcrsonnli .• ~,;~, author of the modcrn novel or poem with the 
·a~onyrnous' authors o( myth or of mcdievallegcnd. 

4 . .To arguc lh:-~t texts can be illuminatingly studicd as· situatcd 
productinns is ro insist that thcrc are conncdions hctwccn thc two 
way~ in. whkh 'mc:ming' is ordinarily cmplt)yád in Enp.lish: .wh;-¡f 
~OI'ni:IIJ\t' ñlt.:lHl." In liiiY, \o.'rlt\! or ¡fn, 111\tl Wlillt flllit \vhi,·IJ i~ ~¡dLf, · 
Wrlllcn or done mcans. ''' But thls doc,:s not lmply a rcturn toa forrn 
of suhjccth·ism. Onc of thc main tnsks of thc stüdy of thc tcxt, or 
indccd cultur;ll products of any kind, must be prcciscly lo cxnrninc 
thc divcr¿!cn cics which can bccomc instituled between thecircums­
t;mcc .~ of thcir produ<.:tion, · nnd thc mc;¡nings sustnincd hy lhcir 
suh .. cqucnt c<;c;1pc from_ thc horizo11s of thcir creator or crearon;. 
TI1c"c rnc;¡ningo; are ncvcr 'cnnt:lined' in thc text no; sud1, hut are 
cnmeo;hcd in thc flux of ~oda! lífc in thc !\ame w.1y as its initíal 
production w;~~. Cnn~idcration of thc ';mtonomy· of thc text, or thc 
escape <..lf its rncaning from what it.'i author oriJ:!inally mcant, hclps 
rcunitc problems of textual intcrprctation with broadcr j~~ucs <_Jf 

social thcory. For in the cnactmcnt of social prac-tkcs more 
gencr:~Jiy, t/u: C011Sl't¡IIC11Ct!.f of flCtimu chmnicafly escape tlzr.ir 
inirintnr.f ~ Íllft'llliom in pmaut' .... n¡ o/ojutificatimr. 
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~fmcltualism, or in . Dclcuze and Guattari's Anti-Oedi~, but in· 
. ~fad1's positivism. Failurc to sce this is rcinforced by the tendcncy 
lir slructuralist nuthors to _Jump togcthcr the Cartesian cn~ito, the 
brious fu1ms of iclcalisn,, •. ,gether wit~ positiv1sm or cmpiric:.. as 
Hll fmms of philos<)phy founclcd in thc suhjcct. In thcir endeavour to 
Uissolvc 'the subjcct, stmcturalism and positivi?!l' thus have an . 
hnpnrtant clcment ·¡n common, nnd in the contcxt of thc sodnl 
kiencl's,in thc En¡!.lish-spcaking world it is a JI thc more nccessnry to 

. t,,.,¡'(, tlmt 1lw <k~nmnir'R ot thc ~uhjct:t muc:t nnt he mnde cquivul·. 
b11 to lto; uisuppcarancc. Any torrn ni llt>elul tJwory whic:h mcr¡:cli 
fhc tk-n:ntring of the suhjcct, ns a philosophic;¡J tcnet, with a 

'. brnp;l<..kutk ·~lr the cnd of the indi\'idual as eithcr a de'iirélhle or 
lncvitahlc nHw<.:m~:nt of coi1tcmporary ~ociah.:hangc. hecomc~ c;ub­
jcct to thc c.;har)!c ol itkolngy that· critks 01rc o;o fond of lcvclling 
:tgainst o;tmt.:tur:di\111. Jt is u.;dul here to contrac;t Foucault with 
Acfnrno ami ll••rl...lt<.:irncr. llH: cnd of thc indivi<.lunl. pcrhap~. 
~Í¡:n:tl-. thc fin;aJ . p;I"·Íll~ of lhc :l).!C of hourg_COÍ5 Jiber<J)Ísm; not 
h .. wcn·r ;·, .. ,¡ fmirful hi .. rori.:al tran,ition. but rathcr as swamp~d by 
n ·'l"''''"f''J!. ,,,,,/(,¡,,;,,¡\,,, ¡\ t·ritkal arrrai~al or such a pheno·mc­
h<m is hardly pn ...... ihl<.: if '-'X:Í:al thcory o;uct:umb5 to thc very processcs 
which ir should he cnm:crncd to Ctlmprchcnd. 

Slruclurallsm: n résumé anda fnnmrd look 

. The importancc or structurali~t thought for contcmporary social 
· thcory, I w:mt to daim, consiste; prim:uily in certain major thcmcs 
\Vhkh it has hclpcd lo bring intn promincncc: thcmc~ whosc furthcr 
tlcvclopmcnt, howcvcr, cannot be satisfactorily pursuccl from with­
in structuralist prcmises, ns 1 havc identified thcm in this papcr. 

Thc forcgoing <:<msiúcrations · :lllmv u_s lo _take a position in 
rc-:pcct o( currcnt rhctoric ahúut lhl~ disappl·nrancl' of t11c suhjcct, 
or fhc 'cnd of tlw individuar. The prcssin¡! task facing soda! thcory 
loday is rwt lo furlhcr thc conccptuall'limination uf lhc suh]cct. but 
on t ht: contrary to promotc a rccot •cry nf tlu~ .'illbjrct without lapsing 
inlo suhjcctivism.'"' Such :1 rccovcry, I wish lo arguc~ involvcs a 
¿!rasp of 'what cannot he saiu' ( or thought) as practice. Advocacy o( · 
thc n<.:cd to complete 'the dissolution of thc suhjcct rcads ironically 
whc., takcrt against thc hackwound of Anglo-Americ:m s<>ciology 
whic.:h, with snme cxccptinns (most notably, symholic intcraction­
ism}, ha~ hitherto bcen domínatcJ by positivi~m. For positivistic 
philosnphil:~ lack :my account of lhc rcflcxivc subjcct, justas thc:y 
lnck a lhcorisation of institutions nnd history. Thc T of Carrcsian 
philo<;ophy cines not cvcn nppe<tr in . posltivlsrn, n~ n resu}t of ir'. 
phcnomcnnllst prcmlsscs: eme mlght point out that thc rnost rallil-:11 
nnd th<ltou~httoing nttcrttpt to crnsc 'lhc l\UbJcct J¡¡ fmh~t.l, une In 

; . ·. Thcre are altogcthcr scvcn rcspccts, 1 think, in which structurnli~t 
· thought is nf particúlar significancc, cspecially when con~idercd in 

lhc light of thc typical prcoccupations of Anglo-:-Saxon sod0logy.l 
'hall outlinc lhcsc only cursorily hcrc: but thcy inform all my 
coneerns in the succccding papcrs in this book. 

First, structuralist thcory points tn the si¡:nificdna of spncing · 
tlm111~h difference in thc constitution of both Janguage and socicty. 
ll1i~ is. ;m cmphnsis involv~ú, in varying ways, in thc work o( 

\.,uo;.;urc, L6vi-Strnuss ond Derrida. Dcrrida's conccption of différ-
' .,;,r,.¡s nf grcat intcrcst to social thcory. But Dcrridcnn diffhance is 

1
\\1 •da lcd too clnscly with thc spacing or wrltlng; thc cntlcéptlon u( 
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spacing tlwt can be di~ccrncd in Wittgenstein is superior to this in 
rcfcrring to the involvcmcnt of languagc with social practiccs. 
Social procticcs occur not just as transformations of n virtual order 
of diffcrcnccs (Wittgenstcin's rules), and Jiffcrcnccs in time (rcpct­
ition). but nlso in p!rysicnl .~¡mcc. 1 shall arguc in thc following papcr 
that thc thcory of thc structuration o( social systcms should be hnscd 
upon this tlm:cfold cotitwfation nf di{[éra11ce. 

Scconu. anJ closcly assnciatcd with thc first point. structuralist 
thougl•t afltmpr.~ tn Íiti."or¡mrarr rt rrm¡mfnl diml'ntíf'li ltiffl ~?'•' I•Pf)• 
{r;;;;¡; iJ/ 1/v t~llliiy .,f:i, tn ~~~m~uru thl!i lw iound In thc syntagnwtlc 
¡¡.;pl"l"t o( l;lll~U:IJ!e. cvcn lf thc pronounccd division introdllcl'd hy 
thc scparatinn or thc synchronic from thc diachnmic scvcrs this 
frnm pwcc:-:s.cs nf iingui ~tic changc. Th~ syntar,matic/asso!-=iativc 
opposition is lacking in functionalism, which incor¡wratcs time nnly 
;~s Jia1.:hrony or 'dynamks' (scc pp. 210-14 hclow). Structuralist 
thcory has bccn :lblc to gcneratc a eonccpt of ~tructumtion :via the 
ovcrcuming or thc synchronic/diachronic: tli-;tinction in a way not 
opcn "' functinnalism." 1 Wc havc to rc~.:ognisc thc limitati<,ns oC' 
this. lt ha~ not lcJ toa c:tpacity lolkn~h'P cxplan:J!nry <tccounts of 
social changc: and in Derrida. it C\'cntuatcs in a form of historidsm, 
th:tltknks tlu: P<'"'ihility of histmy in its own namc. In allcmpting 
111 C'-C:Ipt• rhc 'mctaphy~k\ or prt·sencc· Derrida. likc 1 khlcggcr, 
rc:u:hcs a \'icw which tcnd-.. tn<.·xord~c h·isturical cxplanatinn in thc 
vcry acknuwkdgcmcnt thal cvcrything is chroni<:ally in a statc of 
mo\'cmcnL In Ll:\'i-Strauss, thc notion that historical undcrstand- · · 
ing j-; only onc ende nmong others also effcclivcly prcvcnts a 

· rccovcry <'f that undcrstanding · :ts a mcans of cxplaining. ·social 
changc. Structuralist tlwught hcncc has not dcvclopcd a 'sclf­
undt·r...tandin¡.!' of thc condithlns·of its own productinn a~an intcl­
ln:túal tradition. :md is vulnerable to thc sorts nf attack it has . 
frcqucnlly drawn from nuthnrs such as I.cfchvre and Gohlmarin. for 

· whorn it is mcrcly an id colop.y of a J vanccll cap i talis nt.~' 2 

Thirll, whatcvcr ohjcctions mi!!ht bc.rn;JdC ugainst Lévi-Strauss's 
intcrprdation of hi.,tory, it contains sorne cxtrcmcly valuahJc in­
si¡;.llls. As ap.ainst historicism, which so rallical.iscs historical rr~uta­
tinn th:tt it hc:comcs impossihlc to escape from it- cvcn in onlcr In 

pro.duce historien! analyscs - nnd which thus chnractcristjc:tll)" 
tcrmirintcs in snme or othcr fnrm or rclutivism, Lévi-Strnuss point' 
out thnl 'di.~tn11ct /11 tim~· i.~ in .mm~ impoHtlfll re.~pi'CI.f rlrr .tt1111t" ''' 

'nlwnxra¡,ltic clhúma·. Morcovct, In cmphnsislnA thc c:unn.''" · 

,• 

\ 

Structuralism and tl;e Theory of the Subjut 4 7 

hctwccn thosc typcs of society which opcrate in 'revc·rsiblc time· 
;md which although 'surroundcd by the substancc of history ••. try 
l<l rema in impcrvious to it', as compared to those which 'tu m it into : 
\he motive powcr of thcir dcvclopmenf .~ 3 Lévi-Strauss hClps tola y 
lhc p.round rora thcory of social rcproduction. . . 

Fourth, structuralist theory offers thc pos~ibility - not fully 
•caliscd thu.- far- of formulating a more 5ati.~factnry undústandi11g 
ó{ rl1r .~nciol tntality tltmr tlrat nfftred by its leadinf! rival. functiimal-
1.<,,,, ,\\·(·orclln~~ 11, th•l i11ttt!t; !iiWi(tl}' tt'll1y t)\1 j'1Hrlth}·cd n~ 11 paltcl'n· 
hf rclath,ns hctwccn 'pnrt•' (lnt.llviuunh, grours, lnstltutlllfl!l). Nuus· 
!;mc's structura: lin~uistic~. by contras!, su¡;g~sts thc no1inn that 
!;ocicty, Jikc lanJ!uagc. shouhJ be regardcll as a 'virtual ~y~tcm' with 
fccursivc propcrtic'>. Thc clahor:~tion of this point, howcvcr (or !\O 1 
~hnll claim), tlcmamf.., a conceptual distinction th:1t is found ncithcr 
In strncturali~m nnr in functi(lnalism: a distinction .bctwccn 'struc­

lurc· ami ·,y,h:nf. 
Firth. wt· find in 'trU<:turali'>m a movc of major significancc for 

!.c·~·i.tl 1 ht•t' 1 y: 1111 1/ltr·mpl ro trtlliJCl'lld tire .whjcct/nl>jut dllnlism. 
Allh~>ugh thi-.. ¡, ru•l uniquc tn '>lrut:turalist thought. ami is ap­
~roachcd from v:uianlf'CT'-pcctivcs hy hcrmcncutic phcnomcnolo· 
·~y ;md in thc philn,nphy of .thc larcr Wittgcn'>tcin, the structurali~t 
Uuthors havc clahmatctl it rnn.,t Cully. \Ve can :~eknowleúgc thc 
lrnportance of this contribution whilc still cmphaslsing that little is 
hainctl if we mcrcly rcplacc ~uhjct:tid~m hy ~omc snrt nf ohjcctiv­
l!;m. Thc suhjcct/object úualism can oniy he sntisfactorily Te­

. ~udiatcd if wc acknowlctlgc th<Jt this i~ nota dualisrn but" drwlity. 
Sixth. thc critique of humanism and thc thcrnc of the dc-ccntn'11¡:: 

.. ~if tllt• .whjrrt havc lo he appru:~ehcu with caution. hut ncvcrthclcss 
hrc of csscntial impc.•rtancc to ~ocia! thcory. ll1c dc-ccntring <'f thc 
!;hhicl·t irnplics an ·· escape from tho~e philosophical standpoints 
Which havc t<lkcn consdousnc~s as cithcr a givcn, or trnnsparcnt to 
tt~cJf. 'JllÍS shouJd nnl Jcad. howcVCT, to thc dis;~ppcnrnncc Of thc 
~dlcxivc c.:on1pom:nts or hurn~n conduct, or to thcir trcatmcnt us 
~>me sort or cpiphcnnmcna of dccpcr ,;tructurcs. Rcflcxivity has to 
. k rccom¡tructcJ within thc discourse of social thcory not just in 

icspcct of thc mcmhcrs of socicty whose conduct is thc ohjcct or 
}tudy; hut also i11 re:rpect of:wcial sciettce itself as a fomt of human 
~•lllrtwour. 

Sl~Vcnlh, .\·trUCI!tra/i.<;/ thenry ha.f maJe permánml CótÚrihutfOrt.f 
.t''k"tlrds thc mraly.ti.t of thc pmductlnn of cultural nbject.f. Thc rurthcr 
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On thc nthcr hand, evcn in h;s lntcr pYhlic;~tions he ctlnfincs hi~ 
rcmark!\ nn o;tmcturalism m:1inly to Snuo;si.arc, · the Form:~lht~ :ind 
l..évi-Strau,~ . Ricocur, it ~ccrn~ to me,-glvcs too much and ton littlc to 
structuralism, thus ddincd. Too much, hccau~c he 11ccms prcp:~rcü to 
ncccpt m:~jor fcnturcs or ~tructuralis! thought en hlrx:, within ddincd 
limits; too little, hccausc in trying lo fit . ~tructuralist analysi .. within a 
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nccnunt thc radical naturc of the challenge that · structuralí~t .thought 
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of L~ vi-Strau"s's crit ici.~ms of !hose who lwve a~:cordcd histor.y :m 
u nJuc place in !\ocia! ~ciencc and phi!oso phy. Hislory hl·rc 'h ;¡~ always 
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mct:'l:•hysics of prc~cnc'c by ;mother: in spite of the latter's di~laimers, 
a tvpc rir clas~ica! forma lis m. 
Juiin Kristeva, Semiotike: Rcchuches pour une stmanalyse (Paris: 
Scuil. l 'Jñ9). 
Kristeva, Ln rfr>ofwion du lan¡:af!c po~tiqur (Pari:o;: Scuil, i"974) p. 33~ :--·-- -· 
Ibid .. rr. 114rr. · · 
Cf. St<1nlcyCavcll. Mmt WeMcnn Mrat WcSay?(Camhridgc Univcr· 
sil y Prcss. 1 'J75) p. ~ix :mJ passim . .,..,. · 
Ricncur. 'St mcturc, word, evcnt'. in TI1e Cm1{1icr nf lntnprctatirm.t. 
Scc 'Sign:llure, év<::ncment, contexte', who~e tille cchoes th:~t of 
Riwcur's an iclc. in Derrida, 1\.fnr¡:_r.s úr la plrilo.wphfe (Pari~: t:.dilinns 
de Minuil. 1 '>72); thi:o; is lranc;latcd in Glyph, vol. 1 (1 977). (Scc nl..o 
fnt>lnotc f>7). 
cr. Dcrricb'o; C:Pnllnent, mnclc in lhc cou~e of discus~in~ ln:nds in 
philcN>phy in Francc, that thc ohjcct l)f contcmporary · rhilo~ophy Í!\ 
'n..:ithn to aholi-.h nor lo dcstroy meaning. lt is rathcr a quc-..licin of 
dctnminin¡: tJJt: pm~ihilily of n;caning dcriving from a "formal" 
orv.aniqtion th :tt if•.df has no mcaning .. .', Mar¡:e:s de la philmophi~. 
p. 1f>l. . 
In thi~ ~cn~c. \Vitt~~cnslcin is not wcll scrvcd hy S:Omc of his followcrs, 

· whn havc dkctin·lr lranslatcd his c ·mph:t~cs into a typc of idcalism: 
nroq nnlahlv. \Vínch . 

ho. < ·r. 1 h~· v;¡ri<~ll' tli,~· u"icm-; in Ciareth Evans and John McDowcll. Tmrh 
11nd .\l,·fini>~g: I:"on mr Scllln1lfic.< (Oxfonl: ClarcnJon Pres._, 1 976). 
llul 'l'l' ahn l'lll!lam·~ :malysi~ in /\fcnnÍIIJ{ and tllt' Moral Sciences 
(Londn,¡: Rnulk(IJ'.l'. I 1J7H) rp. 'J7ff. 

h 1. 'Sit:natllrl". é\ · ~ilclllL'nt. contcxtc', pp. 1 H 1-2. 
p2. lb id ..• p. 1 X~. . . . . 

l53. Derrida ~ays ( 1.'/:critrire rila dif/lrr.ncr, p. 413) that il jc; becau:o;e wc 
cnnnol finally l.''<"apc tlll'l;1physic~ altn¡:clhcr th~t lhc ~ignificJ c:~nn;lt 
bl· do >!le :1way wil h : 'For thc parndox i~ 1 h<1l thc ,Tictaphy-.i•:al rcductinn 
flf lhc \Í¡:II lll' l' ds thc opposilion lof ~ignificrJ\igljificd) whid1 Ít TC• . 

dun·" .' Cf. al'o Dr.:rrida's co¡nrncnts in · an intcrvicw with Lucettc 
Hna'. inl.rr~·r.:ttc Fi1bs l'f al., Ecnrt.~(Pnrh: F::1yard, 1<J_7J) pp. JOJ-12. 

~4. Ri~:n..-ur. ··¡l,e qur.:,tion or the suhjcct', in 'frt> .Om/lict.of lntcrprera-
rimn. p. ·2·1-l. · : · · · • · 

&5. J ;tc<Jill'' Lacan, 'Thl' agcncy - ~f thc leticr in thc un~on~iou~·. frrit.t 
. (London: Tavi-.tnr.:k, I<J77) p. 1 (i(,, · 

flt>. Julia Kri-.tcv;¡ (inrr.:rview with J.-C. Cnquet). 'Sémanaly-.c: conditíom~ 
Á. d'unc -.(' miotique ,~·kntifiquc', Sl'll!iotica, vol. 4 fl 'J72) pp. 32H -IJ. 
Cl7. CL Scar le's t.:ornm~·nts on Oerricla's di~cussion or Austin in 'Sir.n:1turc,· 

év.:~nemcnt. contex te', in 'Reiterating thc uiffcrences: a rcply t11 Dcrri-
. da·. Cill'f'lt. vol. l. p . 202. · ·. 

.Í8. Cr. my ·Npw Ru/('s of Sociolngical Mctltod, pp. Rt..:.4, for funhcr 
t discussion. · 
69. As cxpoundcd hy Gadamer in particular. Han~-Geo~g Gndamcr, 

Tmt/1 artd Mr.thod (London: Shced and V/nrd, 1975)::,Gadamcr, 
however, rcjects the thcsis (which he associates wittl Valtry) that .. . . . . .... 
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·c ,-cry c ncount c r with f ;~ J ·wo rk h ns ihe r;,nk <fnd justifi<.:..1tion nf a nt·w 
r rPduc.: ti nn . Th i ~ :<.ccms tome :-tn untcnablc hcrmcnculic nihilism ... 
1 V;d <: ry J 1r:1i1 ~ fcrs In rc adc r iJnd inlerprclcr the :mthority of absolillc 
cn: il ti o n whit-h he himself no.longer dcsircs to cxcrt' (p. 85). 

70. 71r~ Rnw (llrd tlr~ Conkrd. p. 18 . . Thc latter phrasc is strikingly 
rc mini~tenl or (~ ···lamer. 

71 . 'Si¡:!n :1 turc. ~' ..:l•<.:~nent. t:ontextc;. p. 1 H2. 
72. Onc f< X' IIS nf tkhyHc is thnl invnlving Gmlamcr. netti and Hirsch. Fnr 

llir~rh's lalt:o;t ton trihuti o ns. scc E . D. Hir;ch, Tirr.Aittunflntcrprrta-
tinn (Chit.::1r.n Univ~.:r s ily Prcss. 1 <J7(l), · 

7.l. Cullcr. Stntcltlrtt~i.tt PN:tic.~. J'l. 126. 
7-t. Wartl (lnod~·tlough. Dr.(rrirlirlll mtd C(lmpnri.fflrl In Culror:nl Arr­

tlrr(l¡'<•lnJ:Y (Chltii¡:!O: Aldinc, 1 •J70). 
75. Go<Hknnu¡!h. 'Cultur;d anthropulogy and llnguistlc..o;', in Del! Hymcs 

(cd.). I.nllgunr,r in C11lturr nnd Socicty (Ncw York: Harpcr. 1 'JM) p. 
. ~(, , ' . 

7n. Nn1· Ruin of Sndofo¡:,ical 1\.frtlrnd . . 
77. Kri , tc:\'a writc": ' ··n,c: tc:xt is nc•t a lingui~tic plrt:'nnmrnmr: in olhcr 

w;•rd'i. '-lnlt'llln:<l ~i ¡.: nifi c: atinn dot·s nnt appc:~r in a linguisticn,rpus <1S 
a ~in~lc lc\'t: l ol ~~ n~<:turc ... 'll1c pn>ec"~ of m~·aninr! gcncratinn c:111 he 
gra, rc:d in lwtl way': l . thc t:rcation of thc n1att:rial nf lan¡!li:I¡!C. :md 2. 
ti11.: nc:ltiPn "' th<.: ··J .. \\hkh hin a l""itin!11n makc m~·aningappcorr.' 
. '-.'oniorikc. p . .:!SO. · 

7H. Michd Fnm::nrlt. 'Whal ¡.., an author'?'. in l.a • r~IUIJ:!', Cnwttcr-JI.f,•mnry. 
Prnnic,· (0\; fPrd: lll:lckwdl. 1'17 7) p. IH•: d . Willi:uns's rema rks qn 
t h~· ori ¡:in" ,11 1 lw t n m ':11rtht ,,·. in Ha~ 11.1nnd \Villiam~·s. Mtrrxi.mr nnd 
/.ilt'ff/ll lrr•(Oxr.mlllnln·r,ífy Pn:'' · 11J77) pp. 192-;\. . 

· 79. Rclcv:tnt tn t hi~ ls thc ~omcwhat cnrnlc c:xchanJ!C betwccn Dcrrldn nnd 
Sc;,rl c in Glyplr. vn l~ . 1 :1nd JI, in whid1 Dcrrid:1 gocs through nhsolute 
con tortinns in ordcr In ddc nd hirn .. clf against Scarlc without having to 
c m p.lny lhl: tc r rninnl<'J!Y· '\Vh:~l t rncant \\':1~ •• .'. · 

~0. ('f. F rcdcrk J:unt.:"""· 'lrn : 1¡~inary ami ~ymholic in L<lcan: Marxism, 
p-:yd1nanalytk critid~m. :111d th c pn•hlc:rn or ihc sulljcct', Yalr Frrndr 
.<itwlirt. "''· :;:;¡f, ( 1 •177). p. _,H2 nnd im.uim. 

Hl. Cf. 'Funt'linnali<m : npr~c; la luttc'. 
H2. cr. 1 h:nri l.c klwrc, l. 'idé'oln¡;i~ SlniCIIlmli.He (París: Anthr~lpOS, 

1 -17 1 ). S ti!! onc nf !he more intcn:sting discussions or structuralism and 
1'-hrxi~nt is Luden Sch"~· Mar:r:i.mrt" ~~ stmcturall.~me (Paris: Pnyot. 
1 %-1). . 

~·'· Ch:~rhtH1nicr, Om·er.mtimu. p . ."N. 
H.t. Umhcrto EC"n, A Theory of Semlotlcs (London: M:~cmillan. ! IJ77) 
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Chaptcr2 

1. Mmt nf thc conccpts l discuss he re have bccn introduccd in a prelimi­
nnry w;,y In New R ukf of Socfologfcal Method. and In 'Notes on thc 
theo:y of !\tructurntlon',ln Studles In Social and Politlcal11•eory. 

Notes ar1d Refercr~ce.'i to pn~es 50-fí 2ó7 

2. Sce. for instancc. G . E. M. Anscombe, lntention (Oxrord: Bbckwell. 
1 •>(•:l); ·n,cod<•rc Misch ,~ •. Human Action (Ncw York: Ac;~ clc_mic 
Pn·s!>. 1 '>ó!l); Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose (Englcwooú Chffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1 %ó); Arthur C. Danto. Analytical Philosophy of 
Actimr (Cambridge Univcrsity Prcss, 1973}. 

j, · Emile Durkheim. Tñe Rules of Sociological Metlwd (London: Collier.-
Macmillan, 1 1J(,4) pp. :-:Jvii- xlix. · . · 

. <!. Takott P:1rsons. Tire ,-,rmcture of Socinl Actinn (Glcncoc: Free t'rc~!\, 
l'l·l'l); cf. 'Durkhcim's contributinn to thc thcory of intcgr;¡tion of 
sndal systcms', in Kurt H. Wolff, Emil~ Dr¡!klrtim (Ncw York: 

. Harpl~r. 1 CJM ). · 
~. In 1 lnllic;'s lcrm~. howcv~.:r. thc 'nction framc of rekrcncc' would 

('"'''•lillah: a f,.nn nf 'wl·ak ru:tionhrn', ch:finccl ~~~ n vicw whkh '1:1kC'\ 
llll' actor tn. he pla~tk :111d his ;1ctionli to he cau~cd hy the rwrmative 
~Ir ;Kitm·o; mpairin,c thcm'. Martin Hnllis; Jl..fodtiJ of Man (CilmhriJgc 
Uniwr-.ity Prc~\. 1 1177) p. X5 •. 

ll. i .nuic; A lt htMt' r ami Eticnnc B;~lihar, R~adinl{ Cnpital (LoncJon: Ncw 
Ldt Jlook'. 1·1711) p. 1 XO. · 

7. E. I':Ki. 77r<' 1-imctinn of thr Sci~ncr.~ nnd the 1\.fuminl{ nf Mnn (Ev;rns­
ton: Nor1hwntcrn Univcro;ity Prco;li. 1 1>72). Fnr :111 attl·mpt tn place 
l';od·, writ ing' in a J:_cncral o;ncioln~ical contcxt. se e Bnrry Sm;art, 
s,.,.¡,f,..t:\·. /'lu·nm•rNrolnxy mrd hfor:cinn Analy.ti{ (London: Rout· 

.¡ J.:d¡·c. ·r "7'•) . 
R. In ""11 ·:'-fa r\i~t 'ndolo¡:y. flcr¡;cr anc.ll.uckm;Jnn'li Socinl ComtructioH 

nf /?,·,lfity (l .ondnn: Allcn Lanc. 1 1)(, 7) i~ clo~c~l tn this typ<: of 
~tarulpniut. · nrdt~approach. howcvcr. compktcly l<lckc; a conccption 

.of thc <:ritiqu•: of i•kolngy. Morcovcr, nntwith,t;mtlinR lhc intcrc't nr 
~omc (1( thdr ftlrtlllllatÍtlllo;, thcir wnrk rcm;~in~ c:ln~c to Pnuonlanl~m 
in ~trc~~ÍnJ! thl· n~nt r .l!ity ·uf 'intcrnalisation' of valucs a" cruci:~l to the 
c~istcncc of \mkr·. 

\?. Mar'l:. (inmdrindllarmnnd~,;orth: Pclican. 1•J7J) p. 712 .. . 
.1 O. Charft:, ./\1. Sh.-r .. \ · ~·r. ll··itlt·¡:J;rr. Kant and Timt' (Bioomingtnn: 
~ lndi:m:r 1 Jnivn•.ity l'rcs~. 11171) p. 2X.l . 
J J. ~l'<.: N,.,.. Rulr·\ nf .'úrrinlngical !lf,-tlrnd. ch;1p. 2. . 
12. Thi~ i"l'"i"tl·d nut hy Sdwtz. AlfrcJ Sdlllt.f, 11re Pht'nnmnroln¡:,yofthe 

.<.'oriol \t.'mld ( 1 .ondon: J lcincmann, 1 <J72) pp. Hrf. For ·thc conccption 
(1( tfttrl••. ~l·~: llo.:nri J3cr~'on. Tim~ and Fru .Will (Lémdon: Swan. 

t Sonncnschcin. (•llll). . • · 

1 :l. Nrw Rt~f,·.t of Sncinlo¡:icnl Mrthnd. p. 75; J h.,yc ~light,ly amcndcd lht: 

t. nri¡.:inal rtlflnllfation . . . . . . .. · 

~. S ce. ror c~:u11plc. R. S. Pctcrs, 17rt! Cnncrpt of Motii.•atinn d.ond<~n: 

t .· Rmrtkdgc. 1 <JSH) pp. 12ff. 
3. A mist:1kc which 1 m;¡de: N<'w Ruk~ofSocfolo¡:ical Mt'thod. p. 75. J úid 

nnt scc that thc vicw that thc 'could h:1vc done othcr:wi!-c' or ngcncy i~ 
logically cli~tinct from the ohverse of any conditlon ofsocinlcomtraint · 
or compubion contradicts thc cilsc I made latcr that thc conccpt of 

i . ·<lCtion ltlgica!Jy ent<,tils that of power. · · : 
1 <l. 1. L. Au~tin, '.Threc ways or 8pllling lnk'. ~ Phllosophlcal Revl~w. 
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