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(D Ferdinand de Saussure Cowrs de linguistique générale ( Paris: Payot 1972 1916 ).
@ Ibid p.33.
@ Maurice MerleauPonty De Mauss & Claude Lévi-Strauss Maurice M erleauPonty  Signes ( Paris Gallimard 1960) 155.
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@ Vincent Descombes La Denrée mentale ( Paris: Editions de Minuit  1995) ; Les Institution du sens ( Paris Editions de Minuit 1996) ; Le Complément de
sujet  Enquéte sur le fait d’agir de soi-méme ( Paris: Gallimard 2004) .

@ Ferdinand de Saussure 166 .

@ Ludwig Wittgenstein Philosophical Investigutions ( Wiley-Blackwell 2009 1953 ) 1~3
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® Roman Jakobson Six lewns sur le son et le sens ( Paris Editions de minuit 1976) .
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Claude Lévi-Strauss Mythologiques I. Le Cru et le auit ( Paris Plon 1964) 18.
Claude Lévi-Strauss Les Strudures élémeniaires de la parenté ( Berlin-New York: Mouton de Gruyter 1967 1947 ).
Louis Dumont Homo hierardhicus  Le Systéme des custes et ses implications ( Paris: Gallimard 1979 1966 ) Inirodudion & deux théories d anthropologie soddle:
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groupes de filiation et alliance de mariage ( Parisdla Haye Mouton 1971).

22



®eoe

43
« )
[ ”»
cogito
Claude Lévi-Strauss  Mythologiques [ 26 .

Claude Lévi-Strauss Mythologiques IV. L “Homme nu ( Paris Plon

”
e
?
cogitoo
A)
@
“
« P)
o
“A ”»
« )
“A
“« ”
B(
113 ”»
o geben
schenken

1971) 615.

Lucien Tesniere Eléments de syntaxe strudurale ( Paris: Klincksieck 1959) .
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@ Vincent Descombes Les Institution du sens 18 |
@ Marcel Mauss Essai sur le don. Forme et raison de l’échange dans les sodétés archaiques in Marcel Mauss Sodologie et anthropologie ( Paris: PUF 2003
1950 ).
@ Vincent Descombes Le Complément de sujet XXXVII &
@ “ Dt ’ "7 JeanJacques R ousseau
Discours sur l'origine et les fondements de l'inégalité parmi les hommes ( Paris: Gallimard Folio essais 1969 1754 ) 94 o
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Emile Benveniste “L’Appareil formel de 1énonciation” Benveniste Emile Problemes de linguistique générale II ( Paris: Gallimard 1974) 80.
Benveniste Emile “La Nature des pronoms” Benveniste Emile Problemes de linguistique générale I ( Paris: Gallimard 1966) 251.
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G.E.M Anscombe The First Person ed. Guttenplan S Mind and Language ( Oxford Clarendon 1975); Vincent Descombes Le Complément de sujet.
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From Binary Semiotic Structuralism to Triadic Discursive Structuralism:
The Structuralism Debate on Social Philosophy in France
XIE Jing
( School of Philosophy Fudan University Shanghai 200433 China)

Abstract: The structuralist movement which dominated in France during the fifties and sixties is commonly defined as
a new philosophy based on Saussure’s linguistic theory and Lévi-Strauss’s anthropology is in this way considered as the
very example of structural social philosophy. Recently however scholars in France such as Vincent Descombes began
to query this common definition and Lévi-Strauss’s classical status. Descombes notably develops a new structuralist
theory from Mauss’s sociology Tesniere’s linguistics and Ortigues’s philosophy of language and religion. A quarrel of
structuralisms arises therefore in France.

In this paper the author will make an analysis of this quarrel with regard to questions such as social relation
social subject and social action explain the radical difference between Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism and that of
Descombes and show how the latter can shed light on fundamental questions of social philosophy.

For those purposes I will first show on the basis of a general definition of “structuralism” that Lévi-Strauss’s
anthropology is a very specific structuralism: a binary one. As a social philosophy it has the following insufficiencies.
1) The binary opposition cannot characterize all social relations and it runs the risk of turning moral relations into
physical ones. 2) Lévi-Strauss’s position against the philosophy of the subject just proves that he did not get rid of the
substantialist concept of the subject. Thus he rejected the subject out of social reality.

I will then based on linguistic features of the “gift” define Descombes’s theory as the “triadic discursive
structuralism”  and prove in two respects that it cannot be reduced to the binary structuralism. 1) The triadic structure
reveals the intermediary nature of all social relations. 2) It is the structure of speech acts and not of semiotic systems.
By showing the structural essence of the subject of speech Descombes accomplishes the structuralist turn of the
philosophy of the subject which is precisely his contribution to social philosophy: the acquisition of the triadic
structure turns us into both subject of speech and subject of action. That is the condition sine qua non for constructing
any social relation.

Key words: structuralism; social philosophy; sign; speech; social subject; social relation; social action
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