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Althusserian Theories Reconsidered in Semiotic Perspectives

Zhang Bi

Abstract: A series of Louis Althusser’ s theories embodied obvious semiotic feature. He indi—
rectly expressed his semiotic thoughts of global structuralism through criticizing Levi-Strauss’ semiot—
ic thoughts of analytic structuralism; His semiotic analysis of ideological discourse scientific dis—
course and aesthetic discourse and the homologous relation between ISAs and Saussure’ s linguis—
tics embodied his references of structuralism; Furthermore his theory of symptomatic reading em—
bodied the value of “blank signs”.

Key words: Althusserian theories; semiotics; structuralism; reconsider
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Literature and Art is Certainly Sign: The Limitations of Theory of Saussure’s
is Further Discussed and Concurrently Discuss with Mr. Chen Yan

Tang Xiaolin

Abstract: Starting from the Saussure’ s linguistic semiotics Mr. Chen Yan doesn’ t think that
literature and art is sign because the signifier and the signified of literature and art do not have the
conventionality. In fact the conventionality is not the only measure of sign motivated signs are a—
bundant. Literature and art is motivated sign. This fully reflects the limitations of Saussure’ s lin—
guistic semiotics in dealing with the signs of literature and art. Only get rid of this limitation the se—
miotics research of literature and art can have real advance.

Key words: literature and art; semiotics; Saussure; motivated sign



