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The book “Language, semantics and ideology” published in 1975 was written by Michel PÊCHEUX who was known as a discourse theorist. In the book, Pecheux discussed the relationship between semantics and ideology and the problems of Marxist philosophy for an audience of linguists as well as philosophers. Pecheux's central thesis is that semantics as the study of the meanings of words and phrases encompasses ideologies and serves the political interests of dominant power. With the Pecheux’s awareness of the historicity of meaning and the implication of power in semantics, it was considered as a philosophical issue rather than a linguistic one. 
Pecheux begins the book with an introductory social background in the twentieth century. Since the 1930s, the crisis of imperialism as well as the international communist movement had become remarkable. As a result, the contradiction between the Soviet revolutions and Stalinism in world workers’ movement had emerged. Twentieth Congress of the CPSU didn’t put an end to Stalinism and it still had effects. In the 1960s, the Communist movement started to have an interrogation of the relationship between the work-class politics and the capitalist countries and questioned the nature of a proletarian state. 

There had been a crucial issue around this interrogation which is the ideology. At the time, Zhdanov had forbidden the investigation of Marxist philosophers in theoretical studies, one of which is semantics – “a scientific theory of propaganda” - which Adam Schaff applied to Marxism. Pecheux therefore examined the results of Marxism’s principle of Dialectical Materialism. Accroding to Schaff, one linguistic branch that is closely related to politics is semantics which consists of rhetoric and logic as counterparts. In order to better explain what semantics is in a linguistic point of view, Pecheux states that ‘the communicational function of language” was mentioned in the Marxist book “The German Ideology”, and that within language and speech, material objects and processes function as signs with meanings, which is said by Schaff. 
Pecheux also examined the ‘evident’ propositions of Schaff and made an extension to them. The ‘evident’ propositions refer to things, persons, signs, human sciences, rhetoric (emotional), logic (cognitive) and subjectivity. In fact, these readings of Marxism seem to have avoided capitalist concepts. The rupture in both theory and practice had even extended in Marxism-Leninism. Pecheux therefore repudiates the ‘evident’ propositions of semantics and attempts to promote a materialist theory by concerning linguistics with philosophy.

The situation of linguistics in the twentieth century was marked by three main tendencies which are the formalist-logicist tendency, historical linguistics, linguistics of parole. The first tendency was the dominant one and the other two tendencies are bound to the first one. The contradiction which opposes the first tendency to the other two is between linguistic system (language) and non-systematic determinations (history and speaker). This contradiction that constitutes semantics can be further approached by historical materialism.

In this aspect, the formalist thesis is that language is systemic and not historical and it thus constitutes the theoretical object of linguistics. Therefore, language as a systemic form is preset for the inexplicable history and must be studied within historical contexts. That is why linguistic structuralism must be studied with philosophy in the perspective of historical materialism.

The first two chapters are about the dichotomous classfications in semantics which constitute a natural history of the universe. With the investigation into semantics through Gottlob Frege and other linguists’ work, the author first examines the problem of determination in logico-philosophical and rhetorical aspects, as well as the discontinuity between scientific theory and its ideological consequences. 
Looking from the historical development of semantics, there has been a connection between analytics and rhetoric. In the seventeenth century, the distinction between determination (restrictive) and explication (non-restrictive) in relative clauses was developed by the Port-Royal Logic, and it corresponds to the idea of General and Rational Grammar of Arnaud and Lancelot that determinative relation can be realized by adding restrictive attributes while the non-restrictive judgements in mind would create an explicative relation in a discourse. To be more precise, determination doesn’t involve any addition from thought whereas explication does. Therefore, it is evident that the relationship between ‘theory of knowledge’ and rhetoric is that between grammar as the art of speaking and logic as the art of thinking. 

During the transitional period from seventeenth century to eighteenth century, a distinction between necessary truths and contingent truths was constituted. Then in the eighteenth century, Leibniz introduced a shift of reducing explication to determination by logical fiction of different worlds. This led to the concern for the origin of languages which was thought to be come from human senses and needs. Thus the theory of enunciation emerged. 

Then the author goes on to explain the philosophies of subjectivity during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Kant introduced a new conception which is the distinction between analytic judgements (necessary) and synthetic judgements (contingent). This involves the notion of subjectivity. The dominant conception is that of Husserl’s phenomenology which suggested the opposition of objectivity and subjectivity where the subject is considered as the origin of representations, despite Frege’s opinion of the subject as the bearer of representations. Subjectivity as a contingent precondition for expression gave rise to the art of expression – rhetoric. Dessaintes formulated a psychological base to Husserl’s work which is the modalities used in the expression of subjectivity. 

At last, Saussure reinforced the subjectivity/objectivity opposition in the form of creativity/system, and it extended to Chomsky’s generative semantic studies. 

There are two characteristics of semantic studies in the twentieth century which are the idea of a semantic combinatory and the theory of enunciation. 

Pecheux also examined metaphysical realism and logical empiricism as two forms of regressive exploitation of the sciences by idealism. He presents the linguistic phenomenon of the opposition between ‘explicative apposition’ and ‘determination’, such as in the sentence like “men who are reasonable are free”. It is ambiguous and shows the effects of the duality of logic and rhetoric. In Aristotelian terms, it would be the distinction between an accident (contingency) and a substance (necessity) or ‘point of view’ and ‘intentions’.
In the following chapters, Pecheux's argument is an extension of Althusser's theories into the study of language. The thesis is mainly based on the idea that thought is dependent on reality and semantics should be considered with philosopher rather than linguistics. He proposes that complex systems of dominant ideologies historically articulate meaning, on a constant basis, via the "interpellation" of various "subject positions" that are modulated by idealism, on the one hand, and materialism, on the other. 
Pecheux develops the consequences of analyzing the ‘theory of discourse’ in a materialist position and the two central questions of Marxism-Leninism which are the question of the production of scientific knowledges and the question of revolutionary proletarian political practice. The philosophical problematic is that of empiricism and subjectivism which are opposed by formalism. It also involves a political question which is Lenin’s intervention of empirio-criticism and Marxism’s relation with semantics – the communists movements in relation to linguistics and philosophy.
Pecheux then discusses discursive processes and discursive formations in the perspective of a materialist analysis of the practices of language. There are four terms about this formation which are interdiscourse, intradiscourse, the preconstructed and the transverse effect. ‘Interdiscourse’ means that discourses interpenetrate each other, even overlaps within ideological formations. ‘Intradiscourse’ means the discourse within one subject and this again links to the constitution of subjectivity. ‘The preconstructed’ refers to the situation when a speaker articulates an existing discourse and is convinced that they hold the full responsibility for it. This could lead to the question of how historical processes shape individuals.  .

The uniformisation of French language is used as an illustration to discuss the materialist analysis of class relationships’ effect on the ‘linguistic practices’ under bourgeois ideology. With the two historical processes of transformations in class relationships in France, the distinction between ‘national French’ and ‘fictional varieties of French’ became even more remarked. The first process is the French Revolution which was an anti-feudal struggle. It advocates language uniformisation in order to have free communication for ideological realization of capitalist relations of production. The second process is the imposition of French on the education system of elementary which created an inegalitarian division inside egalitarian uniformisation, it thus imposed a differentiation in class linguistic practices. Therefore, the so-called ‘free linguistic communication’ actually equals to definite non-communication which means there are class barriers inside language.
Seen from the historical processes, bourgeois revolution only concerns with linguistic struggle for the unification of the language which is seen as a system, while capitalist relations mean a new struggle between ‘realisations’ of this language which involve morphological, lexical and syntactic differences. Thus, Gadet thinks that sociolinguistics theory of language behavior provides the foundation for reformist concept of politics. In this regard, the main problematic is the contradiction of “vocabulary-syntax’ and ‘arguments’ of the formalist-logicist tendency. But it is impossible to examine this tendency in a linguistic point of view, as linguists regard as language as a linguistic system and neglects fictional languages. 
According to Baudelot and Establet, the logico-formal tendency and the rhetorico-poetic tendency are the two networks of the bourgeois education system. There is actually a language division of non-communication behind the language unification of free communication. This division can be found in proletarians, in capitalist relations of production and in political and ideological social relations. It thus makes the proletarians subject to the ‘rhetoric’ of capitalists and law makers. 

In conclusion, the book was written from both linguistic and philosophical sides. In terms of linguistics, the relationship between discourse analysis and linguistics was reconsidered in this book. Pecheux has made a significant contribution to the development of empirical strategies of discourse analysis. In terms of philosophy, it is interesting to know that linguistic theory can be analysed within Marxist theory.  
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