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Précis
For more than thirty years, French thinkers such as Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida have been acclaimed as leading theorists of poststructuralism.  While poststructuralist theory has become a standard currency on the international market of ideas, in France itself poststructuralism has never existed, neither as a collective movement nor as an intellectual paradigm.  A label invented by English- and German-speaking scholars,
 “poststructuralism” raises the question how theoretical texts are read in their different contexts of reception.  Is “poststructuralism” the product of an international misunderstanding?  In order to account for the way intellectual brands, communities and trends are constructed in intellectual discourse, After Structuralism insists on the role of the contexts which the readers need to understand theoretical texts.

Against the background of the sociology of intellectuals (Pierre Bourdieu), the sociology of knowledge (Karl Mannheim, Peter Berger/Thomas Luckmann, Michel Foucault) and constructivist science and technology studies (Bruno Latour), two complementary strategies are deployed.  By drawing a multi-faceted panorama of intellectual life in France around 1970, the first part of this book focuses on the institutional contexts in which certain producers at the margins of the academic field attracted considerable attention with their visionary theoretical projects.  The second part turns to a sample of theoretical texts by Jacques Lacan, Louis Althusser, Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida as well as Philippe Sollers (Tel Quel).  After an in-depth overview of the “French school” of discourse analysis, its innovative methodological instruments are applied to a selection of textual excerpts from these theorists.  French discourse analysis is presented as a research methodology that allows theoretical texts to become the object of empirical investigation.  
This book is not about the “great ideas” of structuralism or poststructuralism.  Unlike the numerous introductions, anthologies and overviews which have been produced on this topic, it does not uncover yet another facet in the classics; nor does it suggest adding new names to the canon.  While insisting on the opaque, impure and heterogeneous nature of its object, this study vigorously calls into question the idea of “idea,” that is, the assumption that humanities and social science discourse can be based on a stock of pure, stable and shared ideas.  Instead, it invites us to ask how readers construct the ideas that texts may convey.  Inspired by the post-differentialist and radical constructivist turn in linguistics, literary criticism, social theory and cultural studies, this study presents the theory and method of what can be called a poststructuralist discourse pragmatics without a subject.  
Following the recent “post-structuralist” turn in European linguistic theory,
 this book insists on the contexts in which texts are read as well as on the different readings that different readers can make of them.
  Theory is conceived of as a discourse which involves protean references and manifold ramifications, contradictory perspectives and nested voices.  In close analytical readings that emphasize the instability of meaning, it is revealed how “pure” conceptual texts instruct their readers about the non-conceptual contexts they need in order to understand what is meant.  Special emphasis is given to the way texts activate the knowledge the readers have about the positions, careers and networks of the producers in the field.  It is this non-conceptual knowledge about the producers—the tacit knowledge about their lives and careers, personal anecdotes and stories about their friends and foes, even minute details about their professional and private situation—that encourages the readers of these texts to group the actors of intellectual discourse together in certain ways and apply certain labels to them.  The fragile construction of labels like “(post‑)structuralism” points to the complex interpretive efforts that these texts demand from the readers in different contexts.  That is why in different fields the texts of “postructuralism” can be read as conveying different ideas and as referring to different movements.  

The heart of this book is made up of five exemplary readings of small textual fragments of Lacan, Althusser, Foucault, Derrida and Sollers, written around 1966, when the controversy over structuralism was at its peak.  In these fine-grained analyses, the author shows how the texts instruct their readers about a discourse in which some seem to speak together (e.g. as representatives of a “structuralist” movement) and others seem to come into conflict (e.g. as researchers against educators, as outsiders against established academics etc.).  While traditional theories of reading often conceive of the text as a pure surface of symbolic differences to be decoded by the reader,
 this approach emphasizes the heterogeneity and ambivalence of a discourse whose complexly layered voices, sources and speakers are dissected.  Thus, even single utterances stage a complex polyphonic spectacle evoking the readers’ knowledge about the producers and their positions in the field.  If the meaning of a text cannot be understood without referring to its social and institutional contexts of production, the question is: how do texts activate the contextual knowledge needed for their understanding? How do they have the readers determine what the discourse participants mean to say? How do they stimulate the interpretive imagination of their readers?  By tracing the markers of polyphony, this book wants to account for the way in which we answer the question:  who is speaking? 

Thus, while this book focuses on the role of language in the production of knowledge in the humanities and social sciences, it also delineates a new way of reading.  From a resolutely interdisciplinary position, it sketches an approach to meaning which fundamentally changes the way we think about texts.  In this way, more than existing studies about structuralism in France,
 this study makes an original contribution to social, cultural and linguistic theory after structuralism.
 

Apart from a comprehensive and highly readable account of French intellectual life of the 1960s and 1970s, After Structuralism contains an introductory overview of French discourse analysis since Foucault and Pêcheux, hardly known in the Anglophone world.
  Moreover, this book delineates a subtle and powerful research-oriented methodology for the analysis of texts in their contexts.
  By offering exemplary analyses of what all academics and intellectuals usually do: writing and reading texts, it aims to account for the fragile production of knowledge in the human and social sciences.  This monograph addresses upper level students, researchers and practitioners in interpretive and cultural sociology, discourse analysis, cultural studies, literary criticism, science and technology studies, linguistic anthropology, communications and intellectual history as well as those more generally interested in “poststructuralism” and “theory.”
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Preface
How does one deal with theoretical texts as an object of social research?  Such is the question that I pose in this book by drawing upon a range of disciplines in the social sciences and humanities.  My goal is to analyze intellectual discourse which symbolic producers enter by means of their symbolic products.  Yet, while sociologists, historians and cultural theorists have closely examined the producers, the interactive situations or the institutional settings in which intellectual knowledge is produced, they have not sufficiently accounted for the materiality of language nor for the many different readings that can be made of texts.  Indeed, the act of reading arouses a multitude of controversial questions, such as:  who speaks in whose name for and against whom?  As opposed to older theories of reading (Derrida 1967a; Eco 1997; Man 1979), I propose here a theory of reading which conceives of meaning as a product of the connection of texts and contexts rather than in terms of the processing of semiotic differences.  This post-differentialist approach aims to look into an opaque object whose meaning we cannot simply read off, as I try to demonstrate that texts—even the most conceptually charged—cannot be understood without referring to their contexts, to their producers in the field and to their institutional conditions of production.

Against the background of the pragmatical turn in French discourse analysis, I shall sketch an approach to intellectual discourse that can be briefly summarized thus:  in the wake of linguists such as Emile Benveniste, my approach takes its departure from texts as they refer, in the enunciation, to their contexts.  Thus, in the act of writing or reading, the text mobilizes the protean knowledge that the reader has about its contexts of enunciation.  Yet the text is not contextualized in a pell-mell fashion.  In order to comprehend its meaning, the reader is effectively subject to certain linguistic constraints.  As there can be no immediate access to the enunciation itself, to the act of speaking, of writing, and of reading, what is accessible to the analyst as well as to any reader are the formal traces of the enunciation, the enunciative markers instructing the reader about how the discourse is uttered (or “enunciated”).  For it is thanks to these formal markers of enunciation—I, not or quotation marks—that the text defines the interpretive limits within which the reader may engage in the search for meaning.

Why should the sociology of intellectuals and the history of ideas be interested in the problem of enunciation?  As  symbolic producers, intellectuals speak, engage in a dialog, and communicate with other intellectuals.  The problem they face is that in order to say what they wish to say, they must have recourse to texts—texts whose meaning is not always unequivocal.  Thus, understanding a text demands that readers provide an answer to the question: “Who’s speaking?”  Sometimes the answer to this question can be given as if by itself, the sources and the intentions of the discourse seeming to be self-evident.  But sometimes the answer to “Who says what, in the name of whom and against whom, in what circumstances, toward what goal?” is not so easily given.  In the intellectual game, the interpretation of what texts are saying often demands considerable skill and competence on the part of the reader.  There are numerous formal traces that the reader can take into account; numerous, too, are the possible contextualizations; and even more numerous are the ramifications of the knowledge which is being mobilized.  Indeed the interpretive possibilities open to a reader are so numerous that identifying which positions certain intellectual producers occupy in relation to other producers turns out to be anything but a banal question.  This is why those in the social sciences who consider what intellectuals say merely as a given, omit perhaps the most interesting question:  how do we know who wishes to say what?

Indeed, this question requires that the individuals participating in the intellectual debate develop some knowledge about the producers in the field. And this is precisely what he or she does by following the formal instructions of the text and solving its interpretive problems.  His or her mission is to deal with a discourse whose heterogeneity must be taken into account, a discourse which mobilizes a host of voices and figures, a discourse in which the producer and the product never form a harmonious unity.  I want to describe such a discourse as having several floors which the reader must traverse from the bottom to the top if he or she wants to know who says what and to learn who takes what position in the intellectual field.  On the first floor, the reader encounters a great number of voices, speakers, “enunciators” who populate the utterances of discourse.  Orchestrated by the text’s markers of enunciation, every voice says something.  On the second floor, the reader will discover that behind the multitude of voices of the floor below there is a limited number of discursive subject positions such as the producer (or locutor) and the other (or allocutor).  Here the reader realizes that the hive of voices on the floor below is not without a certain logic.  These voices have been orchestrated by the locutor in its role as the stage director of the discursive spectacle.  It is by means of enunciative markers that the locutor signals which speakers he or she accepts and which ones he or she rejects in the discourse.  If, still on the second floor, the reader discovers that the numerous speakers of discourse are staged in certain ways by the locutor, the reader’s mission has not yet ended.  He or she must climb further on, to the third floor, where the task is to associate the locutor and the allocutor with the various “real” actors in the field, to find out their names, which thus finally allows him or her to match what is being said to individuals occupying a certain place in the social.

Such is the floor-plan of the analysis carried out in the following chapters.  In order to find out what the producers are saying to one another, the reader must ascend as it were the floors of a heterogeneous and polyphonic discourse, which demands a considerable effort of interpretation and contextualization.  In contrast to most approaches in the social and human sciences which consider only the third floor—that is to say:  the producers, their positions and strategies—this approach will emphasize the interpretive labor made at “street level,” without which the reader cannot gain an adequate idea of what positions the producers take in the field.  This three-storied model of discourse presumes individuals not entirely in control of what they say.  In order to express what they mean to say, they are obliged to rely on a number of discursive figures—speakers and locutors—who always say more than the individuals want.   Thus, unlike theories relying on the notion of an actor as the unified source of transparent meaning, I propose that we conceive of meaning as a heterogeneous phenomenon occupying several levels, revealing in this way, according to the Lacanian parlance, the divisions of a subject inscribed in the symbolic and enmeshed in the snares of discourse.

This procedure insists on the opaque materiality of theoretical texts that need to be interpreted in light of the contexts available to the reader. By starting with the contexts, this book does not reflect how the enunciative approach analyzes discourse.  In fact, the first step would be to do what chapter 5 proposes, that is to untangle the different enunciative levels in order to distinguish between the locutor, on the one hand, and the utterances’ various enunciators on the other hand.  Only after having analyzed the text can we ask which contexts and which knowledge are available to the reader for the interpretation of a text (see chapters 2 and 3).  But two reasons motivate the inversion of this more conventional structure:

1) The constitution of the corpus.  In order to choose which texts to analyze, I draw on the sociohistorical tableau sketched out in the book’s Part I.  Thus, the five passages analyzed in chapter 5 stem from five producers who occupy rather different positions in the French intellectual field when the structuralist controversy was at its peak.  This enables me to draw attention to the many unexpected resonances and refractions which they have provoked in intellectual discourse.  
2) The role of contextual knowledge.  If even the most concept-laden texts refer back to their contexts, then readers “understand” these texts thanks to their contextual knowledge (see the Part I).  Theoretical discourse, then, mobilizes complex and ramified knowledge which the reader has about the field of symbolic production, involving—to speak in the manner of Pierre Bourdieu—the many institutions, groups, traditions, schools, circles, careers and disciplines in which these producers have acted.  It is precisely to these institutional contexts that these texts never cease to point.  What must be shown is that theoretical discourse does not function without this background of institutional knowledge. There are no “great ideas” without such a background of power relations.
Therefore, even “pure” theoretical discourses must set in motion, via the enunciative act, “impure” contexts.  To develop this idea, let us think of the different labels with which the texts of this intellectual generation have been attributed in their different contexts of reception.  In France, the thinkers who make up the subject of this study are usually perceived as the “structuralist” spearheads of the 1960s and 1970s, whereas outside France they are generally known as “poststructuralists.”  Their different reception underscores that the same corpus of texts can be viewed at one moment as expressing a group or a movement, and at the next moment as the fruit of rather isolated theorists.  Texts—and even such conceptual texts as those of Theory—are perceived differently according to their field of reception.  Thus, the title “After Structuralism” recalls that this is not only a book about a precise event in the history of ideas in France but also about the way theoretical texts are labelled in their contexts of reception.  Finally, by drawing upon recent developments in the social sciences and linguistics, this book tries to define its own relation to an unusually productive period in terms of theorizing the problem of language and society. With its insistence on the contexts of enunciation, the discourse pragmatical approach presented in this book must be situated “after structuralism,” but would it also work “after poststructuralism”?  Such is the question which the title poses the reader.  If I refrain from giving an answer to this question, it is because I see no one better able to do so than the readers of this book, as they set about understanding its messages with the cues, markers and instructions which it will offer you.

This work proposes an analysis of the manner in which theoretical texts are linked to their social contexts, and indeed this text has itself been conceived in particular contexts.  The greater part of the present study was elaborated during a post-doctoral stay, financed by the Humboldt Foundation (2004-2006), at the Centre d’études des discours, images, textes, écrits et communication (Céditec) of the Université Val-de-Marne (Paris 12).  Among my colleagues at Céditec, I would particularly like to name:

Malika Temmar, at whose initiative I first encountered the colleagues from Céditec in 2001; Dominique Maingueneau, with whom I discovered enunciative linguistics and who directed my doctoral dissertation along with Eckhard Dittrich of the Department of Sociology, University of Magdeburg; Simone Bonnafous, who has directed Céditec since its inception in 1999; and Pierre Fiala, who introduced me to lexicometry.  The other groups with which I work, or have worked, are:  the Lacanian reading circle led by Guy Pariente at L’Hôpital Saint-Anne,  the Groupe de travail de l’analyse du discours (GTAD) at the Maison des Sciences de l’Homme (MSH), led by Isabelle Léglise and Francois Leimdorfer, and the Groupe de l’analyse du discours philosophique (GrADPhi), led by Frédéric Cossutta.

I would like to thank l’Institut Universitaire de France for having contributed to the translation of this book.  Among the people who have contributed in one way or another to the production and translation of this book, I would like to mention Thorsten Bonacker, Dietrich Busse, Robin Celikates, Pierre Fiala, Jacques Guilhaumou, Kjetil Jakobson, Laurent Jeanpierre, Miriam Jerade, Reiner Keller, Francois Leimdorfer, Felicitas MacGilchrist, Jens Maeße, Annika Mattissek, Dominique Maingueneau, Martin Nonhoff, Yannik Porsché, Ronny Scholz, Kirsten Sobotta, Jan Standke, Malika Temmar, Daniel Wrana, and Alexander Ziem.












� 	Among them we can identify scholars as diverse as Jürgen Habermas, Jonathan Culler, Linda Hutcheon, Terry Eagleton, Christopher Norris…


�  	Viz. the critique of code and grammar approaches to meaning in discourse pragmatics and the debate on “enunciation”: Emile Benveniste and Dominique Maingueneau, Mikhail Bakhtin and Oswald Ducrot, H. Paul Grice and Dan Sperber/Deirdree Wilson.


� 	Cf. the insistence on the reader in Stanley Fish, Stuart Hall, Wolfgang Iser. 


� 	Among these “differentialist” theories of reading mention must be made of e.g. Jacques Derrida, Umberto Eco, Paul de Man.


� 	See e.g. François Cusset’s French Theory, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003; François Dosse’s History of Structuralism, Minneapolis, 1997.


� 	See, e.g., Fredric Jameson’s discussion of the social inscriptions of form in The Political Unconscious. Narrative As a Socially Symbolic Act. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1981, Judith Butler’s discourse pragmatic investigations in Excitable Speech. A Politics of the Performative. New York, London: Routledge, 1997, Ernesto Laclau’s theory of hegemonic articulation in New Reflections on the Revolution of Our Time. London, New York: Verso, 1990.


�  	But see Glyn Williams, French Discourse Analysis, London: Routledge, 1999.


� 	Which extends ideas from interpretive sociology and linguistic anthropology e.g. the communication-theoretical work inspired by Gregory Bateson in Paul Watzlawick et al., Pragmatics of Human Communication. New York: Norton, 1967; or Harold Garfinkel’s discovery of the indexical nature of social and symbolic practices in Studies in Ethnomethodology. Cambridge: Polity, 1967; cf. Teun van Dijk: Discourse and Context. A Sociocognitive Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008.
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