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< Language as Discourse >
1. Langue and Parole: The Structural Model

Yet if the term are modern, the problem itself is not a new one. (1)

Language here then means something other than the general capacity to speak or the common
competence of speaking. It designates the particular structure of the particular linguistic system.

With the words "structure" and "system" a new problematic emerges which tends, at least
initially, to postpone, if not cancel, the problem of discourse, (2)

The withdrawal of the problem of discourse in the contemporary study of language is the price
we must pay for the tremendous achievements brought about by the famous Cours de linguistique
général of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure. (2) His work relies on a fundamental
distinction between language as langue and as parole, ... Langue is the code --- or the set of codes
--- on the basis of which a particular speaker produces parole as a particular message,

A message is individual, its code is collective.

A message is a temporal event in the succession of events which constitute the diachronic
dimension of time, while the code is in time as a set of contemporaneous elements, i.e., as a
synchronic system. A message is intentional. ... The code is anonymous and not intended.

More than anything else, a message is arbitrary and contingent, while a code is systematic and
compulsory for a given speaking community. (3)

Extension of the structural model concerns us directly insofar as the structural model was
applied to the same categories of texts that are the object of our interpretation theory. Originally
the model concerned units smaller than the sentence.

A decisive extension occurred, however, with the application of the structural model to
linguistic entities larger than the sentence and also to non-linguistic entities similar to the texts of
linguistic communication.

the treatment of folktales by the Russian formalists such as V. Propp

myths by Claude Lévi-Strauss

Charles S. Pierce. Linguistics here becomes one province of the general theory of signs, albeit a
province that has the privilege of being both one species and the paradigmatic example of a
sign-system. (4)

the structural model as a model

First, a synchronic approach must precede any diachronic approach because systems are
intelligible than changes. At best, a change is a partial or a global change in a state of system.
Therefore the history of changes must come after the theory that describes the synchronic states of
the system.

Second, the paradigmatic case for a structural approach is that of a finite set of discrete entities.

in the combinatory capacity and the quasi-algebraic possibilities pertaining to such sets.

Third, in such s system no entity belonging to the structure of the system has a meaning of its
own; the meaning of a ward, for example, results from its opposition to the other lexical units of
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the same system. As Saussure said, in a system of signs there are only differences, but no
substantial existence.

Fourth, in such finite systems, all the relations are immanent to the system. In this sense,
semiotic systems are “closed,” i.e., without relations to external, non-semiotic reality. (5)

the sign is defined by an aspects are the signifier ... and the signified --- the differential value
in the lexical system.

The last postulate alone suffices to characterize structuralism as a global mode of thought, ...
Language no longer appears as a mediation between minds and things. It constitutes a world of its
own, within which each item only refers to other items of the same system, thanks to the interplay
of oppositions and differences constitutive of the system. ... as s self-sufficient system of inner
relationships. (6)

2. Semantics versus Semiotics: The Sentence

I want to oppose a two dimensional approach for which language relies on two irreducible
entities, signs and sentences, (6)

The object of semiotics --- the sign --- is merely virtual.

The sentence is not a larger or more complex word, it is a new entity.... A sentence is made up
of signs, but is not itself a sign.

Each stage requires new structures and a new description.

Emile Benveniste: language relies on the possibility of two kinds of operations, integration into
larger wholes, and dissociation into constitutive parts. The sense proceeds from the first operation,
the form from the second. (7)

Semiotics, the science of signs, is formal to the extent that it relies on the dissociation of
language into constitutive parts. Semantics, the science of the sentence, is immediately concerned
with the concept of the sense ... to the extent that semantics is fundamentally defined by the
integrative procedures of language.

For me, the distinction between semantics and semiotics is the key to the whole problem of
language, (8)

3. The Dialectic of Event and Meaning

the convergence of several approaches

All these partial achievements will be gathered under a common title, the dialectic of event and
meaning in discourse, (8)
Discourse as Event

Saussurean distinction between langue and parole

discourse is the event of language

Events vanish while systems remain.

to rectify this epistemological weakness of parole ... by relating it to the ontological priority of
discourse resulting from the actuality of the event as opposed to the mere virtuality of the system.

this temporal existence of the message testifies to its actuality. The system in fact does not



exist. ... discourse grounds the very existence of language since only the discrete and each time
unique acts of discourse actualize the code.
Discourse as Predication

the sentence ... a single distinctive trait: it has a predicate.

the theorists of ordinary language.

on the basis of the antithesis between predicate and subject.

The subject picks out something single --- Peter, London, this table, the fall of Rome, the first
man ... --- by means of several grammatical devices which serve this logical function: proper
manes, pronouns, demonstratives, ... ,and "definite descriptions"(the so and so). What they all
have in common is that they all identify one and only one item. (10) The predicate, in contrast,
designates a kind of quality, a class of things, a type of relation, or a type of action.

This fundamenal polarity between singular identification and universal predication gives a
specific content to the notion of the proposition conceived of as the object of the speech event.

Discourse .... it is a structure in the synthetic sense, i.e., as the intertwining and interplay of the
functions of identification and predication in one and the same sentence.

Dialectics of Event and Meaning

Discourse considered as either an event or a proposition, that is, as a predicative function
combined with an identification, is an abstraction, which depends upon the concrete whole that is
the dialectical unity of the event and meaning in the sentence. (11)

If all discourse is actualized as an event, all discourse is understood as meaning. By meaning or
sense | here designate the propositional content,

If language is a meinen, an intending, it is so precisely due to this Aufhebung through which
the event is cancelled as something merely transient and retained as the same meaning. (12)

4. Utterer's Meaning and Utterance Meaning
The Self-Reference of Discourse

The concept of meaning allows two interpretations which reflect the main dialectic between
event and meaning. To mean is both what the speaker means, i.e., what he intends to say, and
what the sentence means, i.e., what the conjunction between the identification function and the
predicative function yields. Meaning , in other words, is both noetic and noematic.

The event is somebody speaking. (12)

Languages do not speak, people do.

Discourse therefore has many substitutable ways of referring back to its speaker.

we are able to give a nonpsychological, because purely semantic, definition of the utterer's
meaning. No mental entity need be hypothesized or hypostazised. The utterance meaning points
back towards the utterer's meaning thanks to the self-reference of discourse to itself as an event.
(13)
Locutionary and Illocutionary Act

linguistic analysis ... of "speech act." J.L.Austin was the first to notice that "performatives"” ---
such as promises --- imply a specific commitment by the speaker who does what he says in
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saying it. ... This "doing" of the saying may be assimilated to the event pole...

all of them, besides saying something (the locutionary act), do something in saying (the
illocutionary act), and yield effects by saying (the perlocutionary act). (14)

The Interlocutionary Act

the interlocutionary act or the allocutionary act

One important aspect of discourse is that it is addressed to someone. There is another speaker
who is the addressee of the discourse. The presence of the pair, speaker and hearer, constitutes
language as communication. (14)

Roman Jakobson, for example, starts from the threefold relation between speaker, hearer, and
message, then adds three other complementary actors which enrich his model. These are code,
contact, and context. On the basis of this six factor system he establishes a six function schema.

For the linguist, communication is a fact, even a most obvious fact. ... But for an existential
investigation communication is an enigma, even a wonder. (15)

Yet, nevertheless, something passes from me to you. Something is transferred from one sphere
of life to another. This something is not the experience as experienced, but its meaning. Here is
the miracle. The experience as experienced, as lived, remains private, but its sense, its meaning
becomes public. Communication in this way is the overcoming of the radical noncommunicability
of the lived experienced as lived.

The event is not only the experience as expressed and communicated, but also the
intersubjective exchange itself, the happening of dialogue.

discourse as event plus sense,

the self-transcendence of the event in its meaning

the grammatical devices which provide a singular experience with a public dimension. (16)

can we communicate the speech act as an illocutionary act? (17)

In many ways illocutionary acts can be communicated to the extent that their "grammar"”
provides the event with a public structure. (18)

To conclude this discussion of the dialectic of event and meaning, we nay say that language is
itself the process by which private experience is made public. Language is the exteriorization
thanks to which an impression is transcended and becomes an ex-pression, or, in other words, the
transformation of the psychic into the noetic. Exteriorization and communicability are one and the
same thing for they are nothing other than this elevation of a part of our life into the logos of
discourse. There the solution of life is for a moment, anyway, illuminated by the common light of
discourse. (19)

5. Meaning as "Sense" and ""Reference"

what the speaker does

what the sentence does

This subjective-objective dialectic

The "objective" side of discourse itself may be taken in two different ways. We may mean the
"what" of discourse or the "about what" of discourse. The "what" of discourse is its "sense,” the



"about what" is its "reference.”

Gottlob Frege, "Ueber Sinn und Bedeutung," (19)

distinction between semiotics and semantics

Only the sentence level allows us to distinguish what is said and about what it is said. In the
system of language, say as a lexicon, there is no problem of reference; sings only refer to other
sings within the system. With the sentence, however, language is directed beyond itself.

language has a reference only when it is used.

That someone refers to something at a certain time is an event, a speech event. But this event
receives its structure from the meaning as sense.

But the dialectic of sense and reference is so original that it can be taken as an independent
guideline. Only this dialectic says something about the relation between language and the
ontological condition of being in the world. Language is not a world of its own. It is not even a
world. But because we are in the world, .... we (20) have something to say, we have experience
to bring to language.

This notion of bringing experience to language is the ontological condition of reference, an
ontological condition reflected within language as a postulate which has not immanent
justification;

If language were not fundamentally referential, would or could it be meaningful?

Finally, semiotics appears as a mere abstraction of semantics. And the semiotic definition of the
sign as an inner difference between signifier and signified presupposes its semantic definition as
reference to the thing for which it stands. The most concrete definition of semantics, then, is the
(21)theory that relates the inner or immanent constitution of the sense to the outer or
transcendent intention of the reference.

the utterer's meaning has to be expressed in the language of reference as the self-reference of
discourse, i.e., as the designation of its speaker at the same time that it refers to the world. This
correlation is not fortuitious, since it is ultimately the speaker who refers to the world in speaking.
Discourse in action and in use refers backwards and forwards, to a speaker and a world. (22)

6. Some Hermeneutical Implication

They mainly concern the use and abuse of the concept of speech events in the Romantic
tradition of hermeneutics. Hermeneutics as issuing from Schleiermacher and Dilthey tended to
identify interpretation with the category of "understanding,”" and to define understanding as the
recognition of an author's intention from the point of view of the primitive addressees in the
original situation of discourse.

Understanding a text, then, is only a particular case of the dialogical situation in which
someone responds to someone else.

This psychologizing conception of hermeneutics has had a great influence on Christian
theology.

this speech event is the Kerygma, the preaching of the Gospel. (22)

The assumptions of a psychologizing hermeneutics --- stem from a double misunderstanding of
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the dialectic of event and meaning in discourse and the dialectic of sense and reference in
meaning itself.

what is at stake in this discussion is the correct definition of the hermeneutical task.

These dialectical polarities allow us anticipate that the concepts of intention and dialogue are
not to be excluded from hermeneutics, but instead are to be released from the onesidedness of a
non-dialectical concept of discourse. (23)
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