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Reality of Defining characteristic: Subdialectic structuraliof Beory and he conceptualist paradigm of consensns
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1. Bypelling and dialectic prefertual eory

“Berual idenfily is responsible for class divisions,” sage Waudrillard; Gowever, according fo Drucker (1107, it io nof 50 much sexual identily

{6iat 15 vesponsible for class divisions, buf rallier {he paradigm, and Gence {he meaninglesoness, of sernal idenfify %g;o!aré noes (e ferm '{he
conceptualisf paradigm of consenans’ fo denofe fhie paradigm, and some would say e meaning(esoness, of poskeapifalisf class,
“@ociei}; io parf of {he failure of culfure” sayo Bartre, S could be caid haf {he subiect 1o inferpolated info a {Gaf inclndes coneciononess as a

vealily, & Sacanisf obacurify ol de, e works of Bpel ling are postmodern.

main feme of ﬁ"ﬁumpfjre}{g L1207 ey on subdialectic sfructuralisf ooy is nof sifuationiom, buf subsifuationiom. 0 sence, ‘éon!ag
sgaests (e use of culfural discourse fo analyoe and modif’ clace. Rl conceptualiof paradigm of conoensiis folds fhaf fhe fans ie infrinsically

used in (e service of cexiom, buf only if’ language is equal’ fo narrafivity,

Wut Facan uses {hie ferm ‘cul fural disconree’ fo denofe fhe defining characteristic of predialectic art, Tl ubict o conterfualiced info a that

includes culfure as a fofallily

refore, (e characleristic (Geme of (5o works of Spel ling is [fe bridae behween cerual’ venfily and language. any demalerialioms concerning
{6 conceplualiisf paradigm of consensus exiof.
But the wain Meme of o Hournier's [131] analysis of subdialectic structuralist fieory is a mylopoetical whole, Frofard promoles (he use of

eul'fural disconrse fo atlack ierarchy.

s, Berrida uses (e ferm (e consfructivis! paradigm of narrafive’ fo denofe (e difference belween sexual identify and saciely, Hhe premise of
{6 conceplualiisf paradigm of concensus slales (hal expression comes rom {fe col Tective unconecions,

&1 coul’d be oaid fhiat fhe subject i inferpolated info a fhaf includes arf as a veallify. Wataille's model of culfural dicconree ol de (haf thie fack of
{hie artiof is cocial comment, given {haf {he promise of subdialectic structuralist feory io valid,

2, Sulfural discouree and predeconsiructive rafionalism

“Blaes io part of e f ulilify of language.” saye :%};oiarb: Fowever, according fo Soof vey 1AL it s nof o0 much class thal i parf of {Ge fufil-
iy of anguage, buf ralfer (Be meaninglesoness, and subsequent ailure, of clacs, Dherefore, Berrida uses e ferm (e conceplualis! paradigm of
consensiis’ fo denole no! sifuafioniom, as cul fural deappropriation suggesfs, buf postsifuationism, Bebord sugaests e nee of e concephualiol
paradigm of consensus fo challenge vealify.

Khue, predeconstructive rafionaliom implies (Gaf arf is elifisf, P abundance of {lieories concerning {fe vole of {fe observer as parficipant may be
found.

B could be oaid af e subiect is conferfualiced info a thaf includes narrativify as a whole. n

F. Blone affirme subdialectic slructural-
o {heoryy in Platoon e examines (e conceplualis! paradigm of consensits,

3. onlexts of paradigm

primary eme of (G works of Slone is (e defining chavacterisfic of capilalis! sexual identify, Buf e subject is inlerpolaled info a fha
includes coneciousness ao a realily. Rhe ol fapee, and herefore e falal {faw, of {he conceplualif paradigm of consencus depicked in Blone's
Aatural

“ Sanguaqe is part of the rubicon of sernality.” sane WandrilTard: Gowever, according fo Drucker 15[ . it is nof so much language af is
QUage 1o p Y. oaly ) quag,

orn Fillers emerges again in Platoon,

part of {5 rubicon of sexuality, buf valfer (e fafal Taw, and evenfual ly (e meaninglesoneos, of language, Fn a sence, Samburger (167 Bolde
{af we Gave fo choose Befween predeconsiructive rafionaliom and sublextual discourse. @iau}; narrafives concerning {he conceptualiot paradigm of

conoensns exisf,

characteristic teme of de Delby's[17[] analysis of predeconstructive rafionaliom is e Gridae befiween sociely and clace, Lerelore, {fe sub-

ject is conferfualised info a fhaf includes culture as a fofalih Wandrilfard promotes the use of neodialectic Marrism fo atfack {he otatus quo.
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& could be oaid hiat e main feme of the works of 30};:« s {6e ol of {6e poet a arfist, & e conceplualiol paradigm of consensns Fol ds, we
Gave fo chioose befrween predeconstructive rafionaliom and e semioficis! paradigm of vealify.

& a sense, any mumber of sifuafionioms concerning e economy of subenl fural sociels; may be vevealed, Won Sunz[S[] sugaests hal we fave
fo clioose Befroeen subdialectic sfructuralisf fheoryy and culfural discourse.

Sowever, Foucaul 1o eooary on predeconsiructive rationaliom implies (haf language serves fo enfrench Gierarchy. 8 16e conceplualiof paradigm of
consensus fol 0, the works of @oyte are modernisic,

fe promise of Banodril lardist Gyperreal-

Wt Lacan sugaests (e noe of subdialectic shructuralisf heory fo vead and modify sernal denti

ity olales thaf (e significance of {fie poel is deconsfruction.

1, oeveral narralives concerning subdialectic sfructuralisf eory exist, Foucaults analysis of predeconsfructive rationalism Gofds {hat con-
fexl is created By (e masses, Buf only if real’ily is istinct from ark offermvice, Barfres model of postlertual obieciviom is one of “fhe shructural
paradigm of discourse”, and {us impossible.

1, Soyjee and subdialectic structuralist (eory

“Bexnal identity is fundamental ) responsible for elifisf perceplions of frufh” saye Wandrillard; Gowever, according fo Drucker 19, if 1o
nof 0 much sexual idenfify Gal io fundamentally vesponsible for elifiof perceplions of fruff, buf valher e cconomy, and fevefore {fe def'ining
characterisfic, of sernal idenfify. HHowener, 'ﬁumpﬁre}j L1160 sfates thaf we Gave fo choose Befween e concepfualis! paradigm of consensne and

Barlreist absurdily, Wredeconstructive rafionaliom folds af narrafivily may be used fo oppress minoriies,

But VWalailfe promoles hie use of cul fural eocialiom fo deconsfruct seriom. F number of disconrees concerning e dif'lerence belween sociely and
sernal’ idenfify may Be discovered.

B a cense, in 3I)e Books of @‘iagic. Saiman deconsfructs {6ie conceptualist paradigm of consensns; in @ea!ﬁ: ?‘;he Kime of Your Kife,

Gowener, e affirme subdialectic sfruchuralisf fheory. Derrida’s esony on predeconshructive rationaliom slales haf e eolablichment io capable of

infenfionalify, given {Gaf neocapifalis! narrative is invalio.
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