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Cultural Studies: An Introduction

Cary NeLsoN, PaurLa A. TREICHLER, AND
LAWRBNCE GROSSBERG

The field of cultural studies is experiencing, as Meaghan Morris puts it, an unprecedented
international boon. It remains to be seen how long this boom will last and what impact
it will have on intellectual life. Certainly, within the fragmented institutional conhg-
uration of the academic left, cultural studies holds special intellectual promise because
it explicitly attempts to cut across diverse social and political interests and address many
of the struggles within the current scene. As Lata Mani notes in her essay in this volume,
in irs utopian mements cultural studics sometimes imagines “a location where the new
politics of difference—racial, sexual, cultural, transnational—can combine and be artic-
ulated in all their dazzling plurality.” At the same time, it is undoubredly cultural studies’
material and economic promise that contributes, as much as fts intellectual achievement,
to its current vogue. In the United States, where the boom is cspcciuily strong, many
academic institutions—presses, journals, hiring commiceees, conferences, university cur-
ricula—have created significant investment opportunitics in cultural studies, sometimes
in ignorance of its history, its practitioners, its relation to traditional disciplines, and ivs
life outside the academy.

The present book is partly occasioned by this explosion of interest in cultural
studies, Tt seeks to identify the dimensions of cultural studies and its varied effects, 10
discuss cultural studies in relation to its intellectual history, its varying definitions, it
current affiliations and affinities and diverse objects of study, and its possible futues.
Here we introduce the field of cultura) studies, describe the goals of the book, and offer
a “user’s guide” to the essays it includes. The section divisions in the user's puide
themselves provide a rough map not only of the overlapping subject matter of the book
but also of the major categories of current work in cultural studies: the history of cultaral
studies, gender and sexuality, nationhood and national identivy, coloniatism and post-
colonialism, race and ethnicity, popular culture and its audiences, science and ccology,
identity politics, pedagogy, the politics of aesthetics, cultural institutions, the politics
of disciplinatity, discourse and textuality, history, and global calture in a postmodern
age. But cultural studies can only partially and uneasily be identified by such domains
of interest, since no list can constrain the topics cultural studies may address in the future.

One way to understand cultural studies is to employ the traditional strategics by
which disciplines stake out their territories and theoretical paradigms mark their dif-
ference: by claiming a particular domain of objects, by developing a unigque scc of
methodological practices, and by carrying forward a founding tradition and lexicon. In
the following pages, we will suggest how domain, method, and intellectual legacy help
us further understand cultural studies. Yet none of chese elements makes cultural studies
into a traditional discipline. Indeed, cultural studies is not mercly interdiscaplinary; itas
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2 INTRODUCTION

often, as others have written, actively and aggressively anti-disciplinary—a characteristic

that more or less ensures 2 permanently uncomfortable relation to academic disciplines.
As Graeme Turner writes in his essay, “motivated, at least in part, by a critique of the
disciplines, cultural scudies has been reluctant to become one.”
Early in the history of cultural studies in Britain, Richard Hoggart (1969) stressed
that cultural studies had no stable disciplinary base. “What was the bibliography of a
cultural studies thesis?' Stuart Hall asks, looking back on his experience at the Centre
for Contemporary Cultural Studies at Birmingham, “‘Nobody knew” (Hall, 1990a, p.
17). Qtlmral studies draws from whatever fields are necessary to produce the ,lmowlcc'lgc
required for a particular project. In the course of its cross-national borrowings, some
figures play different roles at different times and places. Richard Johnson (1986/7)
suggests that in response to pressures to define cultural studies it be seen as a kind of
process, an alchemy for producing useful knowledge about the broad domain of human
culture. If it is an alchemy, he warns, codification might halt its ability to bring about
reactions. As readers will also learn from this book, it is now an alchemy that draws
fronlu many of the major bodies of theory of the last several decades, from Marxism and
feminism to psychoanalysis, poststructuralism, and postmodernism.
~The methodology of cultural studies provides an equally uncasy marker, for cultural
studies in fact has no distinct methodology, no unique statistical, ctlmomctimdological
ot textual analysis to call its own. Its mechodology, ambiguous from the beginnin '
could best be seen as a bricolage. Its choice of practice, that is, is pragmatic strntcgiﬁ'
and self-reflective. At Birminghawm, a central goal was *'to enable people to understand
what [was] going on, and especially to provide ways of thinking, strategies for survival
and resources for resistance” (Hall, 1990a, p. 22). The choice of research Practiccs'
depends upon the questions that are asked, and the questions depend on their contexe
It is problematic for cultural studies simply to adopt, uncritically, any of the formalizcci
dlSChElmal:y practices of the academy, for those practices, as much as the distincrions
tht:)_( inscribe, carry with them a heritage of disciplinary invesements and exclusions and
2 history of social effects that cultural studies would often be inclined to repudiate
Thus, for example, although there is no prohibition against close textal readings in
cululjral studies, they are also not required. Moreover, texeual analysis in licerary stﬁdics
carrics history of convictions that texts are properly understood as wholly self-deter-
mined and independent olijects as well as a bias abour which kinds of texts are worth
of analysis.lThat burden of associations cannot be ignored. ’
-1lc:lrth|tllatillg to cultural studies the methods privileged by existing disciplines
requires considerable work and reflection, work that can neither be done permanentl
or in adv;nce. For cultural studies has no guarantees about what guestions are importan{
to.a§k within given contexts or how to answer them; hence no methodology can be
prwlicgcld or even temporarily employed with total security and confidence, yet none
can bc‘ eliminated out of hand. Textual analysis, semiotics, deconstruction, cth‘nography
interviews, phonemic analysis, psychoanalysis, rhizomatics, content analysis, survey rc:
search—all can provide important insights and knowledge. Some, though not 'al! of these
are cmployed in the essays that follow; more still have been employed by our Con’tributors
in the course of their careers. But methodologies always bear the traces of their histor
including methodologics that now have a history within cultural studies itself. 'I'h);;
point is m?qe repeatedly and decisively throughout this book: see, for example, Rosalind
Brun: s critique of cultural studies' “simplified account of engagement with the media
t;:xt, a critique taken up in related ways by Jody Berland, Simon Frith, Constance
Penley, Jau.xcc Radway, William ‘Warner, and others. Here and elsewhere, in individual
essays and in discussion sessions, many contributors are acutely aware of. the difficuley
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of providing accounts that draw on multiple methods simultaneously--meshing survey
research with cthnography, for example, or information from modern marketing re-
search with more utopian conceptions of empowered consumers. Much of this, for
example in Berland's work, explicitly examines notions of what an audience is. As she
suggests, the contemporary science of audience research, in which “the topography of
consumption is increasingly identified as . . . the map of the social,” can at least poten-
tially be seen as a new form of colonialism; certainly its premises problematize the
optimistic attribution of agency to consumers and also, perhaps, send a cautionary mes-
sage about the tendency in cultural studies to celebrate fragmentation-—tor it is precisely
fragmentation that audience research is increasingly able to capitalize, While the con-
mitment of cultural studies is to take this sort of history and positioning into account,
this rarely occurs without sustained interrogation or complicated effects. No intellectual
practice, even the compelling images of collective effort and ongoing self-interrogation
of the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies at Birmingham in the 19605 and
1970s, guarantees the practice of cultural studies in every context.

These introductory observations suggest that it is probably impossible to agree on
any essential definition or unigue nareacive of cultural studies. “Cultural studies is not
one thing,” Stuart Hall has written, “it has never heen one thing™ (1990a, p. 11). Even
when cultural studies is identified with a specific national tradition like British culrural
studics, it remains a diverse and often contentious enterprise, encompassing different
positions and trajectories in specific contexts, addressing many questions, drawing nour-
ishment from multiple roots, and shaping itself within different institutions and locations.
The passage of time, encounters with new historical events, and the very extension of
cultural studies into new disciplines and national contexts will inevitably change its
meanings and uses. Cultural studies needs to remain open to unexpected, unimagined,
even uninvited possibilities. No one can hope to control these developments.

Yet we believe it matters how cultural studies is defined and conceptualized. While
the question of “what cultural studies really is” may have become impossible to specify
for all times and places, we believe that in any given context, culeural studies cannot be
just anything. Even the most open definition of culeural studies here--Tony Benneit’s
o, rerm of convenience for a fairly dispersed armay of theoretical and political positions™ -~
is immediately qualified in a way that marks boundaries: “which, however widely di-
vergent they might be in other respects, share a commitment to examining cultural
practices from the poin of view of their intrication with, and within, relations of power.”
To work even within that rather broad configuration, of course, requires an analysis of
those relations of power and one’s place within them, Morcover, the word “relations”
opens out into cultural studies’ long history of efforts to theorize and grasp the mutual
determinations and interrelations of cultural forms and historical forces,

As Stuart Hall suggests in the discussion following his contribution to this col-
lection, to arrive at such a situated definition requires a whole range of work. That work
includes a “moment of sclf-clarification,” which, as Hall emphasizes, has yet to be .
undertaken by many of us attempting to do cultural studies, particularly in the United
States. For while the cultural studies boom is certainly international, its economic value
is largely conditioned by its academic expansion in North America; this very success
demands that it be closely watched, Will its vitality be compromised by the institutional
pluralism of contemporary academic life? Will its rough edges be smoothed out to ease
its At within established disciplinary boundaries? Will the institutional norms of the
American academy dissolve its erucial political challenges? What range of work is re-
quired to bring about an adequate understanding of what we are doing? What is it that
our collective self-clarification must enrail? Constructing a vision of cultural studies that
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canlbc‘frultfully deployed in any particular set of circumstances requires a culvural studies
analysis of those very circumstances, At the same time, to address or define the specificity

of cultural st‘uchcs is to ask why it matters. What is at stake in our efforts to practice
cuteural studies and to reflect on thar practice?

As a first step, we can try to offer a very genenal, generic dehnition of cultural studies,
Although it can be argued that cultural studies itself resists this kind of definition, we
think it would be arrogant not to identify, as a starting point at least, some of, the
recurrent elements of the field. A number of efforts to define and delineate the cultural
studicsl project help map the diversity of positions and traditions that may legitimately
lay claim to the name.' Keeping those effores in mind, one may begin by saying thac
cultural studies is an interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary, and sometimes counter-disci-
plinary field that operates in the tension between its tendencies to embrace both a broad
a'nthropoingical and a more narrowly humanistic conception of culture.? Unlike tradi-
tional anthropology, however, it has grown out of analyses of modern industrial societies,
It is ty‘picaliy interpretive and evaluative in its methodologies, but unlike traditional
humanism it rejects the exclusive equation of culture with high culture and argues that
all forms of cultural production need to be studied in relation to other cultural practices
and to soc}al and historical structures. Cultural studies is thus committed to the study
of the entire range of a society’s arts, beliefs, institutions, and communicative practices.
~ Some of thic tensions that constitute cultural studies in fact are built into the diverse
history of meanings given the word culture itself, *Culture,” Williams writes in Key-
w'ords {a book both Jan Zita Grover and Graeme Turner invoke in this volume rather
differently), “is one of the two or three most complicated words in the English lan-
guage.” Its history includes not only static and elitist equations of culture with the
achievements of civilization but also broader notions that encompass all symbolic activity
as well as references to culture as an active effort at nurturing and preservation. Morcovcr‘
as Williams was able to show through his researches on the “emergence of eulture as
an abstraction and an absolute,” “the idea of culture is a general reaction to a general
and major change in the condition of our common life. Tts basic element is its effort at
total qualitative assessment™ (1958, pp. xvi, 295), The attempts to define culture thus
each grew out of necessity, out of responses to historical change. Williams helps us
locate the broad tmperus that motivates not only the British cradivion of cultural studics
but alk the traditions: to identify and articulate the relations between culture and society
. After his survey of the varied meanings associated with the word “culture,” Wil-.
liams concludes that it simultaneously invokes symbolic and material domains and that
the stud)l/ of culture iuvolves not privileging one domain over the other but interrogating
the refation berween the twa. Thus when Jody Berland discusses the paradoxical powers
of technology—the *complex effects of emancipation and domination in the reformation
of marginal political and culvural identities” —she focuses on how the music industr
constructs potential audiences according to their spatial constitution—that is, the s acc);
thmugh‘which music will circulate to them: cars, elevators, offices, malls, };otcls F;idc-
walks, alFElancs, buses, cities, small towns, northern settlements, satellite broadcast's and
so on. Fifteen years later, we can take her work as one of the many cfforts to push
further Williams’s argument that culture in this context means "a whole way ofplifc
material, intellectual, and spirital” (1976, p. 16), including symbolic behavior in a
community’s everyday life. Writing shordy after Williams, Paul Willis declared that
culture "“is the very material of our daily lives, the bricks and mertar of our most
commonplacc understandings” (1977, p. 185). In his essay here John Fiske draws our
attention to the most ordinary practices of daily life—how people select and arrange
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objects in their apartments, how they shop, what they cat. Following in a long cultuzal
scudies tradition, he argues that “the social order constrains and oppresses the people.
but at the same time offers them resources to fight against those conseraines.™ In culturul
studies traditions, then, culture is understood both as a way of life—encompassing ideas,
attitudes, languages, practices, institutions, and structures of power—and a whole range
of cultural practices: artistic forms, texts, canons, architecture, mass-produccd commod-
ities, and so forth, Or as Hall puts i, culture means “the actual, grounded terrain of
practices, representations, languages and customs of any specific hustorical sociery™ as
well as “'the contradictory forms of ‘common sense’ which have taken oot in and helped
to shape popular life” (Hall, 1986, p. 20).

As Johnson {1986) writes, cultural studies is borh an intellectual and a pohiucil
wradition. There is a kind of double articulation of culture in cultural studics, wher
oeudture” is simultancously the ground on which analysis proceeds, the object of study.
and the site of political critique and intervention. But cultural studies has not embraced
all political posicions. As James Carey points out, resistance (o cultural studies olten
reflects an uneasy awareness that its traditions “lead one to commit oneself in advance
to a moral cvaluation of modern society . . . to a revolutionary line of political acnon
or, at the least, a major project of social reconstruction” (1989, p. 101}, OF course th
evaluations that cultural studies writers have offered differ considerably. fn one of the
founding texts of cultural studies, The Uses of Literacy (1958}, Hoggare decries bul
contemporary popular culture and the very youth subcultures that subsequent caltura
studies scholars have come to value. But it is nonetheless true tha from the outset culturs
studics’ efforts to recover working-class culture and history and to synthesize progressive
traditions in Western intellcceual history have had both overt and implicit political abms

These aims and necessities have always been sicvated historically. Dhifferent tra
ditions of cultural studies, including British and American versions, have grown out
cfforts to understand the processes that have shaped modern and postwar socicty am
culture: industrialization, modernization, urbanization, the rise of mass commumnicatios
the disintegration of what Raymond Williams described as “knowable communitics,
the increasing commodification of cultural life, the collapse of the Western coluniali
empires and the development of new forms of imperialism, the creation of a glob.
economy and the worldwide dissemination of mass culture, the emergence of new forn
of ccanomically or ideologically motivated migration, and the re-emergence of nation
alism and of racial and rcligious hostilities. These very general hiscorical conditio:
manifest themselves differently in different national contexts, contexts that have resulee
in several distinctive cultural studies traditions. Moreover, in each context these Jdiver
forces have often produced significant social, political, and culcural disruption, disk
cation, and struggle. Hence a continving preoccupation wichin cuirural studies is u
notion of radical social and cultural transformation and how to study it. Yet in virtual
al} traditions of cultural studies, its practitioners sce cultural studies not simply as

chronicle of cultural change but as an intervention in it, and sec themselves not simp
as scholars providing an account but as politically engaged participants.

Jan Zita Grover and Henry Giroux in their essays here both cite the classroom
one place where cultural studies can make 2 difference, but the variety of interventiv
aimed for in these essays eventually ranges through che culture as a whole. Angie Cb
bram-Dernersesian critiques the gender politics of traditional Chicano culture and off:
an analysis of recent Chicana cultural interventions. Kobena Mercer secks to open
new political alliances based on nonessentialist awareness of racial difference. Jennt
Daryl Slack and Laurie Anne Whit believe cultural studies can help us to theonze t
normative assumptions behind the environmental movement. Douglas Crimp presses
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to rf:cognizc the effects of how people with AIDS are represented. Elspeth Probyn,
talking about the fall 1990 massacre of women engineering students at the University
of Montreal (where she teaches) and its impact on the feminist community, calls for
-greater generosity in our representations of identity and difference as well as in our
cveryday conduct toward each other. Meaghan Morris calls upon cultural analysts to
engage more concretely with the details of contemporary world economic formations,
specifically new configurations centering around the Pacific Rim. Tony Bennett argues
that cultural studies needs to have an impact on public policy. Paul Gilroy urges us to
loosen the hold of national identity on our cultural life and begin to think of the Atlantic
community as both a fact of history and a potential ficld for future political activity.
Cornel West gives a general talk on the political function of the intellectual at the
present time. Finally, Donna Haraway attempts to lay out global principles for local
politics in the postmodern age. She urges us to abandon a waditional politics of rep-
resentation—which distances, objectifies, decontextualizes, and disempowers whatever it
represents—and instead adope local struggles for strategic collective articulations, actic-
ulations that are always contingent, contestable, and impermanent. As Michele Wallace
demonstrates, the process of articulating alliances is never self-evident or guaranteed.
Cultural studies thus believes that its practice does matter, that its own intellectual
work is supposed to-—can—make a difference. But its interventions are not guaranteed;
they are not meant to stand forever. The difference it seeks to make is necessarily relevant
only for particular circumstances; when cultural studies work continues to be useful over
time, it is often because it has been rearticulated to new conditions. Cultural studies is
never merely a theoretical practice, even when that practice incorporates notions of
politics, power, and context into its analysis. Indeed, the sense that cultural studies offers
?bridgc berween theory and material culture~and has done so throughout its tradition-
is an important reason for its appeal to contemporary scholars. In a period of waning
enthusiasm for “pure” and implacably ahistorical theory, cultural studies demonstrates
the social difference theory can make. In cultural studies, the politics of the analysis and
the politics of intellectual work are inscparable. Analysis depends on intellectual work;
for cultural studies, theory is a crucial part of that work. Yet intellectual work is, by
iesclf, incomplete unless it enters back into the world of cultural and political power
and struggle, unless it responds to the challenges of history. Cultural scudies, then, is
always partly driven by the political demands of its context and the exigencies of its
institutional situation; critical practice is not only determined by, it is responsible to, its
situation. Through the last two decades, when theory has sometimes seemed a decon-
textualized scene of philosophical speculation, cultural studies has regularly theorized
in response to particular social, historical, and material conditions. ts theories have
attempted to connect to real social and political problems. Now that “thcory” is more
broadly returning to material concerns and interrogating the social effects of its own
discourses, it finds its enterprise clarified and facilitated by the cultural studies challenge.
‘Thus many of the contributors to this volume are concerned with the role of the
intellectual in affecting social change, including Resalind Brunt, John Fiske, Henry
Giroux, Stuart Hall, bell hooks, Meaghan Morris, Andrew Ross, and Cornel West, In
Ross’s case, this was the primary subject of his 1989 book, No Respect: Intellectuals and
Popular Culture. For many, this involves considerable self-interrogation. West, for ex-
ample, calls for intellectuals to examine the academy’s own self-sustaining practices and
its role in the massive shift 1o an information and service economy. Hall points to the
ALDS epidemic as “one of the questions which urgently brings before us our marginalicy
as critical intcllectuals in making real effects in the world . .. Against the urgency of
people dying in the streets, what in God's name is the point of cultural studies . .. If
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you don’t feel that as one tension in the work that you are doing, theory has let you
off the hook.” Yer, he continues, the question of AIDS is also “an extremely important
terrain of struggle and contestation” in which the realities, now and in the future, of
sexual politics, desire, and pleasure, who lives and dies, are bound up in metaphor and
representation. What cultural studies must do, and has the capacity to do, is to articulate
insights about *the constitutive and political nature of representation itself, about its
complexities, about the effects of language, about textuality as a site of life and death.”
At the same time, AIDS “rivets us to the necessary modesty of theory, the necessary
modesty of cultural studies as an intellectual projece.”

It is notable that even in a cultural studies collection as broad and international as
this one, with a number of heavily theorctical essays, there is litcle atecempt at the sor
of grand theorizing that imagines it can define the politics and semiotics of represen-
tation, gender, race, or textuality for all time. You can draw much out of these essays
for use in other contexts and to answer new challenges, but not, ideally, without asking
how their theoretical work needs to be rethought. Douglas Crimp's essay on AlDS
photographs can sensitize us to the effects of representation in other contexts. But since
the power of his analysis grows partly out of its reflections on homophobia and its
concern for the special cultural and psychic meanings of AIDS, we should propetly
rethink those contexts independently. Crimp argues ¢hat we should never analyze an
object alone and out of context and then goes on to say that we should “formulate our
activist demands, not in relation to the ‘truth’ of the image, but in relation w the
conditions of its construction and to its social effects.™ Crimp's analysis is a strategic
intervention; these same images could have different meanings and do diffrent cultural
work in other contexts.

Similar strategics and contextual aims inform many of the other essays as well.
Laura Kipnis's analysis of how class and gender are articulated together in the pages of
Hustler—and her effort to grant it a certain oppositional force—is more a challeage to
rethink the unconscious biases within the “tendency to locate resistance, agency, and
micro-political struggle just about everywhere in mass cultural reception™ than ir is an
effort simply to expand that tendency. And it would be risky to assume that Cacherine
Hall's reading of how nineteenth-century English national identity was grounded in
race—*In 1833 the dominant definition of Englishness included the gratifying element
of liberator of enslaved Africans” —could be easily applicd to other national contexis,
though her effort to understand how “English identity was constructed through the
active silencing of the disruptive relations of ethnicity, of gender, and of class™ gives us
a model that descrves to be rechought for and articulated to other historical moments.
Notably, it is pattly the special character of the British expericnce—-the alliances and
tensions between different peoples of color in London, the historic specificity of the way
immigration and racism have played themselves out in a British context—that have i
part made possible the important advances among British cultural studies scholars in
developing non-essentialist theories of race and ethnicity. The essays here by Kobena
Mercer and Paul Gilroy take that work still further. These theories have been needed
to account for social history in Britain and both to take advantage of and to open up
new possibilities for political alliances. That work can be quite powerful in an American
context, but this much larger, more dispersed, and historically distincrive country require:
that we theorize different antagonisms and possibilitics. Some of the difhculties wnd
challenges involved in moving theory to new contexts are thought out in the essays o
Australia by Meaghan Morris and Graeme Turner, Morris devotes part of her essay 1
an analysis of “the social conditions for inventing a critical practice” and Turner declarc:
that his “paper has heen about the cultural specificity of theory.”
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This kind of emphasis on contingencies is central to contemporary cultural studies,
to a theory of articulation, and to models for carrying out conjunctural analysis—analysis,
that is, which is embedded, descriptive, and historically and contextually specific. Only
such an approach ¢an hope to address the changing alliances within contemporary po-
litical movements and to sort out contingent intersections of social movements from
longterm “organic” change. Hall {1986a, pp. 6--7), for example, writes that Gramsci’s
“most illuminating ideas and formulations are typically of this conjunctural kind. To
make more general use of them, they have to be delicately disinterred from their concrete
and specific historical embeddedness and transplanted to new soil with considerable care
and patience.” Some of the writers in this book, indeed, argue that theoretical transplants
can bhe quite misleading, Thus Lata Mani warns us that poststructuralist readings of
hegemony can be misleading when applied to a colonial state that achieved not hegemony
but dominance,

This is not to say that every theoretical advance made within the cultural studics
tradition requires the same level of disentanglement from prior uses before it is put to
work in a markedly different cultural context. The concept of articulation—along with
its companion terms, disarticulagion and rearticulation—widely and successfully used in
cultural studies in the 1980s—is an example of a concept sufficiently abstract and general
that it can be moved to new contexts whenever it is helptul. It provides a way of describing
the continual severing, realignment, and recombination of discourses, social groups,
political interests, and structures of power in a socicty. It provides as well a way of
describing the discursive processes by which objects and identities are formed or given
meaning. In its application, therefore, it is anything but abstract. On the other hand, a
concept like subculeures is much more historically entangled. It arose in cultural studies
work in Britian as part of the effort to describe and understand youth cultures that—at
a particular moment--had sufficient experiential and social depth and stylistic coherence
o hecome a way of life. Tt has since sometimes been applied too casually, granting
subcultural status to what are essentially American leisure activities. British subcultural
work remains useful in other contexts, but ir cannot simply be imitated unreflectively.
Considet, for example, Graeme Turner’s comments here on the effect of British theo-
rizing about popular culture and its audiences when it is transported to the United Scates:

The recovery of the audience, the new undcrstandings of the strategies of resistance
audicnces employ, and the invocation of such strategies within definitions of popular
culture, have all been important, corrective, developments within British cultural
studics. Their export to the USA, however, to a context where the notion of the
popular accupies a very different place wichin dominant cultural definitions, scems
to have cxacerbated an already significant expansion in the cultural optimism such

explanations gencrate—an optimism that is ultimately about-capitalism and its tol-
eration of resistance.

On the other hand, to do research on working-class culture or youth subculeures,
to examine the role of the media in producing consensus, to reflect on issues of class
and gender in relation to popular culture, to deploy bodies of theory like Marxism,
feminism, poststructuralism, or psychoanalysis in cultural studies projects without know-
ing the work done in Britain, Australia, and clsewhere is to willingly accept real in-
capacitation. There is, in short, a history of real achievements that is now part of the
cultoral studies ceadition. The term eultural studies stands for, of course, the study of
culture, but it is no more synonymous with that than the term women's studies is syn-
onymous with the study of women. The broad rubric, involving the study of culture,
has been loosely affixed to many kinds of enterprises, but it is the Centre for Contem-
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porary Cultural Studics at Birmingham thar adopted, constructed, and formalized the
terim cultural studies as a name for its own unique project, Seme United States academics
are willing to generalize about cuitural seudies in complete or virrually complere ig-
norance of the work that runs from Williamns to many of the contributors in this book.
It is hard to think of another body of work where that level of ignorance could be
sustained unchallenged. _

Yet in accounts of British cultural studies this history of investments and accom-
plishnents is sometimes reconstructed in far wo linear a fashion. It is not, however, the
figures and institutions thar are in doubt. Thus accounts of British cultural studies ap-
propriately begin with Williams's efforts in Culture and Society (1958) and The Long
Revolution (1961) to theotize the relations between culture and sociery; with Hoggart's
two-part project in The Uses of Literacy (1958)—fiest, to track the connections between
British working-class language, beliefs, values, family life, gender relations, and rituals
and such working-class institutions as sporting events and pubs, and, second, to record
the loss of that culture as American popular culture spread through Britain; and with
E. P. Thompson's effort in The Making of the English Working Class (1963) to rescue “the
poor stockinger, the Luddite cropper” and the rest of the working class from “the
enormous condescension of posterity.” The key institutional moment is the founding
of the Centre for Contemporary Cultaral Studies at Birmingham in 1964, with Hoggart
as direcror. Hall succeeded him in 1969 and stayed on for a decade. The Centre’s projects
included the journal Working Papers in Cultural Studies and a seties of important co-
authored and co-edited books, among them the especially influential Resistance Through
Rituals: Youth Subcultures in Post-War Britain (1976) and Policing the Crisis: Mugging, the
State, and Law and Order {1978), the latter being a watershed example of a collaborative,
contexvural cultural analysis. Since then Bricish cultural studies has also been associated
with various Open University courses in ideology and popular culeure, and with journals
like New Formations, Cultural Studies, and Screen.

Through complex negotiations with Marxism and semiotics, and with various
sociological and ethnographic traditions, the work of the Centre in fact culminates in
several large bodies of work: subcultural theory (Hall and Jefferson, 1976, Willis, 1977,
Clarke, Crircher, and Johnson, 197%; Hebdige, 1979) and media studies built upon a
model of encoding and decoding (Motley, 1980; Hobson, 1982), Then, with a renewed
interest in Gramsci, an interest that emphasized articuladon and the siruggle to make
meanings, the Centre increasingly turned to questions of racism, hegemony, and Thatch-
erism (Hall, et al,, 1978; CCCS, 1982, Hall, 1988; Gilroy 1987). This moved cultural
studies away from both its earlier humanistic assumptions and the extreme deconseructive
possibilities of some versions of poststructuralism. Meanwhile, feminism “imcrrruptc‘d"
this development, forcing cultural studies to rethink its notions of subjectivity, politics,
gender, and desire (Women's Stadies Group, 1978). And most recently, under the n-
fluence of studies of race, ethnicity, and postcolonialism, and in the face of the AIDS
epidemic, cultural studies has become increasingly concerned wich the complex ways
in which identity itself is arviculated, experienced, and deployed (ICA, 1987 and 1988,
Rutherford, 1990; Parmar, 1989; Weeks, 1990; Watney, 1989). And all the time, cultural
studies continues to produce important studies of the politics of popular culture (Cham-
bers, 1986; Hebdige, 1988; Winship, 1987; Bennett and Woolacort, 1987, McRobbie,
1990; Fiske 1989). And the story continues.

But this narrative erases the complexity of the Centre’s work, not only work in
areas like education, leisure, welfare policy, and history (c.g., see Clarke and Critcher,
1985; CCCS Education Group, 1981; CCCS, 1982; Langan and Schwartz, 1985) bu
also the uncertainties, false starts, interruptions and detours, successes and failures, con-



10 INTRODUCTION

flict. As Paul Gilroy points out in this collection, it is dangerous to fetishize an imaginary
moment. British cultural theory is not, and never was, a homogenous body of work; it
has always been characterized by disagreements, often contentious ones, by divergencies
of direction and concern, by conflict among theoretical commitments and political agen-
das. As Carolyn Steedman points out in her essay here, the reification of its tradition
obscures its real history and the complex relations of its institutional, historical, and
intellectual development. No one paradigm can be taken, metonymically, as the exemplar
of British cultural studies.

Nor is this, as we have suggested, a narrative into which we can now insert ourselves
in any simple fashion, either at the beginning--as if we were required to relive the entire
story-~or at the end, as if, having mastered this imaginary narrative, we can comfortably
claim its fruits, For in fact, cultural studies is continuously undermining canonical his-
tories even as it reconstructs them for its own purposes, Constantly writing and rewriting
its own history to make sensc of itself, constructing and reconstructing itself in response
to new challenges, rearticulating itself in new situations, discarding old assumptions and
appropriating new positions, cultural studies is always contextual. As this collection
demonstrates, even those who participated in this history regularly find the need w
reevaluate it, Thus Hall rewrites the history of the Centre here as a seties of ruptures
and displacements, while Gilroy critiques cultural studies’ cacly blindness toward issues
of race and finds in its founding texes *'an image of sclf-sustaining and absolute ethnicicy
lodged complacently between the concepts of people and nation.” It is fair to say, then,
that the future of cultural studies will include rercadings of its past that we cannot yet
anticipate.

Of course, as Lidia Curti notes in her paper, we are theorizing about the status
of cultural studies in the wake of poststructuralism and postmodernism, and the high
degree of instability that we attribute to it is the result of two things: the state of theory
at the moment, and our ability to look back on thirty years of cultural swudies history
and see it as “unstable”—more so than at many earlier points in its development. It is
partly these historical and theoretical changes that enable Hall to revise his view of the
history of cultural studies and sec it as discontinuous and disrupted. More generally,
James Clifford observes that we now work in the context of the “diverse, interconnected
histories of travel and displacement in the late twenticth century™; as a result, we are
inclined to question “the organic, naturalizing bias of the term culture—seen as a rooted
body that grows, lives, dies, ete.” No one could have foreseen where cultural studies
would go; neither could anyone have anticipated the degree to which stabiliey and fxiry
would be inteilectually devalued. Further, several viable national cultural studies tra-
ditions now co-exist: in addition to spreading through academic disciplines and edu-
cational institutions, cultural studies will also proceed within these national traditions
in partial auronomy.

It is the future of cultural studies in the United States that seems to us to present
the greatest need for reflection and debate. The threat is not from institutionalization
per se, for cultural studies has always had its institutionalized forms within and outside
the academy. Nor is the issue where cultural studies should lead its disciplinary life, for
practitioners of cultural studies have always carried on complex negotiations wich the
demands of different disciplines, and even in the United States no one discipline can
now fully co-opt the cultural studies label. The issue for U.S. practitioners is what kind
of work will be identified with cultural studies and what social effects it will have. If
not every study of culture and politics is cultural studies, then people need to decide
what difference it makes when they adopt the term “cultural studies” to describe their
work. Too many people simply rename what they were already doing to take advantage
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of the cultural studies boom. Yet as this collection demonstrates, a number of people
are doing inventive cultural studies work in the United States and elsewhere, including
many countries not represented here.

One purpose of the book is to present cultural studies as a genuinely international
phenomenon and to help people comypare and contrast the work being done in different
countries. Many of our contributors have long been associated with cultural studies;
others, it is important to note, have not. Before we invited people to contribute to the
book, we debated for some time abour whose work, we believed, did or did not count
as culeural studies. Sometimes we couldn’t agree. In fact, some of the contributors were
surprised when we invited them, because they were not sure they “belonged” in the
field. In some instances, we felt their work represented a viable alternative tradition in
cultural studies; in others, we felt their work had the potential for productive alliances
with cultural studies. At the same time, we would arguc that some of the scholarship
now described or marketed as cultural studies does not actually fit within its traditions.

One common misconception about cultural studies is that it is primarily concerned
with popular culture. Indeed, it is certainly to be expected that culeural studies will be
used 1o legitimate the move of established disciplines like literary studies, history, and
anthropology into the excluded domain of popular culture. Bur one may also note the
presence here of such essays on high cultural topics as Peter Stallybrass on Shakespeare,
lan Hunter on aesthetics, and Janet Wolff on intellectual eradicions in the study of art.
Thus any familiarity with cither the diverse history of culrural studies or che diverse
contents of this book should persuade people that cultural studies’ interests are much
wider. Although popular culture has clearly been an important item on cultural studies’
agenda for analysis, cultural studies i1s not simply “about™ popular culture—though it is
perhaps always, in part, about the rules of inclusion and exclusion that guide inteliectual
evaluations, Although cultural studics work is often occasioned by an examination of
specific cultural practices, it should not be identified with any particular set of cultural
practices. This is to say that a scholarly discipline, like literature, cannot begin to do
cultural studies simply by expanding its dominion to encompass specific cultural forms
(western navels, say, or TV sitcoms, or rock and roll), social groups (working class youtis,
for example, or communities “on the marging,” or women's rugby teams), practices
{wilding, quilting, hacking), or periods {contemporary culture, for example, as opposed
to historical work). Cultural studies involves how and why such work is done, nort just
its content.

Cultural studies is, however, broadly concerned with the popular in other deeper
and more challenging ways. First, because cultural studies is concerned with the incer-
relationships between supposedly separate cultural domains, it necessarily interrogates
the mutual determination of popular belief and other discursive formations. As Emily
Martin and Andrew Koss show here, the dividing line between, for example, popular
belief and science is more permeable that we are inclined to think. Secoud, cultural
studies has long been concerned wich the everyday terrain of people, and with all the
ways that cultural practices speak to, of, and for their lives. In this sense, the significance
of "the popular” in cultural studies involves the observation that struggles over power
must increasingly touch base with and work through the cultural pracuces, languages,
and logics of the people—yet “the people” cannot be defined ahead of time. There is
no simple hicrarchical binary system that can be taken for granted, as if “che people”
are always absolutely subordinated to an elite minority and subordination can be defined
along some single dimension of social difference. Indeed, cultural studies at ics best s
properly careful about invocations of “the people” in its own work and elsewhere. As
Mcaghan Morris observes, ** ‘culture” is one medium of a power struggle in which most
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Participants, at some state or another, will passionately invoke on their own behalf the
interests of 'Ordinary Australians.’

Culeural studies does, to be sure, have a long history of commitment to disem-
powered populations, Some of jts founding figures, like Williams and Hoggart, came
from working-class familics and indeed were among the first working-class students to
gain access to the elite institutions of British higher education. Their need to make their
own cultural heritage part of the culture universities study and remember helped motivate
some of their eatly publications. Moreover, most of these people first taught not in
universities but in adult education programs outside the university. Cultural studies was
thus forged in the face of a sense of the margins versus the center. Hall writes that

Hoggart, Thompson, Williams, and himself were all, in their different ways, distant
from the center of British culture:

We thus came from a tradition entirely marginal to the centers of English academic
life, and our engagement in the questions of cultural change—~how to understand
them, how to describe them, and how to theorize them, what their impact and
consequences were to be, socially—were first reckoned within the dirty outside world.
The Centee for Culwural Studies was the locus to which we retreated when that
conversation in the open world could no longer be continued: it was politics by other
means. Some of us--me, especially—had always planned never to return to the uni-
versity, indeed never 1o darken its doors again, But then, one always has to make
pragmatic adjustments ro whecre real work, important work, can be done. (Hall, 1990a,
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While it is important to honor that heritage, it is pointless for United States scholars
cither to assume they occupy the same marginalized positions or to struggle for that
status, now that marginality has some currency in limited contexts. Nor can contem-
porary cultural studies across its varied institutional settings occupy any single position
vis & vis the dominant culture, As Kobena Mercer argues in his paper, “no one has a
monopoly on oppositional identity.” Morcover, as we imply above, oppositional cultural
analysis can have points of convergence with cultural studies without fulfilling the major
imperatives of the cultural studies tradition. Indeed, it is incumbent on cultural studies
scholars—as many of the coneributors demonstrate here—to question both right and left
scholarship from a cultural studies perspective,

It may, in fact, be useful to discuss in some detail an area of debate where neither
cultural studies’ contributions nor its positions will Tikely he chase simplified ones the
right has anticipated, cspecially since this is one area of left intellectual life now being
given national publicity, We refer, of course, to the widespread efforts to tedress the
sexist, racist, and elitist biases of the traditional literary canon {the debate over which
Glover and Kaplan's essay suggests may be peculiar o and perhaps even emblemaric of
American cultural studies). Given cultural studies' heritage of recovering or analyzing
working-class culture and reconstructing left culeural traditions—and given as well the
prominence of race and gender theory in cultural studies since the late 1970s—the shared
commitments are clearly substantial. But these mutual interests do not in themselves
make every “progressive” project of cultural recovery and transformation an integral
part of cultural studies ivself.

Current clallenges to the traditional literary canon, for example, sometimes pro-
posc redrawing or climinating the traditional fine between elite and popular culture.
Yet such proposals are not consistent with cultural studies unless they interrogate the
cultural practices—within both academic and everyday life—that create, sustain, or sup-~
press contestations over inclusion and exclusion. Certainly such contestations pervade
many of our routine activities, often with limited theoretical reflection. At times such
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challenges may be used just as unreflectively—though pechaps to an end with which
cultural studies scholars would feel sympathy—to unseat eraditional works of the already
fegitimated canon. This, too, bears watching and reflection,

At a conference in 1990 on radical pedagogical practices, one speaker deseribed
his practice of using Milton’s poem “Lycidas” to teach deconstruction and other the-
oretical reading strategies; another described using the Bible to explore a range of con-
temporary preoccupations in the classroom, including sexuality, gender, race, violence
against women, incest, homosexuality, and so on. Both were vigorously attacked by
some members of the audience who claimed thar they were, in so many words, blud-
geoning their students with instruments of patriarchal oppression and that, in the case
of “Lycidas” at any rate, women students were quite possibly being irreversibly damaged.
Cultural studies, we need note, has addressed these kind of unreflective arguments before,
and has shown that a text’s effects need to be established contexenally, On the polities
of the Bible one might, for example, read Stuart Hall's (1985¢) work on Jamaica. As
Anna Szemere shows here in her analysis of the contest over the Hungarian “uprising”
of 1958, the meaning of texts, discourses, and political events is 3 continuing site of
struggle.

But there are other appropriate contextual questions as well: Who decides? Who
has power to decide? Are the views of the students imporrant? What is the evidence
for “damage"? Is any particular cultural product so powerful that it must be suppressed?
Ultimately, we would argue, it is not only the content of the selection that must be
examined—who ends up in the canon--the syllabus--the conference~the bovk ~history.
It is also the constitution and consequences of selection, by progressive as well as by
conservative forces, And it is also the determinants that put the ideological indeterminacy
of texts to work in particular ways. Cultural studies does pot require us to repudiate
elite cultural forms-—or simply to acknowledge, with Bourdieu (1%84), that distinetions
between elite and popular cultural forms are themselves the products of relations of
power, Rather, cultural studies requires us to identify the operation of specific pracrices,
of how they continuously reinscribe the line berween legitimate and popular culture,
and of what they accomplish in specific contexts. At the same time, cultural studies
must constantly interrogate its own connection to contemporary relations of power, its
own stakes,

Bvery act of cultural struggle is thus not necessatily consistent wich the politics
of cultural stadies, though cultural studies would agree with feminists, people of eolar,
and those on the lefr that the canon presents a selective rradition thatis deeply implicated
in existing relations of power. Moreover, such projects can enrich cultural studics, make
alliances with cultural studies, and themselves become cultural studies projects. Again,
it is not selection alone that must be examined bur rather its effeces and the practices
that constitute the scleceion—practices which implicate us, too, as intellectuals, What
are the cultural conditions wnder which " Lycidas' can be called “damaging” and removed
from the syllabus? At the very Jeast, surely diverse resources should be available to any
generation as it moves through history. And after a decade in which thousands of youny
men have died prematurely in the course of the AIDS epidemic and thousands of others
have mourned them, *Lycidas™ is guite probably a resource as rich and useful as many
that could be named, We wrote earlier that the future of cultural studies cannot be
wholly constrained by its own heritage of cultural investments, As Donna Haraway's
essay suggests, cultural studies may yer need to consider objects of study we have not
imagined. We may now add that culrural stadies cannot be used to denigrate a whole

class of cultural objects, though it can certainly indict the uses to wiiich those object
have been pur.
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_ Finally, it is not only our acts of selection and recovery but also the cultural
positioning of the objects and practices recovered that need scrutiny. It may be useful
in this context to recall another lesson from Williams's early formulations of the project
of cultural studies: his refusal to define culture in isolation from the rest of social life,
a refusal that further distinguishes cultural studies from other enterprises and animates
its central theoretical concepts, including articulation, conjuncture, hegemony, ideology,
identity, and representation. Continually engaging with the political, economic, erotic,
social, and ideological, cultural studies entails the study of all the relations between all
the elements in a whole way of life. This is at once an impossible project and the
necessary context of any objects or traditions rescued, to echo Thompson, from the
enormous condescension of posterity. A recovery project that imagines the objects it
recovers to cxist as fully self-contained and independent entities, knowable apart from
their own time and the time of their recovery, is, properly speaking, not part of cultural
studies (Nelson, 1989), Academic disciplines often decontextualize both their methods
and their objects of seudy; cultural studies properly conceives both relationally.

Somewhat different issues inform another visible tradition allied wich cultural
studies in the U.S.—the new ethnography, rooted primarily in anthropological theory
and practice. Although the new ethnography does not, by itself, necessarily define an
alternative tradition of cultural studies, it joins another body of work by feminist, black,
and postcolonial theorists concerned with identity, history, and social relations. The
tension between these-traditions opens up new possibilities, not merely for a reformed
practice of ethnography and anthropology, but for a cultuzal studies practice which can
no longer be comfortably located within the discipline of anthropology, though Clifford
points out that anthropologists “are in a much better position, now, to contribute to a
genuinely comparative, and non-teleological, cultural studies.” For the new work in
feminism, racism, and postcolonialism has, after all, critiqued the normalizing and ex-
oticizing construction of culture and otherness constitutive of traditional anthropology.
In the present volume, the essays by Bhabha, Clifford, Haraway, and Martin give some
sense of what a postdisciplinary anthropology might look like. At the same time, these
alliances and collective challenges generate their own tensions. Some feminise anthro-
pologists {including Martin) have noted how ironic it is that “the new echnography”
calls traditional representation into question at precisely the historical moment that that
representation is taking place by, of, and on behalf of women and other subordinated
groups more than ever before. At the moment that women's voices enter the anthro-
pological literature as agents, in other words, “voices” are labeled inauthentic, contam-
inated, and imperialist—and once again what comes to be most privileged in the scholarly

literature are predominantly the voices of white male anchropologists speaking to each

other, .

This sensitivity to the politics of ethnography affects other cultural studies projects
as well. Rosalind Brunt, taking issue with work in cultural studies that treats andiences
as “imagined communities,” suggests the time has come to bring research on constructed
audiences and real audiences together. She observes that some of the most interesting
work has been done by feminist researchers involved with communities of women who
often form extraordinary audiences and who want to discuss and reflect on their particular
cultural speciality (e.g., Constance Penley’s work with Star Trek fanzine communities
of women), They thus do not fit the conventional notion of “research subjects,” and
indeed, Brunt suggests, might better be described—together with the researchers, fans,
fanatics, experts, critics, writers, and other interested participants—as part of "a com-
munity of heightened consciousness™ (the term is from Jacqueline Bobo). One can step
back and note more generally that “"the linguistic curn” in the humanitics thar Cacherine
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Hall, among others, addresses in this volume, need not ineviably fead away from the
observation of experience; yet it has raised the value of linguistically dense, setf-reflexive,
and speculative work-~often at the expense of other kinds of scholarship, The effect
may not always be to cmpower women and others in an academic community newly
diverse in its identities and cultural commitments: where they are concerned the effect
may rather be that, as Sanchez-Tranquiline and Tagg write in the context of the pachnuco,
“There ceases to be an occupiable space in which to celebrate their arrival.”

The productive rension surrounding models of culture and modernity defines the
specific practice of cultural studies, shapes the constantly transformed relations of hiscory,
experience, and culture, and provides a place which makes judgment and even inter-
vention possible.” This tension informs all traditions of cultural studies: the Brivsh and
its rearticulation in other national contexts; the American pragmaric and anthropological
traditions; work in America and elsewhere in media criticism, cducation, history, fem-
inism, African-American studies, Latino studies, studies of indigenous and aboriginal
cultures. And the tension itself is constantly being interrogated and challenged. As
cultural studies confronts a changing historical world, new intellectual positions and
knowledge, emergent political struggles, and its own inscitutional conditions, it musc
always contest its own sedimented practices by finding new ways to articulate its role.
It must continue to spell out the relations berween the theoretical and the empirical,
and to rearticulate history in terms of specific material contexts. Even notions of context
must be constructed contextually: as Meaghan Morris points out in the discussion fol-
lowing Stecdman's paper in this collection, even history must be defined within the
specificity of the place from which one speaks. If a crucial goal of culeural scudies 15, as
Angela McRobbie says here, to understand social rransformation and cultural change,
it is 2 goal we need to approach with care and humility. We believe that the essays in
this book represent a significant contribution,

NoTErs

1. Work that documents the cvolution of cultural studies at Birmingham includes Stuart
Hall {c.g., 1980a and 1980¢), Raymond Williams {1958, 1976, 1989b), Richard Hopgart {196%9),
Richard Johnsen (1986, 1987), Rosalind Coward (1977), Chambers et al. (1977), Wonien's Studies
Group (1978), Angela McRobbie (1981 and 1991}, John Fiske (1987), and Lawrence Grossherg
(1989b}. Other efforts to chart the terrain of cultural studics inchede Janice Radway (1986), Lana
Rakow (1986}, Paula A, Treichler and Ellen Wartella (1986), Fiske et al. (1987), Ernesto Laclau
and Chantal Mouffe (1985), Patrick Brantlinger (1990), Jumes Carey {1989), Graeme Turner
(1990%, Larry Grossherg (1988a, 1984a), Annc Balsamo and Pauls A, Treichler (1990), bell hooks
{1990, Anne Balsamo {1991), and Cary Nelson {1991).

2. Of course interdisciplinarity is often neither total nor intellectually burdensome—it's not
hatd to cite theoretical works, problems, and positions from cutside vur own field. Nor to make
birief intellectual excursions into other domains, to cull good quotes or encapsulate the requisite
background on history, economics, gender, or whavever, Cultural studies, however, involves vaking
other projecrs and questions seriously enough to do the work—theorerical and analytical—required
1o understand and position specific cultural practices. True interdisciplinarity thus poses difficule
questions: what and how much must be learucd from ocher fields w enable us sufficiently
contextualize our object of study for a given project?

3. We might plausibly place the emergence of the “culture and sociery wadition™ at the
interscction of modernization, modernity (as a structure of experience and identiry}, and mod-
ernism, each taken in its broadest sense. Modernization, then, can be understood not only as
changing modes and relations of production but as a broad range of additional interrelaced historical
forces as well, including econemic relations of production, distribution, and consumption {e.y.,
development of new commodity markets, expansion of cultural consumption), technology, co-
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lonialism and imperialism, migration (whether necessitated by force, economic conditions, or
ideology, the diaspora is now a dominant figure of contemporary experience), urbanization, de-
mocratization, and the rearticulation of normative systems based on race, class, nationality, sex,
and sexuality, Modernity refers to the changing structures and lived realities that modernization
responded to and in torn reshaped: contested and ricualized structures of experience, subjectivity,
and identity, And modernism, finally, refers o the cultural forms, practices, and relations—clite
and popular, commercial and folk—through which people attempted to make sense of, represent,
judge, rail against, surrender, intervene in, navigate, of escape the worlds of modernization and
modernity. Modernism extends far beyond the domain of academically valorized culture which,
like modernity itsclf, was shaped by new forms of leisurc and emergent cultural pracices dis-
paragingly called mass culture. Modernism can rather be represented as the whole complex of
responses to the changing historical landscape of the modern.

We can usc this redefined terrain to understand how diverse traditions have laid claim to,
or contributed to, the shape and work of ¢ufeural studies, And it may also help us understand the
peculiar relationship that exists berween cultural scadics and communications: why for example
it was largely in the field of communications that cultiral studies initially found a home in the
United States. For communication, too, has been marked by the ambivalences of the mass society
debates of the ninctcenth and ecarly twenticth centuries and the mass culture debates that took
place in America, largely in defense of American society, afier World War [{—and marked, too,
by the major communication rescarch programs the ewo debates produced: the paranoid vision of
the masses embodied in so-called propaganda research, and the more ambig
perspectives of subsequent studies.

Different inteliectual and political traditions can be seen as respending to a perecived crisis
and coding it in terms of a visian of the modern or of the mass: as a structure and crisis of refations
of production {Marx), or of social norms {Durkheim), or of subjective conscicusness {Husserl), or
of rechnological-bureaucratic rationalization {Weber, Frankfuet School), or of reificacion {Lukdcs)
or of a technological mode of being (Heidegger), or of social relations (IDewey), or as a totalizing
structure of domination and power which acts upon the masses as the new subject of history
{totalitarianism in Arendr, fascism in Benjamin). In cach case, the modern implied an alienation
frotm same—imaginary—past {or future) which was, in fact, the projection of a position and measure
of judgment. This temporal displacement, projeeted as a standard, is what Williams calls culture,
and in the various meanings Williams identificd, we can locate the values that were, in a variety
of wayy, held up against the modern: the tending of natura! growth, organic community,
particular class vision of the proper social standards of behavior, the imaginative creativity of the
romantic {individual or) artist, the body of intellectual and imaginative work privileged us the
embodiment of “the best that has been thoughe and said,” or, as Williams himself eventually
argues, “the long revolution” {of democracy, literacy, and socialism) of 2 whole way of life.

Bur not all these visions of the modern have cqually inforned cultural studies, although
all have at some point been raken up by and brought into its specific articulations. Some have
provided an essential component for a particular tradition of cultural studics, whiie athers provided
key arguments that are more specifically relevant, Many have been taken up
strategic demands of cultural studies
cultural stadics, interrupting its i

wous and sympathetic

and beut to the specific
at a particular moment, Others have forced themselves upon
Husions of its own progress. Still others emerged in the context
of postwar society, the context in which the project of cultaral studies itself was formulated, as
critics attempted to make sense of the increasingly rapid reconstruction of the modern. These
considerations have continued into the debates around the various “posts”: post-Marxism, posteo-
lonialism, postteminism, and, of course, postmodernism.

Cultural studies is formed at the intersection of these various visions of the modern. For
example, Dewey's sense of the modern as a threat to conumunity was wiggered bucalso putcntially
remedied by the new forms of social communication. American cultural studies, often inflected
toward sociology and anthropology, and readily visible in the work of people like James Carey,
in many respects parallels Williams's image of the community of process in which forms of

communications embody struceures of social relationships and from which the modeen can itself
be judged.
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Cultural Studies: A User’s Guide to This Book

As we have worked through the essays in the book, it has become increasingly clear
that no conventional table of contents could represent their multiple investments and
interventions and the many alternative ways they could be grouped together. We solved
that problem with an carlier collection (Nelson and Grossherg, 1988) by adopting fairly
abstract division headings that would cut across some of the established categories of
theoretical work. With cultural studies, however, that option proves rather unhelpful.
The mix of theoretical and material investments needs to be registered in its specificity.
Moreover, the necessarily relacional character of cultural studics—its concern with how
different discourses and social and cultural domains are articulated together, how they
can both restrict and stimulate one another—inevitably means that culearal studies projects
often contribute to more than one area of research and debate. Thus we decided to print
the essays in alphabetical order (according to their author's last name} and provide a
user's guide here that would allow us to place cssays in multiple categories as appropriate.
In combination with our commentary this should help people to see relationships be-
yween the essays more clearly and help them as well 1o use the book effectively to pumsue
their own interests. We are confident that the user's guide groups essays together in
ways that make for productive comparisons and contrasts. . A
Beginning with one or two of the categories that match your current 1nterests is
one workable way to read the book. Some topics, however, are so pervasive that the
only way to get at them is to read the book and make your own map of its contents.
The two most obvious examples of this are the issue of representation--which is probably
the theoretical category mentioned most often—and the concern with the current and
future status of cultural studies, which recurs throughout the essays and the discussion
sections. Mercly tracking your own disciplinary and theoretical interests through the
topics suggested in the user’s guide will not take you to all the places where representation
is analyzed and theorized nor to all the polemical interventions in the field as a whole.
Thus someone who decides not to read, say, the David Glover and Cora Kaplan essay
because they aren't interested in crime fiction will miss their long concluding section
on cultural studies and its potential in Bnglish departments. .
Our user's guide includes an essay in u category when we feel it is one of the
essay’s major points of focus, but the dividing line between major and minor is far from
precise, Thus the series of essays listed under “gender,'” already relatively long, would
be still longer if we noted every essay that explicitly or implicitly takes up gender issucs.
The section on nationhood and national identity will not tell you, for example, that the
relation berween race and national identity is also at issue in the essays by Kobena Mercer
and Cornel West. The section on pedagogy will not alert you to West's brief but useful
passage on teaching as cultural activism. Neither a table of contents nor anything less
than a book-length introduction, moreover, could track all the important points of
carrespondence and difference in the book. In reading the book, you may note that Paul
Giltoy calls for an analysis of how Britain's colonial role in Jamaica contributed o
Britain's sense of national identity. Catherine Hall’s analysis of the mutual articulation
of race, class, and gender in Jamaica substantially answers Gilroy's call. Conversely,
nothing shott of a full reading of the book will allow a reader the chance to test alt of
the book’s claims and counter-claims against one another. Lata Mani, for example,
critiques the tendency to take the concept of the subaltern out of the specific context
of Indian historiography and use it as a general figure for all oppressed peoples, Johu
Fiske, Kobena Mercer, and others, however, deliberately use it in just that way. It is also
worth noting that cultural studies ticles often cannot really signal all the kinds of objects
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and issues addressed in an essay. One would not know from their titles, therefore, that
Lidia Curti's essay includes detailed analysis of several television series, that Constance
Penley analyzes the slash fandom that has grown up around the Star Trek series, that
Meaghan Morris uses two poems to ground her analysis of Australian cultare, that Angie
Chabram-Dernersisian analyzes several recent paintings, that not only William Warner
bue also Michele Wallace comments on the Rambo films, or that Angela McRobbie ends
her essay with an analysis of a recent film. For all these reasons it is impossible to know
in advance which essays will prove most relevant ro your own work.

Finally, the user’s guide can be a first step toward recognizing the theoretical and
political commitments that underlie the important interrelations between these major
areas of cultural studies research. If one takes, for example, the sections on gender,
nationhood, postcolonialism, race, and identity politics, and then if one tracks the con-
nections signaled by the essays that appear in more than one of these sections, certain
shared interests become apparent. A conjunction of historical changes—the collapse of
the colonial empires, the effects in Britain of the modern diaspora of peoples of color,
the fragmentation of gender identities and the complexities of identity politics in the
postmodern world—have led cultural studies writers to combine Gramscian polities with
poststructuralist notions of subjectivity in a search at once for ways of explaining and
intervening in the contemporary world. Across inquiries into gender, race, and national
identity, then, culeural studies shows how the so-called “self ”* that underpins ideological
formations is not a unified but a contradictory subject and a social construction,

Identities, too, then, are relational and contextual. An ongoing effect of cultural
studies research has been to destabilize and de-essentialize standard categories of iden-
tity—race, class, nationality, gender, sexuality, ethnicity. But such a deconstructive effect
is not an end in itself for cultural studies, for its goal is not to arrive ac fractures, fragments,
and differences which can themselves in turn be fetishized, Cultural studies undertakes
the much more difficule project of holding identities in the foreground, acknowledging
their necessity and potency, examining their articulation and rearticulation, and secking
a better understanding of their function. For some, identities would be seen as funda-
mentally harmonious and unitary, threatened only by large-scale social schisms; for
others, identities entail continuous antagonism at every site of difference. For some,
identities are the inevitable product of history; for others, the illusory product of history,
or even individual psychic history: for still others, the site of real struggles, real attemprs
to forge historical unity out of pervasive fragmentation and difference. But none of these
perspectives, if located within cultural studies, would take any given identity for granted.
Cultural studies proposes neither a “manua of subordination,” in Kobena Mercer’s
Phrase, nor a politics of an ever-expanding list of subordinate positions based on such
wdentities as class, race, sex, ete. Instead it looks for the relations that exist among these
positions in specific contexts, and the ways these positions are themselves produced by
context.
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