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Integration of Langue and Image

—An Approach to Chinese Semiotics
Wang Mingyu & Meng Hua

Abstract: Semitics is a modern discipline best known for its Western attributes. It has long been identified as
having two approaches—signHfocused semiotics represented by Ferdinand de Saussure and pragmatist semiotics
represented by Charles Sanders Peirce. Has there been up to this day a third approach to semiotics? This remains
a focus of concern for contemporary semiotics studies around the world and moreover a burning question to be
answered for Chinese semiotic studies as it concerns the nature of traditional Chinese semiotic resources the mode
of signification in semiotics studies and the place the Chinese semiotics takes in the world” s semiotics studies. We
propose in this essay that there exists a third approach to semiotics studies—integration of langue and image which
is different from the well-established approaches of Western semiotics. Our major claims are as follows. 1) A
macro view is required to define signs with streamlined standards of definition. 2) Integration of langue and image
is a common phenomenon in semiotics which represents a neutral view towards signs and primarily a breakaway
from binary opposition and separation of langue and image. 3) Integration of langue and image can fall into two
types—focus-shifting integration and impartial integration the former being distinctly transboundary and the
latter harmoniously whole. 4) Integration of langue and image finds its theoretical foundation in both traditional
Chinese semiotics and modern Western semiotics. 5) Separation of langue and image is an approach primarily
followed by Western semiotics which nevertheless has become a new bottleneck for the development of semiotics
due to its biased understanding of signs and steadfast cling to semiotic boundaries. 6) The theoretical exploration
and innovative practice by Chinese semiotics scholars are very helpful in that they have justified the approach of
integration of langue and image. 7) China is a nation excelling at semiotic thinking whose rich and unique
semiotic resources fundamentally underlie the development of Chinese semiotics. We expect that the proposition of
integration of langue and image will help cement China’ s position in the world academia.

Keywords: semiotics a macro view towards signs integration of langue and image separation of langue and

image Chinese semiotics



