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Bartolomé de las Casas 1474 - 1566

Early modem Europe's most eloquent apologist for Native American rights, Bartolomé de las Casas first heard of the new "discoveries" as a student in Seville in 1493, when Columbus triumphantly entered that Spanish city. All his life, Casas recalled how Columbus brought with him "seven Indians who had survived the voyage," and "beautiful green parrots, ... masks made of precious stones and fishbone, ... sizable samples of very fine gold, and many other things never before seen in Spain." Although Casas later called the seizure of those seven Taino Indians on the island of Guanahani "the first injustice committed in the Indies," in the Spain of 1493, neither Casas nor anyone else had time to reflect on the moral implications of the pageant taking place before their eyes.

Going to Hispaniola himself in 1502 as a member of a new royal governor's party, Casas soon was participating eagerly in the exploitation of the natives. In his History of the Indies, he was to write of his moral blindness in this period, noting that he "went about his concerns like the others, sending his share of Indians to work fields and gold mines, taking advantage of them as much as he could." Later, after becoming a priest, he grew convinced that such behavior was contrary to Christian teachings and he soon was urging all masters to renounce the slave system (or encomienda), as he himself had done. In 1515 Casas took the case to Spain, where the government appointed him "protector of the Indians" and gave him permission to found a peaceful, exemplary colony on the Venezuelan coast. That venture failed, however, and as Casas withdrew into monastic seclusion on Hispaniola between 1522 and 1529, brutal new conquests in Guatemala, Nicaragua, and Peru buried the promise of his Venezuelan project ever deeper. Only in the 1530s, when Casas returned to political activity, did his arguments have widespread effect. In 1537 Pope Paul III forbade all further enslavements; in 1542, Emperor Charles V followed suit in the New Laws of the Indies, which gave Native Americans full protection of the courts, forbidding their enslavement on any grounds. "We order and command that henceforth," ran one clause, "for no cause whatsoever, whether of war, rebellion, ransom, or in any other manner, can any Indian be made a slave."

Such victories were bittersweet. As bishop of Chiapas, Mexico, from 1544 to 1547, Casas sought to enforce the new laws, but riots there and broad resistance throughout the Spanish colonies made it clear that his goals would not easily be achieved. Dissillusioned by Charles V's revocation, in the face of pressure from the settlers, of key features of the 1542 code, Casas returned in 1547 to Spain, where he spent the last twenty years of his life writing about his long cru'sade in the West Indies.

Of his writings, the most important in his own era was The Very Brief Relation of the Devastation of the Indies, first published in 1552 but based on oral arguments used by Casas a decade earlier to persuade a special royal commission to frame the new code of 1542. It details with such chilling effect the destruction visited on Native Americans by conquistador and colonizer in pursuit of wealth that in his own time Casas was widely accused of treason and even endured charges of heresy, partly because the quick translation of his Relation into several other languages provided Spain's enemies with ample evidence of his country's sins in America—a point Prut-estant nations such as The Netherlands and England especially wished to make. Ironically, the later Protestant "Black Legend" of Spain's devastation of the West Indies derives from the polemical exposι of the Catholic priest Bartolomι de las Casas, an exposι he intended as a call to Spain's future reform rather than as a denunciation of its past.
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From The Very Brief Relation of the Devastation of the Indies [The text comes from The Devastation of the Indies: A Brief Account, translated by Herma Brif-fault (1974).]

From Hispaniola

This was the first land in the New World to be destroyed and depopulated by the Christians, and here they began their subjection of the women and children, taking them away from the Indians to use them and ill use them, eating the food they provided with their sweat and toil. The Spaniards did not content themselves with what the Indians gave them of their own free will, according to their ability, which was always too little to satisfy enormous appetites, for a Christian eats and consumes in one day an amount of food that would suffice to feed three houses inhabited by ten Indians for one month. And they committed other acts of force and violence and oppression which made the Indians realize that these men had not come from Heaven [Columbus and other early European voyagers reported that the native peoples took them to be gods who had come from the heavens. See Thomas Harriot's? Brief and True Report (p. 77) for a good example]. And some of the Indians concealed their foods while others concealed their wives and children and still others fled to the mountains to avoid the terrible transactions of the Christians.

And the Christians attacked them with buffets and beatings, until finally they laid hands on the nobles of the villages. Then they behaved with such temerity and shamelessness that the most powerful ruler of the islands had to see his own wife raped by a Christian officer.

From that time onward the Indians began to seek ways to throw the Christians out of their lands. They took up arms, but their weapons were very weak and of little service in offense and still less in defense. (Because of this, the wars of the Indians against each other are little more than games played by children.) And the Christians, with their horses and swords and pikes began to carry out massacres and strange cruelties against them. They attacked the towns and spared neither the children nor the aged nor pregnant women nor women in childbed, not only stabbing them and dismembering them but cutting them to pieces as if dealing with sheep in the slaughter house. They laid bets as to who, with one stroke of the sword, could split a man in two or could cut off his head or spill out his entrails with a single stroke of the pike. They took infants from their mothers' breasts, snatching them by the legs and pitching them headfirst against the crags or snatched them by the arms and threw them into the rivers, roaring with laughter and saying as the babies fell into the water, "Boil there, you offspring of the devil!" Other infants they put to the sword along with their mothers and anyone else who happened to be nearby. They made some low wide gallows on which the hanged victim's feet almost touched the ground, stringing up their victims in lots of thirteen, in memory of Our Redeemer and His twelve Apostles, then set burning wood at their feet and thus burned them alive. To others they attached straw or wrapped their whole bodies in straw and set them afire. With still others, all those they wanted to capture alive, they cut off their hands and hung them round the victim's neck, saying "Go now, carry the message," meaning, Take the news to the Indians who have fled to the mountains. 
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They usually dealt with the chieftains and nobles in the following way: they made a grid of rods which they placed on forked sticks, then lashed the victims to the grid and lighted a smoldering fire underneath, so that little by little, as those captives screamed in despair and torment, their souls would leave them.

I once saw this, when there were four or five nobles lashed on grids and burning; I seem even to recall that there were two or three pairs of grids where others were burning, and because they uttered such loud screams that they disturbed the captain's sleep, he ordered them to be strangled. And the constable, who was worse than an executioner, did not want to obey that order (and 1 know the name of that constable and know his relatives in Seville), but instead put a stick over the victim's tongues, so they could nut make a sound, and he stirred up the fire, but not too much, so that they roasted slowly, as he liked. 1 saw all these things 1 have described, and countless others.

And because all the people who could do so fled to the mountains to escape these inhuman, ruthless, and ferocious acts, the Spanish captains, enemies of the human race, pursued them with the fierce dogs they kept which attacked the Indians, tearing them to pieces and devouring them. And because on few and far between occasions, the Indians justifiably killed some Christians, the Spaniards made a rule among themselves that for every Christian slain by the Indians, they would slay a hundred Indians.

From The Coast of Pearls, Paria, and the Island of Trinidad

[The Spaniards] have brought to the island of Hispaniola and the island of San Juan [i.e., Puerto Rico] more than two million souls taken captive, and have sent them to do hard labor in the mines, labors that caused many of them to die. And it is a great sorrow and heartbreak to see this coastal land which was so flourishing, now a depopulated desert.

This is truth that can be verified, for no more do they bring ships loaded with Indians that have been thus attacked and captured as I have related. No more do they cast overboard into the sea the third part of the numerous Indians they stow on their vessels, these dead being added to those they have lolled in their native lands, the captives crowded into the holds of their ships, without food or water, or with very little, so as notato deprive the Spanish tyrants who call themselves ship owners and who carry enough food for themselves on their voyages of attack. And for the pitiful Indians who died of hunger and thirst, there is no remedy but to cast them into the sea. And verily, as a Spaniard told me, their ships in these regions could voyage without compass or chart, merely by following for the distance between the Lucayos Islands [i.e., the Bahamas] and Hispaniola, which is sixty or seventy leagues, the trace of those Indian corpses floating in the sea, corpses that had been cast overboard by earlier ships.

Afterward, when they disembark on the island of Hispaniola, it is heartbreaking to see those naked Indians, heartbreaking for anyone with a vestige of piety, the famished state they are in, fainting and falling down, weak from hunger, men, women, old people, and children.
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Then, like sheep, they are suited out into flocks of ten or twenty persons, separating fathers from sons, wives from husbands, and the Spaniards draw lots, the ship owners carrying off their share, the best flock, to compensate them for the moneys they have invested in their fleet of two or three ships, the ruffian tyrants getting their share of captives who will be house slaves, and when in this "repartimiento" [Distribution (Spanish). Attempts were made, by royal decree in 1503, to require that the masters of the American Indians convert them to Christianity and serve as trustees for their property, but the repartimiento ceased to be anything more than a slave-holding system] a tyrant gets an old person or an invalid, he says, "Why do you give me this one? To bury him? And this sick one, do you give him to me to make him well?" See by such remarks in what esteem the Spaniards hold the Indians and judge if they are accomplishing the divine concepts of love for our fellow man, as laid down by the prophets.

The tyranny exercised by the Spaniards against the Indians in the work of pearl fishing is one of the most cruel that can be imagined. There is no life as infernal and desperate in this century that can be compared with it, although the mining of gold is a dangerous and burdensome way of life. The pearl fishers dive into the sea at a depth of five fathoms, and do this from sunrise to sunset, and remain for many minutes without breathing, tearing the oysters out of their rocky beds where the pearls are formed. They come to the surface with a netted bag of these oysters where a Spanish torturer is waiting in a canoe or skiff, and if the pearl diver shows signs of wanting to rest, he is showered with blows, his hair is pulled, and he is thrown back into the water, obliged to continue the hard work of tearing out the oysters and bringing them again to the surface.

The food given the pearl divers is codfish, not very nourishing, and the bread made of maize, the bread of the Indies. At night the pearl divers are chained so they cannot escape.

Often a pearl diver does not return to the surface, for these waters are infested with man-eating sharks of two kinds, both vicious marine animals that can kill, eat, and swallow a whole man.

In this harvesting of pearls let us again consider whether the Spaniards preserve the divine concepts of love for their fellow men, when they place the bodies of the Indians in such mortal danger, and their souls, too, for these pearl divers perish without the holy sacraments. And it is solely because of the Spaniards' greed for gold that they force the Indians to lead such a life, often a brief life, for it is impossible to, continue for Jong diving into the cold water and holding the breath for minutes at a time, repeat ing this hour after hour, day after day; the continual cold penetrates them, constricts the chest, and they die spitting blood, or weakened by diarrhea.

The hair of these pearl divers, naturally black, is as if burnished by the saltpeter in the water, and hangs down their backs making them look like sea dogs or monsters of another species. And in this extraordinary labor, or, better put, in this infernal labor, the Lucayan Indians are finally consumed, as are captive Indians from other provinces. And all of them were publicly sold for one hundred and fifty castellanos [A Spanish gold coin bearing the arms of Castile], these Indians who had lived happily on their islands until the Spaniards came, although such a thing was against the law. But the unjust judges did nothing to stop it. For all the Indians of these islands are known to be great swimmers [I.e., the physical abilities of the Caribbean natives as pearl divers were so extraordinary that the Spanish judges overlooked their mistreatment].

----
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MAX HORKHEIMER 1895-1973
THEODOR W. ADORNO 1903-1969

In a celebrated aphorism, the German philosopher and social critic Theodor Wiesengrund Adorno proclaimed that "To write poetry after Auschwitz is barbaric." This terse and austere statement encapsulates Adorno's bitterly melancholic understanding of modern art and society, which he often expressed in his highly influential writings on music, sociology, and aesthetics. For Adorno, as for some other members of the celebrated Institute for Social Research, the production of consumable, stylized mass art is complicit with a disinterested view of society that permits social atrocities such as Nazi concentration camps and genocide to go unchecked. The production of such art is also complicit with what Adorno and his fellow German social critic Max Horkheimer called the "culture industry," meaning the constellation of entertainment businesses that produce film, television, radio, magazines, and popular music—all phenomena created by mass technology in which the lines between art, advertising, and propaganda blur. In this world of manipulation and carefree amusement, mass art serves the status quo. As Adorno would assert on many occasions, the only legitimate form of art that can do some justice to the immense suffering in the world is the autonomous art of modernism, which, through its apparent detachment from reality, critiques the world as it is, holding up the promise of a better future.

Adorno was born in Frankfurt am Main to a wealthy and assimilated Jewish wine merchant, Oskar Wiesengrund, and his Catholic wife, Maria Calvelli-Adorno, whose last name Adorno may have assumed because he flirted with embracing his mother's faith. An important influence on Adorno's intellectual development was his training in music, particularly because in the 1920s it enabled him to meet and study with famous Viennese expressionist composers, such as Arnold Schoenberg and his disciples Alban Berg and Anton Webern. The atonal compositions of Schoenberg inspired Adorno, providing him with models for the unsystematic methodology of his critical work in philosophy, sociology, and aesthetics and for what art in the modern world should be. Another formative contemporary influence on Adorno was the noted film critic and social theorist Siegfried Kracauer, who introduced him to earlier German philosophy. As an anti-idealist who would become well-known for his groundbreaking sociological analyses of popular culture. Kracauer taught Adorno how to read the works of Immanuel Kant as symptomatic historical and social documents, which is how Adorno would later read mass art and the autonomous artworks of modernism.

At the University of Frankfurt in the 1920s, Kracauer introduced Adorno to Walter benjamin, who was also interested in sociological analyses of contemporary culture. Adorno was particularly taken with Benjamin's Origin of German Tragic Drama (1928), whose reflections on antisystematic philosophy helped Adorno develop his "atonal" philosophy, which, as he would explain in his Negative Dialectics (1966), avoids fixed concepts, much as modernist autonomous art shuns any kind of didactic or affirmative statements. With the help of Benjamin and Kracauer, Adorno's circle of associates later widened to include Ernst Bloch, whom Adorno regarded as the leading philosopher of expressionism, and Bertolt Brecht, the foremost Marxist dramatist. During this time Adorno began studying various materialist approaches to culture, falling under the influence of unorthodox Marxian texts such as Bloch's Spirit of Utopia (1918) and gyςrgy lukacs's History and Class Consciousness (1922). Bloch's Utopian notion of art influenced Adorno's understanding of autonomous art, and Lukαcs's conception of reification informed his theory of the "mass deception" wrought by the modern culture industry.
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At the University of Frankfurt, Adorno also met Max Horkheimer, a member of the now famous interdisciplinary Institute for Social Research (the so-called Frankfurt School), which was founded in 1924 and concerned initially with Marxist political economy, labor-movement history, and Marx-Engels scholarship. Born near Stuttgart to an upwardly mobile Jewish family, the young Horkheimer resisted his father's plans for him to run the family textile business because he could not accept the exploitation of labor on which it was based. After World War I, Horkheimer began his studies in Munich and then moved to the University of Frankfurt, which offered an exciting environment for those interested in social philosophy. He studied with the neo-Kantian philosopher Hans Cornelius, submitted his Habilitationsschrift (dissertation) in 1925, and became a regular lecturer in the history of philosophy. Like Adorno, Horkheimer moved away from idealist philosophy and its unhistorical approaches to Marxist materialist views. When Horkheimer assumed the directorship of the institute in 1930, he shifted its focus to cultural studies and so-called.Critical Theory, a term he coined for the emerging mode of theoretical and empirical social analyses of modern culture typical of Adorno, Herbert Marcuse, and other members of the Frankfurt School.

Through his relationship with Horkheimer, Adorno would publish in the institute's journal, become a member in 1938, and ultimately succeed Horkheimer as director in 1964. Even more important, in the mid-1930s Horkheimer invited Adorno to America to do sociological work for the institute, which had been forced to relocate after being closed by the Nazis in 1933. Adorno himself had been denied the right to teach at the university level because he was Jewish. Consequently, in 1938 Adorno accepted Horkheimer's invitation and moved to New York and then, in 1941, to Los Angeles. There Adorno and Horkheimer collaborated on Dialectic of Enlightenment (1947), their major critique of modern culture, in which they interrogate the notion that the Western world has been progressing since the Enlightenment. In this dense polemical work, they claim that the modern West has not fulfilled the Utopian promise of the Enlightenment, becoming instead a rationalized, administered world that dominates individuals through instrumental reason, monopoly capitalism, and political totalitarianism.

Appearing as a long chapter in Adorno and Horkheimer's Dialectic of Enlightenment, "The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception" argues that the administered modern world is sustained in part by technologically reproduced mass art. In contrast to Benjamin, who on occasion was optimistic about the emancipatory potential of mass art, Adorno and Horkheimer contend that the culture industry serves the totalitarian impulses of modern capitalist society, not least because the interests of leading broadcasting firms, publishing companies, and motion picture studios are economically interwoven with those of all other capitalist industries. In its attempt to produce and reproduce the social relations of a homogenized society, the culture industry contributes to the liquidation of the individual and the maintenance of the status quo. It transforms art into commodities and people into complacent consumers, depicting a ''realistic" world that is really no more than a combination of stereotypes, advertising, and propaganda.

The culture industry, moreover, helps create a state of mind in which people's desires for pleasure and happiness are activated but deferred in endless entertainment. It inculcates resignation, habituating consumers to the everyday drudgery of the modern world. It does not "sublimate" the desire for happiness by providing compensatory entertainment for the life of regimentation but instead "represses" the desire for happiness, depicting the modern world in a degraded tragedy of "realistic" characters who accept the inexorable order of things. In this way the culture industry manages the psyche of its consumers, a line of thought that weds Marxian and Freudian insights—a combination often first credited to the Frankfurt School.

After World War II, Adorno and Horkheimer returned to Germany and reestablished the Institute for Social Research at the University of Frankfurt, where they also assumed professorships.
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Horkheimer eventually became rector of the university, serving from 1951 to 1953. During the 1960s, as he completed Negative Dialectics and addressed timely sociological issues, Adorno worked on a monumental and never-completed study, Aesthetic Theory, which was posthumously published in 1970. In numerous published writings before his death, Adorno propounded his views on the autonomous art of modernism, praising such writers as Samuel Beckett and Franz Kafka, whose difficult works he viewed as specific responses to the historical and social conditions of modernity. For Adorno, modern art resists the self-evidence of empirical reality, lends suffering a voice, and acknowledges a better future to come. In the 1960s Adorno saw his Marxist Utopian position on art and his melancholic ''mandarin" view of mass culture criticized by German student activists who demonstrated against him, questioned his Marxist credentials, and charged him with political quietism. While his work on the culture industry accurately portrays tendencies present in mid-twentieth-century Western societies, many later theorists would find it losing some of its point as social disaggregation and niche marketing came to characterize mass societies. But even so, Adorno still serves as a forerunner for critics concerned with the politics of popular culture and the prospects for cultural studies.
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From Dialectic of Enlightenment [Translated by John Cumming]

From The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception

The sociological theory that the loss of the support of objectively established religion, the dissolution of the last remnants of precapitalism, together with technological and social differentiation or specialization, have led to cultural chaos is disproved every day; for culture now impresses the same stamp on everything. Films, radio and magazines make up a system which is uniform as a whole and in every part. Even the aesthetic activities of political opposites are one in their enthusiastic obedience to the rhythm of the iron system. 
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The decorative industrial management buildings and exhibition centers in authoritarian countries are much the same as anywhere else. The huge gleaming towers that shoot up everywhere are outward signs of the ingenious planning of international concerns, toward which the unleashed entrepreneurial system (whose monuments are a mass of gloomy houses and business premises in grimy, spiritless cities) was already hastening. Even now the older houses just outside the concrete city centers look like slums, and the new bungalows on the outskirts are at one with the flimsy structures of world fairs in their praise of technical progress and their built-in demand to be discarded after a short while like empty food cans. Yet the city housing projects designed to perpetuate the individual as a supposedly independent unit in a small hygienic dwelling make him all the more subservient to his adversary—the absolute power of capitalism. Because the inhabitants, as producers and as consumers, are drawn into the center in search of work and pleasure, all the living units crystallize into well-organized complexes. The striking unity of microcosm and macrocosm presents men with a model of their culture: the false identity of the general and the particular. Under monopoly all mass culture is identical, and the lines of its artificial framework begin to show through. The people at the top are no longer so interested in concealing monopoly: as its violence becomes more open, so its power grows. Movies and radio need no longer pretend to be art. The truth that they are just business is made into an ideology in order to justify the rubbish they deliberately produce. They call themselves industries; and when their directors' incomes are published, any doubt about the social utility of the finished products is removed.

Interested parties explain the culture industry in technological terms. It is alleged that because millions participate in it, certain reproduction processes are necessary that inevitably require identical needs in innumerable places to be satisfied with identical goods. The technical contrast between the few production centers and the large number of widely dispersed consumption points is said to demand organization and planning by management. Furthermore, it is claimed that standards were based in the first place on consumers' needs, and for that reason were accepted with so little resistance. The result is the circle of manipulation and retroactive need in which the unity of the system grows ever stronger. No mention is made of the fact that the basis on which technology acquires power over society is the power of those whose economic hold over society is greatest. A technological rationale is the rationale of domination itself. It is the coercive nature of society alienated from itself. Automobiles, bombs, and movies keep the whole thing together until their leveling element shows its strength in the very wrong which it furthered. It has made the technology of the culture industry no more than the achievement of standardization and mass production, sacrificing whatever involved a distinction between the logic of the work and that of the social system. This is the result not of a law of movement in technology as such but of its function in today's economy. The need which might resist central control has already been suppressed by the control of the individual consciousness. The step from the telephone to the radio has clearly distinguished the roles. The former still allowed the subscriber to play the role of subject, and was liberal. i he latter is democratic: it turns all participants into listeners and authoritatively subjects them to broadcast programs which are all exactly the same. No machinery of rejoinder has been devised, and private broadcasters are denied any freedom.
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They are confined to the apocryphal field of the "amateur," and also have to accept organization from above. But any trace of spontaneity from the public in official broadcasting is controlled and absorbed by talent scouts, studio competitions and official programs of every kind selected by professionals. Talented performers belong to the industry long before it displays them; otherwise they would not be so eager to fit in. The attitude of the public, which ostensibly and actually favors the system of the culture industry, is a part of the system and not an excuse for it. If one branch of art follows the same formula as one with a very different medium and content; if the dramatic intrigue of broadcast soap operas becomes no more than useful material for showing how to master technical problems at both ends of the scale of musical experience—real jazz or a cheap imitation; or if a movement from a Beethoven symphony is crudely "adapted" for a film sound-track in the same way as a Tolstoy novel is garbled in a film script: then the claim that this is done to satisfy the spontaneous wishes of the public is no more than hot air. We are closer to the facts if we explain these phenomena as inherent in the technical and personnel apparatus which, down to its last cog, itself forms part of the economic mechanism of selection. In addition there is the agreement—or at least the determination—of all executive authorities not to produce or sanction anything that in any way differs from their own rules, their own ideas about consumers, or above all themselves.

In our age the objective social tendency is incarnate in the hidden subjective purposes of company directors, the foremost among whom are in the most powerful sectors of industry—steel, petroleum, electricity, and chemicals. Culture monopolies are weak and dependent in comparison. They cannot afford to neglect their appeasement of the real holders of power if their sphere of activity in mass society (a sphere producing a specific type of commodity which anyhow is still too closely bound up with easygoing liberalism and Jewish intellectuals) is not to undergo a series of purges. The dependence of the most powerful broadcasting company on the electrical industry, or of the motion picture industry on the banks, is characteristic of the whole sphere, whose individual branches are themselves economically interwoven. All are in such close contact that the extreme concentration of mental forces allows demarcation lines between different firms and technical branches to be ignored. The ruthless unity in the culture industry is evidence of what will happen in politics. Marked differentiations such as those of A and B films, or of stories in magazines in different price ranges, depend not so much on subject matter as on classifying, organizing, and labeling consumers. Something is provided for all so that none may escape; the distinctions are emphasized and extended. The public is catered for with a hierarchical range of mass-produced products of varying quality, thus advancing the rule of complete quantification. Everybody must behave (as if spontaneously) in accordance with his previously determined and indexed level, and choose the category of mass product turned out for his type. Consumers appear as statistics on research organization charts, and are divided by income groups into red, green, and blue areas; the technique is that used for any type of propaganda.

How formalized the procedure is can be seen when the mechanically differentiated products prove to be all alike in the end. That the difference between the Chrysler range and General Motors products is basically illusory strikes every child with a keen interest in varieties. 

1113

What connoisseurs discuss as good or bad points serve only to perpetuate the semblance of competition and range of choice. The same applies to the Warner Brothers and Metro Goldwyn Mayer productions. But even the differences between the more expensive and cheaper models put out by the same firm steadily diminish: for automobiles, there are such differences as the number of cylinders, cubic capacity, details of patented gadgets; and for films there are the number of stars, the extravagant use of technology, labor, and equipment, and the introduction of the latest psychological formulas. The universal criterion of merit is the amount of "conspicuous production," of blatant cash investment. The varying budgets in the culture industry do not bear the slightest relation to factual values, to the meaning of the products themselves. Even the technical media are relentlessly forced into uniformity. Television aims at a synthesis of radio and film, and is held up only because the interested parties have not yet reached agreement, but its consequences will be quite enormous and promise to intensify the impoverishment of aesthetic matter so drastically, that by tomorrow the thinly veiled identity of all industrial culture products can come triumphantly out into the open, derisively fulfilling the Wagnerian [Richard Wagner (1813-1883), German composer. His operas include Tristan und Isolde (1859)] dream of the Gesamtkunstwerk—the fusion of all the arts in one work. The alliance of word, image, and music is all the more perfect than in Tristan because the sensuous elements which all approvingly reflect the surface of social reality are in principle embodied in the same technical process, the unity of which becomes its distinctive content. This process integrates all the elements of the production, from the novel (shaped with an eye to the film) to the last sound effect. It is the triumph of invested capital, whose title as absolute master is etched deep into the hearts of the dispossessed in the employment line; it is the meaningful content of every film, whatever plot the production team may have selected.

* * *

The whole world is made to pass through the filter of the culture industry. The old experience of the movie-goer, who sees the world outside as an extension of the film he has just left (because the latter is intent upon reproducing the world of everyday perceptions), is now the producer's guideline. The more intensely and flawlessly his techniques duplicate empirical objects, the easier it is today for the illusion to prevail that the outside world is the straightforward continuation of that presented on the screen. This purpose has been furthered by mechanical reproduction since the lightning takeover by the sound film.

Real life is becoming indistinguishable from the movies. The sound film, far surpassing the theater of illusion, leaves no room for imagination or reflection on the part of the audience, who is unable to respond within the structure of the film, yet deviate from its precise detail without losing the thread of the story; hence the film forces its victims to equate it directly with reality. The stunting of the mass-media consumer's powers of imagination and spontaneity does not have to be traced back to any psychological mechanisms; he must ascribe the loss of those attributes to the objective nature of the products themselves, especially to the most characteristic of them, the sound film. 
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They are so designed that quickness, powers of observation, and experience are undeniably needed to apprehend them at all; yet sustained thought is out of the question if the spectator is not to miss the relentless rush of facts. Even though the effort required for his response is semiautomatic, no scope is left for the imagination. Those who are so absorbed by the world of the movie—by its images, gestures, and words—that they are unable to supply what really makes it a world, do not have to dwell on particular points of its mechanics during a screening. All the other films and products of the entertainment industry which they have seen have taught them what to expect; they react automatically. The might of industrial society is lodged in men's minds. The entertainments manufacturers know that their products will be consumed with alertness even when the customer is distraught, for each of them is a model of the huge economic machinery which has always sustained the masses, whether at work or at leisure— which is akin to work. From every sound film and every broadcast program the social effect can be inferred which is exclusive to none but is shared by all alike. The culture industry as a whole has molded men as a type unfailingly reproduced in every product. All the agents of this process, from the producer to the women's clubs, take good care that the simple reproduction of this mental state is not nuanced or extended in any way.

The art historians and guardians of culture who complain of the extinction in the West of a basic style-determining power are wrong. The stereotyped appropriation of everything, even the inchoate, for the purposes of mechanical reproduction surpasses the rigor and general currency of any "real style," in the sense in which cultural cognoscenti celebrate the organic precapitalist past. No Palestrina [Giovanni Pierluigi da Palestrina (1525-1594), Ilalian composer] could be more of a purist in eliminating every unprepared and unresolved discord than the jazz arranger in suppressing any development which does not conform to the jargon. When jazzing up Mozart he changes him not only when he is too serious or too difficult but when he harmonizes the melody in a different way, perhaps more simply, than is customary now. No medieval builder can have scrutinized the subjects for church windows and sculptures more suspiciously than the studio hierarchy scrutinizes a work by Balzac or Hugo [Victor Hugo (1802-1885), French poet and novelist. Honoré de Balzac (1799-1850), French novelist] before finally approving it. No medieval theologian could have determined the degree of the torment to be suffered by the damned in accordance with the ordo [Order (Latin)] of divine love more meticulously than the producers of shoddy epics calculate the torture to be undergone by the hero or the exact point to which the leading lady's hemline shall be raised. The explicit and implicit, exoteric and esoteric catalog of the forbidden and tolerated is so extensive that it not only defines the area of freedom but is all-powerful inside it. Everything down to the last detail is shaped accordingly. Like its counterpart, avant-garde art, the entertainment industry determines its own language, down to its very syntax and vocabulary, by the use of anathema [A vigorous curse or denunciation, usually by an ecclesiastical authority]. The constant pressure to produce new effects (which must conform to the old pattern) serves merely as another rule to increase the power of the conventions when any single effect threatens to slip through the net. Every detail is so firmly stamped with sameness that nothing can appear which is not marked at birth, or does not meet with approval at first sight.

1115

In the culture industry the notion of genuine style is seen to be the aesthetic equivalent of domination. Style considered as mere aesthetic regularity is a romantic dream of the past. The unity of style not only of the Christian Middle Ages but of the Renaissance expresses in each case the different structure of social power, and not the obscure experience of the oppressed in which the general was enclosed. The great artists were never those who embodied a wholly flawless and perfect style, but those who used style as a way of hardening themselves against the chaotic expression of suffering, as a negative truth. The style of their works gave what was expressed that force without which life flows away unheard. Those very art forms which are known as classical, such as Mozart's music, contain objective trends which represent something different to the style which they incarnate. As late as Schonberg and Picasso [Pablo Picasso (1881-1975), Spanish-born Cubist painter. Arnold Schoenberg (1874-1951), Austrian composer known for his expressionistic atonal or serial compositions (see following note)], the great artists have retained a mistrust of style, and at crucial points have subordinated it to the logic of the matter. What Dadaists and Expressionists [Expressionism is an artistic movement that went beyond impressionism by magnifying dark inner experiences. Dadaism, a precursor to surrealism, is an artistic movement that protested the insanity of World War I by demolishing the tenets of art, philosophy, and logic] called the untruth of style as such triumphs today in the sung jargon of a crooner, in the carefully contrived elegance of a film star, and even in the admirable expertise of a photograph of a peasant's squalid hut. Style represents a promise in every work of art. That which is expressed is subsumed through style into the dominant forms of generality, into the language of music, painting, or words, in the hope that it will be reconciled thus with the idea of true generality. This promise held out by the work of art that it will create truth by lending new shape to the conventional social forms is as necessary as it is hypocritical. It unconditionally posits the real forms of life as it is by suggesting that fulfillment lies in their aesthetic derivatives. To this extent the claim of art is always ideology too. However, only in this confrontation with tradition of which style is the record can art express suffering. That factor in a work of art which enables it to transcend reality certainly cannot be detached from style; but it does not consist of the harmony actually realized, of any doubtful unity of form and content, within and without, of individual and society; it is to be found in those features in which discrepancy appears: in the necessary failure of the passionate striving for identity. Instead of exposing itself to this failure in which the style of the great work of art has always achieved self-negation, the inferior work has always relied on its similarity with others—on a surrogate identity.

In the culture industry this imitation finally becomes absolute. Having ceased to be anything but style, it reveals the letter's secret: obedience to the social hierarchy. Today aesthetic barbarity completes what has threatened the creations of the spirit since they were gathered together as culture and neutralized. To speak of culture was always contrary to culture. Culture as a common denominator already contains in embryo that schematization and process of cataloging and classification which bring culture within the sphere of administration. And it is precisely the industrialized, the consequent, subsumption which entirely accords with this notion of culture. 
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By subordinating in the same way and to the same end all areas of intellectual creation, by occupying men's senses from the time they leave the factory in the evening to the time they clock in again the next morning with matter that bears the impress of the labor process they themselves have to sustain throughout the day, this subsumption mockingly satisfies the concept of a unified culture which the philosophers of personality contrasted with mass culture.
***
Nevertheless the culture industry remains the entertainment business. Its influence over the consumers is established by entertainment; that will ultimately be broken not by an outright decree, but by the hostility inherent in the principle of entertainment to what is greater than itself. Since all the trends of the culture industry are profoundly embedded in the public by the whole social process, they are encouraged by the survival of the market in this area. Demand has not yet been replaced by simple obedience. As is well known, the major reorganization of the film industry shortly before World War I, the material prerequisite of its expansion, was precisely its deliberate acceptance of the public's needs as recorded at the box-office—a procedure which was hardly thought necessary in the pioneering days of the screen. The same opinion is held today by the captains of the film industry, who take as their criterion the more or less phenomenal song hits but wisely never have recourse to the judgment of truth, the opposite criterion. Business is their ideology. It is quite correct that the power of the culture industry resides in its identification with a manufactured need, and not in simple contrast to it, even if this contrast were one of complete power and complete powerlessness. Amusement under late capitalism is the prolongation of work. It is sought after as an escape from the mechanized work process, and to recruit strength in order to be able to cope with it again. But at the same time mechanization has such power over a man's leisure and happiness, and so profoundly determines the manufacture of amusement goods, that his experiences are inevitably after-images of the work process itself. The ostensible content is merely a faded foreground; what sinks in is the automatic succession of standardized operations. What happens at work, in the factory, or in the office can only be escaped from by approximation to it in one's leisure time. All amusement suffers from this incurable malady. Pleasure hardens into boredom because, if it is to remain pleasure, it must not demand any effort and therefore moves rigorously in the worn grooves of association. No independent thinking must be expected from the audience: the product prescribes every reaction: not by its natural structure (which collapses under reflection), but by signals. Any logical connection calling for mental effort is painstakingly avoided. As far as possible, developments must follow from the immediately preceding situation and never from the idea of the whole. For the attentive movie-goer any individual scene will give him the whole thing. Even the set pattern itself still seems dangerous, offering some meaning— wretched as it might be—where only meaninglessness is acceptable. Often the plot is maliciously deprived of the development demanded by characters and matter according to the old pattern. Instead, the next step is what the script writer takes to be the most striking effect in the particular situation. Banal though elaborate surprise interrupts the story-line. 
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The tendency mischievously to fall back on pure nonsense, which was a legitimate part of popular art, farce and clowning, right up to Chaplin and the Marx Brothers [American comic actors: Chico (Leonard) (1887— 1961), Harpo (Adolph) (1888-1964), Groucho (Julius Henry) (1890-1977), Gummo (Milton) (1893-1977), and Zeppo (Herbert) (1901-1979). Charlie (Sir Charles Spencer) Chaplin (1889-1977), English comic actor and producer. 1. American actor (1908-1989). Garson (1904-1996), English actor], is most obvious in the unpretentious kinds. This tendency has completely asserted itself in the text of the novelty song, in the thriller movie, and in cartoons, although in films starring Greer Garson and Bette Davis' the unity of the socio-psychological case study provides something approximating a claim to a consistent plot. The idea itself, together with the objects of comedy and terror, is massacred and fragmented. Novelty songs have always existed on a contempt for meaning which, as predecessors and successors of psychoanalysis, they reduce to the monotony of sexual symbolism. Today detective and adventure films no longer give the audience the opportunity to experience the resolution. In the non-ironic varieties of the genre, it has also to rest content with the simple horror of situations which have almost ceased to be linked in any way.

***

This raises the question whether the culture industry fulfills the function of diverting minds which it boasts about so loudly. If most of the radio stations and movie theaters were closed down, the consumers would probably not lose so very much. To walk from the street into the movie theater is no longer to enter a world of dream; as soon as the very existence of these institutions no longer made it obligatory to use them, there would be no great urge to do so. Such closures would not be reactionary machine wrecking. The disappointment would be felt not so much by the enthusiasts as by the slow-witted, who are the ones who suffer for everything anyhow. In spite of the films which are intended to complete her integration, the housewife finds in the darkness of the movie theater a place of refuge where she can sit for a few hours with nobody watching, just as she used to look out of the window when there were still homes and rest in the evening. The unemployed in the great cities find coolness in summer and warmth in winter in these temperature-controlled locations. Otherwise, despite its size, this bloated pleasure apparatus adds no dignity to mans lives. The idea of "fully exploiting" available technical resources and the facilities for aesthetic mass consumption is part of the economic system which refuses to exploit resources to abolish hunger.

The culture industry perpetually cheats its consumers of what it perpetually promises. The promissory note which, with its plots and staging, it draws on pleasure is endlessly prolonged; the promise, which is actually all the spectacle consists of, is illusory: all it actually confirms is that the real point will never be reached, that the diner must be satisfied with the menu. In front of the appetite stimulated by all those brilliant names and images there is finally set no more than a commendation of the depressing everyday world it sought to escape. Of course works of art were not sexual exhibitions either. However, by representing deprivation as negative, they retracted, as it were, the prostitution of the impulse and rescued by mediation what was denied. The secret of aesthetic sublimation is its representation of fulfillment as a broken promise. The culture industry does not sublimate; it represses. By repeatedly exposing the objects of desire, breasts in a clinging sweater or the naked torso of the athletic hero, it only stimulates the unsublimated forepleasure which habitual deprivation has long since reduced to a masochistic semblance.
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There is no erotic situation which, while insinuating and exciting, does not fail to indicate unmistakably that things can never go that far. The Hays Office merely confirms the ritual of Tantalus [A Greek mythological figure whose punishment in Hades is always to have food and drink just out of his reach. ''Hays Office": unofficial name of the Motion Picture Producers and Distributors of America, founded in 1922 by Will Hays to monitor the film industry (precursor to the Production Code Administration, founded in 1934)] that the culture industry has established anyway. Works of art are ascetic and unashamed; the culture industry is pornographic and prudish. Love is downgraded to romance. And, after the descent, much is permitted; even license as a marketable speciality has its quota bearing the trade description "daring." The mass production of the sexual automatically achieves its repression. Because of his ubiquity, the film star with whom one is meant to fall in love is from the outset a copy of himself. Every tenor voice comes to sound like a Caruso [Enrico Caruso (1873-1921), popular Italian opera tenor] record, and the "natural" faces of Texas girls are like the successful models by whom Hollywood has typecast them. The mechanical reproduction of beauty, which reactionary cultural fanaticism wholeheartedly serves in its methodical idolization of individuality, leaves no room for that unconscious idolatry which was once essential to beauty. The triumph over beauty is celebrated by humor—the Schadenfreude [Grim joy (i.e., joy at others' troubles) (German)] that every successful deprivation calls forth. There is laughter because there is nothing to laugh at. Laughter, whether conciliatory or terrible, always occurs when some fear passes. It indicates liberation either from physical danger or from the grip of logic. Conciliatory laughter is heard as the echo of an escape from power; the wrong kind overcomes fear by capitulating to the forces which are to be feared. It is the echo of power as something inescapable. Fun is a medicinal bath. The pleasure industry never fails to prescribe it. It makes laughter the instrument of the fraud practised on happiness. Moments of happiness are without laughter; only operettas and films portray sex to the accompaniment of resounding laughter. But Baudelaire is as devoid of humour as Holderlin [Friedrich Holderlin (1770-1843), German poet and translator, Charles Baudelaire (1821— 1867), French poet, critic, and forerunner of modernism]. In the false society laughter is a disease which has attacked happiness and is drawing it into its worthless totality. To laugh at something is always to deride it, and the life which, according to Bergson [Henri Bergson (1859-1941), French philosopher, author of Laughter: An Essay on the Meaning of the Comic (1911)], in laughter breaks through the barrier, is actually an invading barbaric life, self-assertion prepared to parade its liberation from any scruple when the social occasion arises. Such a laughing audience is a parody of humanity. Its members are monads, all dedicated to the pleasure of being ready for anything at the expense of everyone else. Their harmony is a caricature of solidarity. What is fiendish about this false laughter is that it is a compelling parody of the best, which is conciliatory. Delight is austere: res severa verum gaudium [True joy is a serious thing (Latin). From Seneca the Younger (ca. 4 b.C.e.—65 c.e.), Moral Epistles 3.23]. The monastic theory that not asceticism but the sexual act denotes the renunciation of attainable bliss receives negative confirmation in the gravity of the lover who with foreboding commits his life to the fleeting moment. In the culture industry, jovial denial takes the place of the pain found in ecstasy and in asceticism. 
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The supreme law is that they shall not satisfy their desires at any price; they must laugh and be content with laughter. In every product of the culture industry, the permanent denial imposed by civilization is once again unmistakably demonstrated and inflicted on its victims. To offer and to deprive them of something is one and the same. This is what happens in erotic films. Precisely because it must never take place, everything centers upon copulation. In films it is more strictly forbidden for an illegitimate relationship to be admitted without the parties being punished than for a millionaire's future son-in-law to be active in the labor movement. In contrast to the liberal era, industrialized as well as popular culture may wax indignant at capitalism, but it cannot renounce the threat of castration. This is fundamental. It outlasts the organized acceptance of the uniformed seen in the films which are produced to that end, and in reality. What is decisive today is no longer puritan-ism, although it still asserts itself in the form of women's organizations, but the necessity inherent in the system not to leave the customer alone, not for a moment to allow him any suspicion that resistance is possible. The principle dictates that he should be shown all his needs as capable of fulfillment, but that those needs should be so predetermined that he feels himself to be the eternal consumer, the object of the culture industry. Not only does it make him believe that the deception it practices is satisfaction, but it goes further and implies that, whatever the state of affairs, he must put up with what is offered. The escape from everyday drudgery which the whole culture industry promises may be compared to the daughter's abduction in the cartoon: the father is holding the ladder in the dark. The paradise offered by the culture industry is the same old drudgery. Both escape and elopement are predesigned to lead back to the starting point. Pleasure promotes the resignation which it ought to help to forget.

***

The stronger the positions of the culture industry become, the more summarily it can deal with consumers' needs, producing them, controlling them, disciplining them, and even withdrawing amusement: no limits are set to cultural progress of this kind. But the tendency is immanent in the principle of amusement itself, which is enlightened in a bourgeois sense. If the need for amusement was in large measure the creation of industry, which used the subject as a means of recommending the work to the masses—the oleograph [A chromolithograph printed on cloth to imitate an oil painting] by the dainty morsel it depicted, or the cake mix by a picture of a cake— amusement always reveals the influence of business, the sales talk, the quack's spiel. But the original affinity of business and amusement is shown in the latter's specific significance: to defend society. To be pleased means to say Yes. It is possible only by insulation from the totality of the social process, by desensitization and, from the first, by senselessly sacrificing the inescapable claim of every work, however inane, within its limits to reflect the whole. Pleasure always means not to think about anything, to forget suffering even where it is shown. Basically it is helplessness. It is flight; not, as is asserted, flight from a wretched reality, but from the last remaining thought of resistance. The liberation which amusement promises is freedom from thought and from negation. The effrontery of the rhetorical question. "What do people want?" lies in the fact that it is addressed—as if to reflective individuals—to those very people who are deliberately to be deprived of this individuality.
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Even when the public does—exceptionally—rebel against the pleasure industry, all it can muster is that feeble resistance which that very industry has inculcated in it. Nevertheless, it has become increasingly difficult to keep people in this condition. The rate at which they are reduced to stupidity must not fall behind the rate at which their intelligence is increasing. In this age of statistics the masses are too sharp to identify themselves with the millionaire on the screen, and too slow-witted to ignore the law of the largest number. Ideology conceals itself in the calculation of probabilities. Not everyone will be lucky one day—but the person who draws the winning ticket, or rather the one who is marked out to do so by a higher power—usually by the pleasure industry itself, which is represented as unceasingly in search of talent. Those discovered by talent scouts and then publicized on a vast scale by the studio are ideal types of the new dependent average. Of course, the starlet is meant to symbolize the typist in such a way that the splendid evening dress seems meant for the actress as distinct from the real girl. The girls in the audience not only feel that they could be on the screen, but realize the great gulf separating them from it. Only one girl can draw the lucky ticket, only one man can win the prize, and if, mathematically, all have the same chance, yet this is so infinitesimal for each one that he or she will do best to write it off and rejoice in the other's success, which might just as well have been his or hers, and somehow never is. Whenever the culture industry still issues an invitation naively to identify, it is immediately withdrawn. No one can escape from himself any more. Once a member of the audience could see his own wedding in the one shown in the film. Now the lucky actors on the screen are copies of the same category as every member of the public, but such equality only demonstrates the insurmountable separation of the human elements. The perfect similarity is the absolute difference. The identity of the category forbids that of the individual cases. Ironically, man as a member of a species has been made a reality by the culture industry. Now any person signifies only those attributes by which he can replace everybody else: he is interchangeable, a copy. As an individual he is completely expendable and utterly insignificant, and this is just what he finds out when time deprives him of this similarity. This changes the inner structure of the religion of success— otherwise strictly maintained. Increasing emphasis is laid not on the path per aspera ad astra [Through adversities to the stars (Latin)] (which presupposes hardship and effort), but on winning a prize. The element of blind chance in the routine decision about which song deserves to be a hit and which extra a heroine is stressed by the ideology. Movies emphasize chance. By stopping at nothing to ensure that all the characters are essentially alike, with the exception of the villain, and by excluding non-conforming faces (for example, those which, like Garbo's [Greta Garbo (born Greta Gustafsson, 1905-1990), famously reclusive Swedish-born American film star], do not look as if you could say ''Hello sister!" to them), life is made easier for movie-goers at first. They are assured that they are all right as they are, that they could do just as well and that nothing beyond their powers will be asked of them. But at the same time they are given a hint that any effort would be useless because even bourgeois luck no longer has any connection with the calculable effect of their own work.
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They take the hint. Fundamentally they all recognize chance (by which one occasionally makes his fortune) as the other side of planning. Precisely because the forces of society are so deployed in the direction of rationality that anyone might become an engineer or manager, it has ceased entirely to be a rational matter who the one will be in whom society will invest training or confidence for such functions. Chance and planning become one and the same thing, because, given men's equality, individual success and failure—right up to the top—lose any economic meaning. Chance itself is planned, not because it affects any particular individual but precisely because it is believed to play a vital part. It serves the planners as an alibi, and makes it seem that the complex of transactions and measures into which life has been transformed leaves scope for spontaneous and direct relations between man. This freedom is symbolized in the various media of the culture industry by the arbitrary selection of average individuals. In a magazine's detailed accounts of the modestly magnificent pleasure-trips it has arranged for the lucky person, preferably a stenotypist (who has probably won the competition because of her contacts with local bigwigs), the power-lessness of all is reflected. They are mere matter—so much so that those in control can take someone up into their heaven and throw him out again: his rights and his work count for nothing. Industry is interested in people merely as customers and employees, and has in fact reduced mankind as a whole and each of its elements to this all-embracing formula. According to the ruling aspect at the time, ideology emphasizes plan or chance, technology or life, civilization or nature. As employees, men are reminded of the rational organization and urged to fit in like sensible people. As customers, the freedom of choice, the charm of novelty, is demonstrated to them on the screen or in the press by means of the human and personal anecdote. In either case they remain objects.
The less the culture industry has to promise, the Jess it can offer a meaningful explanation of life, and the emptier is the ideology it disseminates. Even the abstract ideals of the harmony and beneficence of society are too concrete in this age of universal publicity. We have even learned how to identify abstract concepts as sales propaganda. Language based entirely on truth simply arouses impatience to get on with the business deal it is probably advancing. The words that are not means appear senseless; the others seem to be fiction, untrue. Value judgments are taken either as advertising or as empty talk. Accordingly ideology has been made vague and noncommittal, and thus neither clearer nor weaker. Its very vagueness, its almost scientific aversion from committing itself to anything which cannot be verified, acts as an instrument of domination. It becomes a vigorous and prearranged promulgation of the status quo. The culture industry tends to make itself the embodiment of authoritative pronouncements, and thus the irrefutable prophet of the prevailing order.

***

By emphasizing the "heart of gold," society admits the suffering it has created: everyone knows that he is now helpless in the system, and ideology has to take this into account. Far from concealing suffering under the cloak of improvised fellowship, the culture industry takes pride in looking it in the face like a man, however great the strain on self-control. 
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The pathos of composure justifies the world which makes it necessary. That is life—very hard, but just because of that so wonderful and so healthy. This lie does not shrink from tragedy. Mass culture deals with it, in the same way as centralized society does not abolish the suffering of its members but records and plans it. That it is why it borrows so persistently from art. This provides the tragic substance which pure amusement cannot itself supply, but which it needs if it is somehow to remain faithful to the principle of the exact reproduction of phenomena. Tragedy made into a carefully calculated and accepted aspect of the world is a blessing. It is a safeguard against the reproach that truth is not respected, whereas it is really being adopted with cynical regret. To the consumer who—culturally—has seen better days it offers a substitute for long-discarded profundities. It provides the regular movie-goer with the scraps of culture he must have for prestige. It comforts all with the thought that a tough, genuine human fate is still possible, and that it must at all costs be represented uncompromisingly. Life in all the aspects which ideology today sets out to duplicate shows up all the more gloriously, powerfully and magnificently, the more it is redolent of necessary suffering. It begins to resemble fate. Tragedy is reduced to the threat to destroy anyone who does not cooperate, whereas its paradoxical significance once lay in a hopeless resistance to mythic destiny. Tragic fate becomes just punishment, which is what bourgeois aesthetics always tried to turn it into. The morality of mass culture is the cheap form of yesterday's children's books. In a first-class production, for example, the villainous character appears as a hysterical woman who (with presumed clinical accuracy) tries to ruin the happiness of her opposite number, who is truer to reality, and herself suffers a quite untheatrical death. So much learning is of course found only at the top. Lower down less trouble is taken. Tragedy is made harmless without recourse to social psychology. Just as every Viennese operetta worthy of the name had to have its tragic finale in the second act, which left nothing for the third except to clear up misunderstandings, the culture industry assigns tragedy a fixed place in the routine. The well-known existence of the recipe is enough to allay any fear that there is no restraint on tragedy. The description of the dramatic formula by the housewife as "getting into trouble and out again" embraces the whole of mass culture from the idiotic women's serial to the top production. Even the worst ending which began with good intentions confirms the order of things and corrupts the tragic force, either because the woman whose love runs counter to the laws of the game plays with her death for a brief spell of happiness, or because the sad ending in the film all the more clearly stresses the indestructibility of actual life. The tragic film becomes an institution for moral improvement. The masses, demoralized by their life under the pressure of the system, and who show signs of civilization only in modes of behavior which have been forced on them and through which fury and recalcitrance show everywhere, are to be kept in order by the sight of an inexorable life and exemplary behavior. Culture has always played its part in taming revolutionary and barbaric instincts. Industrial culture adds its contribution. It shows the condition under which this merciless life can be lived at all. The individual who is thoroughly weary must use his weariness as energy for his surrender to the collective power which wears him out. In films, those permanently desperate situations which crush the spectator in ordinary life somehow become a promise that one can go on living. 
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One has only to become aware of one's own nothingness, only to recognize defeat and one is one with it all. Society is full of desperate people and therefore a prey to rackets. In some of the most significant German novels of the pre-Fascist era such as Dublin's Berlin Alexanderplatz and Fallada's [Hans Fallada (pseudonym of Rudolf Ditzen, 1893-1947); Little Man, What Now? was published in 1932. Alfred Dublin (1878-1957) published Berlin Alexanderplatz in 1929] Kleiner Mann, Was Nun, this trend was as obvious as in the average film and in the devices of jazz. What all these things have in common is the self-derision of man. The possibility of becoming a subject in the economy, an entrepreneur or a proprietor, has been completely liquidated. Right down to the humblest shop, the independent enterprise, on the management and inheritance of which the bourgeois family and the position of its head had rested, became hopelessly dependent. Everybody became an employee; and in this civilization of employees the dignity of the father (questionable anyhow) vanishes. The attitude of the individual to the racket, business, profession or party, before or after admission, the Fiihrer's gesticulations before the masses, or the suitor's before his sweetheart, assume specifically masochistic traits. The attitude into which everybody is forced in order to give repeated proof of his moral suitability for this society reminds one of the boys who, during tribal initiation, go round in a circle with a stereotyped smile on their faces while the priest strikes them. Life in the late capitalist era is a constant initiation rite. Everyone must show that he wholly identifies himself with the power which is belaboring him. This occurs in the principle of jazz syncopation, which simultaneously derides stumbling and makes it a rule. The eunuch-like voice of the crooner on the radio, the heiress's smooth suitor, who falls into the swimming pool in his dinner jacket, are models for those who must become whatever the system wants. Everyone can be like this omnipotent society; everyone can be happy, if only he will capitulate fully and sacrifice his claim to happiness. In his weakness society recognizes its strength, and gives him some of it. His defenselessness makes him reliable. Hence tragedy is discarded. Once the opposition of the individual to society was its substance. It glorified "the bravery and freedom of emotion before a powerful enemy, an exalted affliction, a dreadful problem." [Nietzsche, Gotzendammerung [1888, Twilight of the Idols], Werke, vol. VIII, p. 136 [Horkheimer and Adorno's note]. Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), German philosopher] Today tragedy has melted away into the nothingness of that false identity of society and individual, whose terror still shows for a moment in the empty semblance of the tragic. But the miracle of integration, the permanent act of grace by the authority who receives the defenseless person—once he has swallowed his rebelliousness—signifies Fascism. This can be seen in the humanitarianism which Dςblin uses to let his Biberkopf [Hero of Berlin Alexanderplatz] find refuge, and again in socially-slanted films. The capacity to find refuge, to survive one's own ruin, by which tragedy is defeated, is found in the new generation; they can do any work because the work process does not let them become attached to any. This is reminiscent of the sad lack of conviction of the homecoming soldier with no interest in the war, or of the casual laborer who ends up by joining a paramilitary organization. This liquidation of tragedy confirms the abolition of the individual.

In the culture industry the individual is an illusion not merely because of the standardization of the means of production. 
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He is tolerated only so long as his complete identification with the generality is unquestioned. Pseudo individuality is rife: from the standardized jazz improvisation to the exceptional film star whose hair curls over her eye to demonstrate her originality. What is individual is no more than the generality's power to stamp the accidental detail so firmly that it is accepted as such. The defiant reserve or elegant appearance of the individual on show is mass-produced like Yale locks, whose only difference can be measured in fractions of millimeters. The peculiarity of the self is a monopoly commodity determined by society; it is falsely represented as natural. It is no more than the moustache, the French accent, the deep voice of the woman of the world, the Lubitsch [Ernst Lubitsch (1892-1947), German-American film director whose widely "imitated style ("the Lubitsch touch") brought European elegance and irony to Hollywood cinema from the 1920s to the 1940s] touch: finger prints on identity cards which are otherwise exactly the same, and into which the lives and faces of every single person are transformed by the power of the generality. Pseudo individuality is the prerequisite for comprehending tragedy and removing its poison: only because individuals have ceased to be themselves and are now merely centers where the general tendencies meet, is it possible to receive them again, whole and entire, into the generality. In this way mass culture discloses the fictitious character of the "individual" in the bourgeois era, and is merely unjust in boasting on account of this dreary harmony of general and particular. The principle of individuality was always full of contradiction. Individuation has never really been achieved. Self-preservation in the shape of class has kept everyone at the stage of a mere species being. Every bourgeois characteristic, in spite of its deviation and indeed because of it, expressed the same thing: the harshness of the competitive society. The individual who supported society bore its disfiguring mark; seemingly free, he was actually the product of its economic and social apparatus. Power based itself on the prevailing conditions of power when it sought the approval of persons affected by it. As it progressed, bourgeois society did also develop the individual. Against the will of its leaders, technology has changed human beings from children into persons. However, every advance in individuation of this kind took place at the expense of the individuality in whose name it occurred, so that nothing was left but the resolve to pursue one's own particular purpose. The bourgeois whose existence is split into a business and a private life, whose private life is split into keeping up his public image and intimacy, whose intimacy is split into the surly partnership of marriage and the bitter comfort of being quite alone, at odds with himself and everybody else, is already virtually a Nazi, replete both with enthusiasm and abuse; or a modern city-dweller who can now only imagine friendship as a "social contact": that is, as being in social contact with others with whom he has no inward contact. The only reason why the culture industry can deal so successfully with individuality is that the latter has always reproduced the fragility of society. On the faces of private individuals and movie heroes put together according to the patterns on magazine covers vanishes a pretense in which no one now believes; the popularity of the hero models comes partly from a secret satisfaction that the effort to achieve individuation has at last been replaced by the effort to imitate, which is admittedly more breathless. It is idle to hope that this self-contradictory, disintegrating "person" will not last for generations, that the system must collapse because of such a psychological split, or that the deceitful substitution of the stereotype for the individual will of itself become unbearable for mankind.
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Since Shakespeare's Hamlet, the unity of the personality has been seen through as a pretense. Synthetically produced physiognomies show that the people of today have already forgotten that there was ever a notion of what human life was. For centuries society has been preparing for Victor Mature and Mickey Rooney [Mature (1913-1999) and Rooney (b. 1920), American actors]. By destroying they come to fulfill.

The idolization of the cheap involves making the average the heroic. The highest-paid stars resemble pictures advertising unspecified proprietary articles. Not without good purpose are they often selected from the host of commercial models. The prevailing taste takes its ideal from advertising, the beauty in consumption. Hence the Socratic saying that the beautiful is the useful [See plato, Hippias Major 295c-e; as usual in Plato's dialogues, the Greek philosopher Socrates (469-399 B.c.E.) is the primary speaker] has now been fulfilled—ironically. The cinema makes propaganda for the culture combine as a whole; on radio, goods for whose sake the cultural commodity exists are also recommended individually. For a few coins one can see the film which cost millions, for even less one can buy the chewing gum whose manufacture involved immense riches—a hoard increased still further by sales. In absentia, but by universal suffrage, the treasure of armies is revealed, but prostitution is not allowed inside the country. The best orchestras in the world—clearly not so—are brought into your living room free of charge. It is all a parody of the never-never land, just as the national society is a parody of the human society. You name it, we supply it. A man up from the country remarked at the old Berlin Metropol theater that it was astonishing what they could do for the money; his comment has long since been adopted by the culture industry and made the very substance of production. This is always coupled with the triumph that it is possible; but this, in large measure, is the very triumph. Putting on a show means showing everybody what there is, and what can be achieved. Even today it is still a fair, but incurably sick with culture. Just as the people who had been attracted by the fairground barkers overcame their disappointment in the booths with a brave smile, because they really knew in advance what would happen, so the movie-goer sticks knowingly to the institution. With the cheapness of mass-produce luxury goods and its complement, the universal swindle, a change in the character of the art commodity itself is coming about. What is new is not that it is a commodity, but that today it deliberately admits it is one; that art renounces its own autonomy and proudly takes its place among consumption goods constitutes the charm of novelty. Art as a separate sphere was always possible only in a bourgeois society. Even as a negation of that social purpo-siveness which is spreading through the market, its freedom remains essentially bound up with the premise of a commodity economy. Pure works of art which deny the commodity society by the very fact that they obey their own law were always wares all the same. In so far as, until the eighteenth century, the buyer's patronage shielded the artist from the market, they were dependent on the buyer and his objectives. The purposelessness of the great modern work of art depends on the anonymity of the market. Its demands pass through so many intermediaries that the artist is exempt from any definite requirements—though admittedly only to a certain degree, for throughout the whole history of the bourgeoisie his autonomy was only tolerated, and thus contained an element of untruth which ultimately led to the social liquidation of art.
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When mortally sick, Beethoven hurled away a novel by Sir Walter Scott [Scottish poet and novelist (1771—1832), forced by financial difficulties late in his life to undertake much hack work. Ludwig van Beethoven (1770— 1827), German composer; wealthy aristocrats paid for a number of his late quartets, which he. also offered to music publishers for a sizable fee] with the cry: "Why, the fellow writes for money," and yet proved a most experienced and stubborn businessman in disposing of the last quartets, which were a most extreme renunciation of the market; he is the most outstanding example of the unity of those opposites, market and independence, in bourgeois art. Those who succumb to the ideology are precisely those who cover up the contradiction instead of taking it into the consciousness of their own production as Beethoven did: he went on to express in music his anger at losing a few pence, and derived the metaphysical Es Muss Sein [It must be (German)] (which attempts an aesthetic banishment of the pressure of the world by taking it into itself) from the housekeeper's demand for her monthly wages. The principle of idealistic aesthetics—purposefulness without a purpose [Emmanuel Kant's terminology in his Critique of the Power of Judgment (1790; see above)]—reverses the scheme of things to which bourgeois art conforms socially: purposelessness for the purposes declared by the market. At last, in the demand for entertainment and relaxation, purpose has absorbed the realm of purposelessness. But as the insistence that art should be disposable in terms of money becomes absolute, a shift in the internal structure of cultural commodities begins to show itself. The use which men in this antagonistic society promise themselves from the work of art is itself, to a great extent, that very existence of the useless which is abolished by compete inclusion under use. The work of art, by completely assimilating itself to need, deceitfully deprives men of precisely that liberation from the principle of utility which it should inaugurate. What might be called use value in the reception of cultural commodities is replaced by exchange value; in place of enjoyment there are gallery-visiting and factual knowledge: the prestige seeker replaces the connoisseur. The consumer becomes the ideology of the pleasure industry, whose institutions he cannot escape. One simply "has to" have seen Mrs. Miniver [Movie (1942) with Greer Garson in the title role], just as one "has to" subscribe to Life and Time. Everything is looked at from only one aspect: that it can be used for something else, however vague the notion of this use may be. No object has an inherent value; it is valuable only to the extent that it can be exchanged. The use value of art, its mode of being, is treated as a fetish; and the fetish, the work's social rating (misinterpreted as its artistic status) becomes its use value—the only quality which is enjoyed. The commodity function of art disappears only to be wholly realized when art becomes a species of commodity instead, marketable and interchangeable like an industrial product. But art as a type of product which existed to be sold and yet to be unsaleable is wholly and hypocritically converted into "unsaleability" as soon as the transaction ceases to be the mere intention and becomes its sole principle. No tickets could be bought when Toscanini conducted over the radio; [Arturo Toscanini conducted the National Broadcasting Company Symphony Orchestra, which was organized specifically for him in 1937, in a notable series of radio broadcasts] he was heard without charge, and every sound of the symphony was accompanied, as it were, by the sublime puff that the symphony was not interrupted by any advertising: "This concert is brought to you as a public service."
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The illusion was made possible by the profits of the united automobile and soap manufacturers, whose payments keep the radio stations going—and, of course, by the increased sales of the electrical industry, which manufactures the radio sets.

***
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EDMUND WILSON 1895-1972

Intellectually curious and prolific, Edmund Wilson contributed to many journals and magazines, and for diverse audiences—writers, intellectuals, academics, and nonacademics—he served as a potent source of informed taste and judgment. He seemed, as fellow critic Alfred Kazin noted, to have "the whole tradition of literature in his bones," and he became the foremost American literary journalist of the twentieth century.

Born in Red Bank, New Jersey, Wilson was the only child of prosperous but emotionally distant parents. He was educated in the classics at the Hill School in Pottstown, Pennsylvania, where, he later said, he was taught the virtues of "lucidity, force, and ease" in written expression, and at Princeton (1912—16), where his friends included F. Scott Fitzgerald (who called Wilson his "intellectual conscience").

After graduation, Wilson worked briefly as a reporter for the New York Evening Sun. Like the novelists John Dos Passos and Ernest Hemingway, who became his friends, he served in a hospital unit during World War I; he then was reassigned to the intelligence corps. When the war ended, he freelanced as a writer and worked as an editor of Vanity Fair (1920—21) and the New Republic (1926-31); later he became the main book reviewer for the New Yorker (1944—48).

Wilson's first important book was Axel's Castle: A Study in the Imaginative Literature of ΅870—1930 (1931), a pioneering study of modernism's relation to French symbolism, with chapters on William Butler Yeats, Marcel Proust, James Joyce, T. s. Eliot, Gertrude Stein, and Paul Valιry. Yet even as he revealed his passionate interest in the literary innovations of modernism, he voiced his ambivalence in Axel's Castle itself and in his correspondence. He told his editor, Maxwell Perkins, "I believe that any literary movement which tends so to paralyze the will, to discourage literature from entering into action, has a very serious weakness, and I think that the time has now come for a reaction against it."

Part of Wilson's reaction was To the Finland Station (1940), a panoramic study of the origins of socialism, the careers and main ideas of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, and the intellectual and historical contexts of the Russian Revolution. Linking political utopianism with aesthetic activity, Wilson portrayed Marx, Engels, and Vladimir Lenin as "poets themselves in their political vision"; their "genius," he added, "lay in the intensity of their imaginations and in the skill with which through the written and spoken word they were able to arouse others to see human life and history as they did."

This acute feeling for individuals as agents of grand historical change makes Wilson, at his best, thrilling to read: he tells captivating, dramatic stories. It also makes him hard to categorize as a critic. Rather than interpreting texts, Wilson sought to
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STUART HALL b. 1932

Stuart Hall, the single most prominent and influential theorist of British cultural studies, embodies the theoretical and political trajectory of late-twentieth-century leftist intellectuals. Deeply involved in the New Left's revisionist engagement with Marxism during the 1950s and 1960s, Hall subsequently moved through an encounter with structuralist and poststructuralist thought in the 1970s and 1980s that led to his highly productive reworking of ANTONIO gramsci's theories of hegemony, civil society, and the role of intellectuals. In the 1990s Hall took up issues connected with racial and cultural identities, "the politics of difference," and the African diaspora. Disappointed with the record of the Labour Party after its 1997 return to power following the Thatcher years, Hall became increasingly discouraged about the prospects of leftist politics in Britain and turned his attention after 1998 to contemporary art, especially to video and other emerging urban art forms.

Born in Jamaica to a relatively privileged family. Hall came to Britain as a Rhodes Scholar in 1951 and has never left. As he explains it, a combination of vexed family relations and his own intense involvement in the formation of the British New Left made him miss the moment when he might have returned to the Caribbean. His racial and national difference as a black colonial subject in Britain has rendered him, in his words, "a familiar stranger," who occupies a "diasporic" position of knowing two "places intimately" (Jamaica and England) while being "not wholly of either place."

Hall's work within New Left circles, including his position as a founding editor of the influential New Left Review, kept him from completing his graduate work at Oxford University. The British New Left strove to create a non-Stalinist, noncommunist socialism that could influence Labour Party policies and move intellectual and political paradigms from a sole focus on economic factors to a more complex understanding of the multiple determinants of people's allegiances, attitudes, and beliefs. Interested in popular culture (as were those who laid the groundwork for British cultural studies, E. P. Thompson, Raymond Williams, and Richard Hoggart), Hall worked with the Education Department of the British Film Institute in the early sixties, which in 1961 led to his appointment at the University of London as the first lecturer in film and mass media studies" in Britain. He moved to the University of Birmingham in 1964 to join Hoggart's newly formed Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies, remaining there until 1979 and serving as the center's director during much of that time. He spent the years from 1979 until his retirement in 1998 at the Open University.

The Birmingham years have become legendary, with his work done at the Open University only slightly less so. Many figures later important in cultural studies (for instance, dick hebdige, Hazel Carby, Angela McRobbie, Paul Gilrov, and Larry Grossberg) were students or co-workers of Hall's at some point. Collaborative work was the norm at both places; this founding work in cultural studies characteristically came to the world in the form of edited volumes in which eight to twelve authors "ddress a topic, arguing with each other but also moving toward an overarching delineation of the factors that need to be considered if the topic is to be adequately analyzed.

Hall, like Paul de man, was a charismatic teacher, and his immense influence is Wily partially captured in his written work. An essayist, he has produced no single distillation of his views, and his pieces are scattered in journals and edited volumes that are often hard to find. But the essay form is suited to his intellectual temperament, which is self-consciously nondogmatic, restless, and open to new ideas and hanging social conditions.
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To some extent, Hall's intellectual stance bedevils cultural studies, especially as it becomes institutionalized in American universities. The dialogic, multivoiced inception of cultural studies makes it a moving target, engaged in a series of debates with various formalized intellectual paradigms (notably Marxism, anthropological and sociological functμonalism, and aestheticist literary criticism), all the while avoiding definitive statements of its own position. Hall advocates a "cultural studies . . . that is always self-reflectively deconstructing itself... Let me put it this way: you have to be sure about a position to teach a class, but you have to be open-minded enough to know that you are going to change your mind by the time you teach it next week." Over the years, Hall's work has been influenced by Western Marxism, poststructuralism (especially Michel Foucault), critical race theory, and feminism, as he makes clear in our selection. Such openness has been characterized by some critics of cultural studies as its willingness and ability to absorb anything, a kind of academic imperialism that lacks intellectual or disciplinary boundaries or values.

Hall's wariness about a codification of cultural studies comes through in our selection, "Cultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies" (1992), although certain traits typical of British cultural studies can be identified. The primary feature is a commitment to the political relevance of intellectual work. British cultural studies is an outgrowth of leftist politics, born of the theoretical need for alternatives to a vulgar Marxism that is rooted in class politics and economic determinism. As an offshoot of Marxism, this cultural studies is aligned with Gramsci against the more pessimistic visions of the Frankfurt School (see max Horkheimer and Theodor w. adorno) and louis Althusser. Adapting Gramsci's crucial notion of hegemony, Hall emphasizes the ways in which the power of ruling elites is constituted and reconstituted within a complex cultural scene that affords various possibilities for action. Rather than stressing the ways that power, through ideology, imposes a mode of life on passive social subjects, he uses the concept of hegemony to provide a more dynamic vision of ongoing struggles among all members of society, with only temporary and always fragile victories by any particular group. Hall's interest in connecting intellectuals "organically" to these political struggles also follows Gramsci's lead. But such Gramscian elements in Hall are elaborated through an engagement with Foucault, as he details power's dispersion through a whole social order, the processes of subject formation, and the power/knowledge produced by intellectual discourses.

The crucial move in Hall's revisionist leftist theory is his insistence on the role that cultural discourses play in shaping political realities and political possibilities. "My own view," Hall writes, "is that events, relations, structures do have conditions of existence and real effects, outside the sphere of the discursive; but that only within the discursive, and subject to its specific conditions, limits and modalities, do they have or can they be constructed within meaning." In other words, the "culture" in cultural studies names the various signifying and representational processes through which things acquire meaning. For example, hunger is a biological reality. But what we eat and when and how we eat it, and whether we drink carrot juice or a Coke if we are thirsty, are all products of the cultural elaboration of the necessity of eating. And Hall insists that "regimes of representation in a culture do play a constitutive, and not merely a reflexive, after-the-event, role. Thus, an American will often refuse to eat frog flesh even if extremely hungry, while the French eat it regularly. Our biological needs are altered by our cultures assignment of values. "This gives questions of culture and ideology, and the scenarios of representation—subjectivity, identity, politics—a formative, not merely an expressive, place in the constitution of social and political life." In this ability of signifying processes to change social and political life, cultural studies has located political hope.

What has confused—and sometimes infuriated—many academics about cultural studies is its refusal to declare a prevailing methodology and a designated object or study, two features required of traditional academic disciplines.
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Cultural studies strives to analyze the hegemonic practices by which social groups are bound (institutionally, intellectually, emotionally, and economically) to dominant social forms. And it examines how forces of resistance creatively intervene in those practices. Since hegemony works through and on every social site and practice, cultural studies has deemed anything a potential object of study and has adapted any disciplinary methodology that might prove useful, ranging from surveys, case studies, and personal observation to textual explication, institutional analysis, and political critique. Partly in response to intellectual elitism, partly by happenstance, and partly as a form of leftist populism, much cultural studies work has focused on popular, as contrasted to high, culture. But any activity through which people negotiate their relationship to society and to the disparate forces and institutions in their lives is fair game for its attention.

The absence of a prevailing methodology does not mean that cultural studies lacks a theory. Hall's scattered essays have addressed a wide array of theoretical issues and, when taken together, delineate a comprehensive overview of the driving questions and angles of approach followed by many cultural studies practitioners. Processes of identity formation are central, as are the concepts of "conjuncture" and "articulation." Hall, like most Marxists, is a "conflict theorist": one who views the social field as a dynamic site of numerous contending forces. Within that field, he refuses to recognize any stable identities—either group (like class) or personal (like ethnicity). identity for him is always in the process of being constituted by prevailing social norms, institutions, and subject positions, as well as by particular struggles against those would-be determinants. Identity, in other words, is a battleground, where the meaning of social life is being forged and contested. Here as elsewhere, Hall relies on the concept of "conjuncture," the idea that everything exists simultaneously amid specific historical forces in process and amid specific determinant structures. The elements within any conjuncture and the relations of force among them are differently "articulated "at different times and places. Each conjuncture has its own configuration. Social groups, including intellectuals, will work to make their "articulation" of a given constellation of elements prevail.

For Hall, no dominant order can ever provide a seamless, synthetic, permanent vision. All hegemonies must be continually produced by very specific acts of public articulation. Cultural studies is interested in mapping the particular constellation of identities and hegemonic articulations at various social sites; it often focuses on dynamic tensions between mainstream norms and marginalized groups, studying how cultural materials are creatively resignified to fit the nonstandard purposes of such resistant groups. Typical counterhegemonic materials might include a punk zine, women's shop-floor gossip, romance novels, and rap poetry. A typical cultural studies research project might examine the circuits of production, distribution, and consumption through which such "discourses" pass.

Critics of Hall s work are divided between traditional leftists who object that he overemphasizes a cultural politics of resistance at the expense of a socioeconomic politics focused on systematic inequalities and poststructuralist opponents who see the concept of hegemony as aspiring to a totalized vision that misses the irreducible heterogeneity of the social field. Nevertheless, Hall's—and cultural studies'— importance for contemporary literary studies may rest most crucially on his insistence in "Cultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies" that "textuality is never enough." That is to say, Hall insists on Jinking literary theory's understanding of meaning production and textual interpretation with social theory's delineation of conflicting forces within the social field. If a literary critic believes that any interpretation of a literary text must consider both the social forces that contribute to the text’s production and the hegemonic work that the text does, then he or she has taken up the concerns and questions that characterize cultural studies.
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Finding Hall's work (scattered in numerous journals and edited volumes) can be difficult. The only volume that collects some of those essays is his Hard Road to Renewal (1988). Stuart Hall: Critical Dialogues in Cultural Studies, edited by David Morley and Kuan-Hsing Chen (1996), collects several key essays by Hall along with some responses to his work. The most influential collaborative texts done by various British cultural studies groups working with Hall (volumes that usually contain essays by Hall) are The Popular Arts, edited by Stuart Hall and Paddy Whannel (1964); Resistance through Rituals: Youth Subcultures in Post-War Britain, edited by Stuart Hall and Tony Jefferson (1976); Policing the Crisis: Mugging, the State, and Law and Order, edited by Stuart Hall et al. (1978); Culture, Media, Language: Working Papers in Cultural Studies, edited by Stuart Hall et al. (1980); New Times: The Changing Face of Politics in the 1990s, edited by Stuart Hall and Martin Jacques (1990); Questions of Cultural Identity, edited by Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay (1996); and Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices, edited by Stuart Hall (1997). Different (2001) is a collection of contemporary photographs by people of color selected by Hall along with explanatory text by him. Women Take Issue: Aspects of Women's Subordination, edited by the Women's Studies Group, Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (1978), and The Empire Strikes Back: Race and Racism in 70s Britain, edited by the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (1982), are important early collections that extend cultural studies into studies of gender, race, and postcolonial-ism. The best biographical sources are two interviews: the first (titled "The Formation of the Diasporic Intellectual") is in the Morley and Chen volume cited above, and the second, Caryl Phillips's "Interview with Stuart Hall," is in Bomb, no. 58 (1997).

Chris Rojek's Stuart Hall (2003) is by far the best overview of Hall's life and work, although Helen Davis's Understanding Stuart Hall (2004) is also worth consulting. The Morley and Chen volume can be supplemented by Without Gtmrantees: In Honour of Stuart Hall, edited by Paul Gilroy, Lawrence Grossberg, and Angela McRobbie (2000), a collection of essays that includes responses to Hall's work by Judith Butler and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak among many others. Graeme Turner's British Cultural Studies: An Introduction (3d ed., 2003) and Dennis Dworkin's Cultural Marxism in Postwar Britain: History, the New Left, and the Origins of Cultural Studies (1997) usefully locate Hall's work in its intellectual and institutional contexts. Michael Bιrubι's The Left at War (2009) offers an extended reading of Hall as a guide to thinking about the Left's responses to neoconservatism. Fredric Jameson's "On Cultural Studies," in The Identity in Question, edited by John Rajchman (1995), provides a sophisticated short introduction to cultural studies, while the massive conference proceedings published in Cultural Studies, edited by Lawrence Grossberg, Cafy Nelson, and Paula Treichler (1992), remains the single most important collection of cultural studies work. The Morley and Chen volume has a fairly complete bibliography of Hall's published work; Rojek's book also has a useful bibliography of both Hall's work and critical responses to it.

Cultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies

This Conference ["Cultural Studies Now and in the Future," held in April 1990 at the University of Illinois at Urbana, Champaign] provides us with an opportunity for a moment of self-reflection on cultural studies as a practice, on its institutional positioning, and what Lidia Curti [Italian academic working in cultural studies (b. 1947)] so effectively reminds us is both the marginality and the centrality of its practitioners as critical intellectuals. Inevitably, this involves reflecting on, and intervening in, the project of cultural studies itself.
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My title, "Cultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies," suggests a look back to the past, to consult and think about the Now and the Future of cultural studies by way of a retrospective glance. It does seem necessary to do some genealogical and archaeological work on the archive. Now the question of the archives is extremely difficult for me because, where cultural studies is concerned, I sometimes feel like a tableau vivant [living picture (French)], a spirit of the past resurrected, laying claim to the authority of an origin. After all, didn't cultural studies emerge somewhere at that moment when I first met Raymond Williams, or in the glance I exchanged with Richard Hoggart? [Hoggart (b. 1918) and Williams (1921-1988), both British academics and early practitioners of Cultural studies] In that moment, cultural studies was born; it emerged full grown from the head! [That is, like Athena (goddess of wisdom) born from the head of Zeus (king of the gods), in Greek mythology]. I do want to talk about the past, but definitely not in that way. I don't want to talk about British cultural studies (which is in any case a pretty awkward signifier for me) in a patriarchal way, as the keeper of the conscience of cultural studies, hoping to police you back into line with what it really was if only you knew. That is to say, I want to absolve myself of the many burdens of representation which people carry around—I carry around at least three: I'm expected to speak for the entire black race on all questions theoretical, critical, etc., and sometimes for British politics, as well as for cultural studies. This is what is known as the black person's burden [An allusion to "The White Man's Burden" (1899), a poem by Rudyard Kipling that paints Imperialism as the duty of the "advanced" peoples], and I would like to absolve myself of it at this moment.

That means, paradoxically, speaking autobiographically. Autobiography is usually thought of as seizing the authority of authenticity. But in order not to be authoritative, I've got to speak autobiographically. I'm going to tell you about my own take on certain theoretical legacies and moments in cultural studies, not because it is the truth or the only way of telling the history. I myself have told it many other ways before; and I intend to tell it in a different way later. But just at this moment, for this conjuncture, I want to take a position in relation to the "grand narrative" [Jean-Francois Lyotard (1925-1998) defined postmodernism as a skepticism toward any "grand narrative" that offers an all-encompassing vision of history's trajectory] of cultural studies for the purposes of opening up some reflections on cultural studies as a practice, on our institutional position, and on its project. I want to do that by referring to some theoretical legacies or theoretical moments, but in a very particular way. This is not a commentary on the success or effectiveness of different theoretical positions in cultural studies (that is for some other occasion). It is an attempt to say something about what certain theoretical moments in cultural studies have been like for me, and from that position, to take some bearings about the general question of the politics of theory.

Cultural studies is a discursive formation, in Foucault's [Michel Foucault (1926-1984), French philosopher and historian of ideas] sense. It has no simple origins, though some of us were present at some point when it first named itself in that way.
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Much of the work out of which it grew, in my own experience, was already present in the work of other people. Raymond Williams has made the same point, charting the roots of cultural studies in the early adult education movement in his essay on "The Future of Cultural Studies'' (1989). "The relation between a project and a formation is always decisive," he says, because they are "different ways of materializing ... then of describing a common disposition of energy and direction." Cultural studies has multiple discourses; it has a number of different histories. It is a whole set of formations; it has its own different conjunctures and moments in the past. It included many different kinds of work. I want to insist on that! It always was a set of unstable formations. It was "centered" only in quotation marks, in a particular kind of way which I want to define in a moment. It had many trajectories; many people had and have different trajectories through it; it was constructed by a number of different methodologies and theoretical positions, all of them in contention. Theoretical work in the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies [Founded at the University of Birmingham by Richard Hoggari in J964; Hall served as the center's director from 1968 to 1979] was more appropriately called theoretical noise. It was accompanied by a great deal of bad feeling, argument, unstable anxieties, and angry silences.

Now, does it follow that cultural studies is not a policed disciplinary area? That it is whatever people do, if they choose to call or locate themselves within the project and practice of cultural studies? I am not happy with that formulation either. Although cultural studies as a project is open-ended, it can't be simply pluralist in that way. Yes, it refuses to be a master discourse or a meta-discourse of any kind. Yes, it is a project that is always open to that which it doesn't yet know, to that which it can't yet name. But it does have some will to connect; it does have some stake in the choices it makes. It does matter whether cultural studies is this or that. It can't be just any old thing which chooses to march under a particular banner. It is a serious enterprise, or project, and that is inscribed in what is sometimes called the "political" aspect of cultural studies. Not that there's one politics already inscribed in it. But there is something at stake in cultural studies, in a way that I think, and hope, is not exactly true of many other very important intellectual and critical practices. Here one registers the tension between a refusal to close the field, to police it and, at the same time, a determination to stake out some positions within it and argue for them. That is the tension—the dialogic approach to theory—that I want to try to speak to in a number of different ways in the course of this paper. I don't believe knowledge is closed, but I do believe that politics is impossible without what I have called "the arbitrary closure"; without what Homi Bhabha [Indian postcolonial theorist and critic (b. 1949); Bhabha makes this point in 'The Postcolonial and the Postmodern: A Question of Agency," in The Location of Culture (1994)] called social agency as an arbitrary closure. That is to say, I don't understand a practice which aims to make a difference in the world, which doesn't have some points of difference or distinction which it has to stake out, which really matter. It is a question of positionalities. Now, it is true that those positionalities are never final, they're never absolute. They can't be translated intact from one conjuncture to another; they cannot be depended on to remain in the same place. I want to go back to that moment of ''staking out a wager" in cultural studies, to those moments in which the positions began to matter.
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This is a way of opening the question of the "worldliness" of cultural studies, to borrow a term from Edward Said [Palestinian-born American literary and cultural critic and social activist (1935-2003); for Said's discussion of "worldliness," see chapter 1 of the World, the Text, and the Critic (1983)]. I am not dwelling on the secular connotations of the metaphor of worldliness here, but on the worldliness of cultural studies. I'm dwelling on the "dirtiness" of it: the dirtiness of the semiotic game, if I can put it that way. I'm trying to return the project of cultural studies from the clean air of meaning and textuality and theory to the something nasty down below. This involves the difficult exercise of examining some of the key theoretical turns or moments in cultural studies.

The first trace that I want to deconstruct has to do with a view of British cultural studies which often distinguishes it by the fact that, at a certain moment, it became a Marxist critical practice. What exactly does that assignation of cultural studies as a Marxist critical theory mean? How can we think cultural studies at that moment? What moment is it we are speaking of? What docs that mean for the theoretical legacies, traces, and aftereffects which Marxism continues to have in cultural studies? There are a number of ways of telling that history, and let me remind you that I'm not proposing this as the only story. But I do want to set it up in what I think may be a slightly surprising way to you.

I entered cultural studies from the New Left, and the New Left always regarded Marxism as a problem, as trouble, as danger, not as a solution. Why? It had nothing to do with theoretical questions as such or in isolation. It had to do with the fact that my own (and its own) political formation occurred in a moment historically very much like the one we are in now— which I am astonished that so few people have addressed—the moment of the disintegration of a certain kind of Marxism. In fact, the first British New Left emerged in 1956 at the moment of the disintegration of an entire historical/political project [That is, when Soviet troops suppressed a shortlived anti-Communist and anti-Soviet rebellion in Hungary in October 1956]. In that sense I came into Marxism backwards: against the Soviet tanks in Budapest, as it were. What I mean by that is certainly not that I wasn't profoundly, and that cultural studies then wasn't from the beginning, profoundly influenced by the questions that Marxism as a theoretical project put on the agenda: the power, the global reach and history-making capacities of capital; the question of class; the complex relationships between power, which is an easier term to establish in the discourses of culture than exploitation, and exploitation; the question of a general theory which could, in a critical way, connect together in a critical reflection different domains of life, politics and theory, theory and practice, economic, political, ideological questions, and so on; the notion of critical knowledge itself and the production of critical knowledge as a practice. These important, central questions are what one meant by working within shouting distance of Marxism, working on Marxism, working against Marxism, working with it, working to try to develop Marxism.
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There never was a prior moment when cultural studies and Marxism represented a perfect theoretical fit. From the beginning (to use this way of speaking for a moment) there was always-already the question of the great inadequacies, theoretically and politically, the resounding silences, the great evasions of Marxism—the things that νMarx did not talk about or seem to understand which were our privileged object of study: culture, ideology, language, the symbolic [On the writings of the German economic and political philosopher Karl Marx (1818-1883) pertaining to culture, see above]. These were always-already, instead, the things which had imprisoned Marxism as a mode of thought, as an activity of critical practice—its orthodoxy, its doctrinal character, its determinism, its reductionism, its immutable law of history, its status as a metanarrative. That is to say, the encounter between British cultural studies and Marxism has first to be understood as the engagement with a problem—not a theory, not even a problematic. It begins, and develops through the critique of a certain reductionism and economism, which I think is not extrinsic but intrinsic to Marxism; a contestation with the model of base and superstructure, through which sophisticated and vulgar Marxism alike had tried to think the relationships between society, economy, and culture. It was located and sited in a necessary and prolonged and as yet unending contestation with the question of false consciousness. In my own case, it required a not-yet-completed contestation with the profound Eurocentrism of Marxist theory. I want to make this very precise. It is not just a matter of where Marx happened to be born, and of what he talked about, but of the model at the center of the most developed parts of Marxist theory, which suggested that capitalism evolved organically from within its own transformations. Whereas I came from a society where the profound integument of capitalist society, economy, and culture had been imposed by conquest and colonization. This is a theoretical, not a vulgar critique. I don't blame Marx because of where he was born; I'm questioning the theory for the model around which it is articulated: its Eurocentrism.

I want to suggest a different metaphor for theoretical work: the metaphor of struggle, of wrestling with the angels. The only theory worth having is that which you have to fight off, not that which you speak with profound fluency. I mean to say something later about the astonishing theoretical fluency of cultural studies now. But my own experience of theory—and Marxism is certainly a case in point—is of wrestling with the angels—a metaphor you can take as literally as you like. I remember wrestling with Althusser [Louis Althusser (1918-1990), French philosopher. Reading Capital was published in 1965]. I remember looking at the idea of "theoretical practice" in Reading Capital and thinking, "I've gone as far in this book as it is proper to go." I felt, I will not give an inch to this profound misreading, this super-structuralist mistranslation, of classical Marxism, unless he beats me down, unless he defeats me in the spirit. He'll have to march over me to convince me. I warred with him, to the death. A long, rambling piece I wrote (Hall, 1974) [Stuart Hall, "Marx's Notes on Method: A 'Reading' of the 1857 Introduction," Working Papers in Cultural Studies 6 (1974) [Hall's note]] on Marx's 1857 Introduction to The Grundrisse, in which I tried to stake out the difference between structuralism in Marx's epistemology and Althusser's, was only the tip of the iceberg of this long engagement. And that is not simply a personal question. In the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies, for five or six years, long after the anti-theoreticism or resistance to theory of cultural studies had been overcome, and we decided, in a very un-British way, we had to take the plunge into theory, we walked right around the entire circumference of European thought, in order not to be, in any simple capitulation to the Zeitgeist, Marxists.
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We read German idealism, we read Weber upside down, we read Hegelian idealism," we read idealistic art criticism. (I've written about this in the article called "The Hinterland of Science: Sociology of Knowledge" [1980] as well as in "Cultural Studies and the Centre: Some Problems and Problematics" [1980]) [In some respects, Marx's materialism was a faction against the idealist philosophy of GEORG WILHELM FRIEDRICH HEGEL (1770-1831). Max Weber (1864-1920), German social theorist and a founder of sociology as an academic discipline. The Hinterland of Science" is in On Ideology (1980). "Cultural Studies and the Centre" is in Culture, Media, Language, edited by S. Hall et al. (1980) [Hall's note]]
So the notion that Marxism and cultural studies slipped into place, recognized an immediate affinity, joined hands in some teleological or Hegelian moment of synthesis, and there was the founding moment of cultural studies, is entirely mistaken. It couldn't have been more different from that. And when, eventually, in the seventies, British cultural studies did advance—in many different ways, it must be said—within the problematic of Marxism, you should hear the term problematic in a genuine way, not just in a formalist-theoretical way: as a problem; as much about struggling against the constraints and limits of that model as about the necessary questions it required us to address. And when, in the end, in my own work, I tried to learn from and work with the theoretical gains of Gramsci [Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937), Italian Marxist theorist and cultural critic], it was only because certain strategies of evasion had forced Gramsci's work, in a number of different ways, to respond to what I can only call (here's another metaphor for theoretical work) the conundrums of theory, the things which Marxist theory couldn't answer, the things about the modern world which Gramsci discovered remained unresolved within the theoretical framework of grand theory—Marxism—in which he continued to work. At a certain point, the questions I still wanted to address in short were inaccessible to me except via a detour through Gramsci. Not because Gramsci resolved them but because he at least addressed many of them. I don't want to go through what it is I personally think cultural studies in the British context, in a certain period, learned from Gramsci: immense amounts about the nature of culture itself, about the discipline of the conjunctural, about the importance of historical specificity, about the enormously productive metaphor of hegemony, about the way in which one can think questions of class relations only by using the displaced notion of ensemble and blocs. These are the particular gains of the "detour" via Gramsci, but I'm not trying to talk about that. I want to say, in this context, about Gramsci, that while Gramsci belonged and belongs to the problematic of Marxism, his importance for this moment of British cultural studies is precisely the degree to which he radically displaced some of the inheritances of Marxism in cultural studies. The radical character of Gramsci's "displacement" of Marxism has not yet been understood and probably won't ever be reckoned with, now we are entering the era of post-Marxism. Such is the nature of the movement of history and of intellectual fashion. But Gramsci also did something else for cultural studies, and I want to say a little bit about that because it refers to what I call the need to reflect on our institutional position, and our intellectual practice.
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I tried on many occasions, and other people in British cultural studies and at the Centre especially have tried, to describe what it is we thought we were doing with the kind of intellectual work we set in place in the Centre. I have to confess that, though I've read many, more elaborated and sophisticated. accounts, Gramsci's account still seems to me to come closest to expressing what it is I think we were trying to do. Admittedly, there's a problem about his phrase "the production of organic intellectuals." [That is, the thinking element that guides their particular class; Gramsci sets organic intellectuals against "traditional intellectuals" (e.g., scientists and academics)] But there is no doubt in my mind that we were trying to find an institutional practice in cultural studies that might produce an organic intellectual. We didn't know previously what that would mean, in the context of Britain in the 1970s, and we weren't sure we would recognize him or her if we managed to produce it. The problem about the concept of an organic intellectual is that it appears to align intellectuals with an emerging historic movement and we couldn't tell then, and can hardly tell now, where that emerging historical movement was to be found. We were organic intellectuals without any organic point of reference; organic intellectuals with a nostalgia or will or hope (to use Gramsci's phrase from another context) that at some point we would be prepared in intellectual work for that kind of relationship, if such a conjuncture ever appeared. More truthfully, we were prepared to imagine or model or simulate such a relationship in its absence: "pessimism of the intellect, optimism of the will." [Quoted from Gramsci's Prison Notebooks (1948-51)]
But I think it is very important that Gramsci's thinking around these questions certainly captures part of what we were about. Because a second aspect of Gramsci's definition of intellectual work, which I think has always been lodged somewhere close to the notion of cultural studies as a project, has been his requirement that the "organic intellectual" must work on two fronts at one and the same time. On the one hand, we had to be at the very forefront of intellectual theoretical work because, as Gramsci says, it is the job of the organic intellectual to know more than the traditional intellectuals do: really know, not just pretend to know, not just to have the facility of knowledge, but to know deeply and profoundly. So often knowledge for Marxism is pure recognition—the production again of what we have always known! If you are in the game of hegemony you have to be smarter than "them." Hence, there are no theoretical limits from which cultural studies can turn back. But the second aspect is just as crucial: that the organic intellectual cannot absolve himself or herself from the responsibility of transmitting those ideas, that knowledge, through the intellectual function, to those who do not belong, professionally, in the intellectual class. And unless those two fronts are operating at the same time, or at least unless those two ambitions are part of the project of cultural studies, you can get enormous theoretical advance without any engagement at the level or the political project.

I'm extremely anxious that you should not decode what I'm saying as an anti-theoretical discourse. 
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It is not anti-theory, but it does have something do with the conditions and problems of developing intellectual and theoretical work as a political practice. It is an extremely difficult road, not resolving the tensions between those two requirements, but living with them. Gramsci never asked us to resolve them, but he gave us a practical example of how to live with them. We never produced organic intellectuals (would that we had) at the Centre. We never connected with that rising historic movement; it was a metaphoric exercise. Nevertheless, metaphors are serious things. They affect one's practice. I'm trying to redescribe cultural studies as theoretical work which must go on and on living with that tension.

I want to look at two other theoretical moments in cultural studies which interrupted the already-interrupted history of its formation. Some of these developments came as it were from outer space: they were not at all generated from the inside, they were not part of an inner-unfolding general theory of culture. Again and again, the so-called unfolding of cultural studies was interrupted by a break, by real ruptures, by exterior forces; the interruption, as it were, of new ideas, which decentered what looked like the accumulating practice of the work. There's another metaphor for theoretical work: theoretical work as interruption.

There were at least two interruptions in the work of the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies: The first around feminism, and the second around questions of race. This is not an attempt to sum up the theoretical and political advances and consequences for British cultural studies of the feminist intervention; that is for another time, another place· But I don't want, either, to invoke that moment in an open-ended and casual way. For cultural studies (in addition to many other theoretical projects), the intervention of feminism was specific and decisive. It was ruptural. It reorganized the field in quite concrete ways. First, the opening of the question of the personal as political, and its consequences for changing the object of study in cultural studies, was completely revolutionary in a theoretical and practical way. Second, the radical expansion of the notion of power, which had hitherto been very much developed within the framework of the notion of the public, the public domain, with the effect that we could not use the term power—so key to the earlier problematic of hegemony—in the same way. Third, the centrality of questions of gender and sexuality to the understanding of power itself. Fourth, the opening of many of the questions that we thought we had abolished around the dangerous area of the subjective and the subject, which lodged those questions at the center of cultural studies as a theoretical practice. Fifth, the "re-opening" of the closed frontier between social theory and the theory of the unconscious—psychoanalysis. It's hard to describe the import of the opening of that new continent in cultural studies, marked out by the relationship—or rather, what Jacqueline Rose [British feminist literary critic (b. 1949)] has called the as yet unsettled relations"—between feminism, psychoanalysis, and cultural studies, or indeed how it was accomplished.

We know it was, but it's not known generally how and where feminism first broke in. I use the metaphor deliberately. As the thief in the night, it broke in; interrupted, made an unseemly noise, seized the time, crapped on the table of cultural studies. 
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The title of the volume in which this dawn-raid was first accomplished—Women Take Issue [Women Take issue: Aspects of Women's Subordination, edited by the Women's Studies Group, Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (1978)]—is instructive: for they "took issue" in both senses—took over that year's book and initiated a quarrel. But I want to tell you something else about it. Because of the growing importance of feminist work and the early beginnings of the feminist movement outside in the very early 1970s, many of us in the Centre—mainly, of course men—thought it was time there was good feminist work in cultural studies And we indeed tried to buy it in, to import it, to attract good feminist scholars. As you might expect, many of the women in cultural studies weren't terribly interested in this benign project. We were opening the door to feminist studies, being good, transformed men. And yet, when it broke in through the window, every single unsuspected resistance rose to the surface—fully installed patriarchal power, which believed it had disavowed itself. There are no leaders here, we used to say; we are all graduate students and members of staff together, learning how to practice cultural studies. You can decide whatever you want to decide, etc. And yet, when it came to the question of the reading list ... Now that's where I really discovered about the gendered nature of power. Long, long after I was able to pronounce the words, 1 encountered the reality of Foucault's profound insight into the individual reciprocity of knowledge and power. Talking about giving up power is a radically different experience from being silenced. That is another way of thinking, and another metaphor for theory: the way feminism broke, and broke into, cultural studies.

Then there is the question of race in cultural studies. I've talked about the important "extrinsic" sources of the formation of cultural studies—for example, in what I called the moment of the New Left, and its original quarrel with Marxism—out of which cultural studies grew. And yet, of course, that was a profoundly English or British moment. Actually getting cultural studies to put on its own agenda the critical questions of race, the politics of race, the resistance to racism, the critical questions of cultural politics, was itself a profound theoretical struggle, a struggle of which Policing the Crisis [Policing the Crisis: Mugging, the State, and Law and Order, edited by Stuart Hall et al. (1978)] was, curiously, the first and very late example. It represented a decisive turn in my own theoretical and intellectual work, as well as in that of the Centre. Again, it was only accomplished as the result of a long, and sometimes bitter— certainly bitterly contested—internal struggle against a resounding but unconscious silence. A struggle which continued in what has since come to be known, but only in the rewritten history, as one of the great seminal books of the Centre for Cultural Studies, The Empire Strikes Back [The Empire Strikes Back: Race and Racism 70s Britain, edited by the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (1982), an important early text in postcolonial theory and criticism]. In actuality. Paul Gilroy [British/Caribbean cultural theorist and critic (b. 1956; see below)] and the group of people who produced the book found it extremely difficult to create the necessary theoretical and political space in the Centre in which to work on the project.

I want to hold to the notion, implicit in both these examples, that movements provoke theoretical moments. And historical conjunctures insist on theories: they are real moments in the evolution of theory. But here I have to stop and retrace my steps. 
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Because I think you could hear, once again, in what I'm saying a kind of invocation of a simple-minded anti-theoretical populism, which does not respect and acknowledge the crucial importance, at each point in the moves I'm trying to renarrativize, of what I would call the necessary delay or detour through theory. I want to talk about that "necessary detour" for a moment. What decentered and dislocated the settled path of the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies certainly, and British cultural studies to some extent in general, is what is sometimes called "the linguistic turn": the discovery of discursivity, of textuality. There are casualties in the Centre around those names as well. They were wrestled with, in exactly the same way I've tried to describe earlier. But the gains which were made through an engagement with them are crucially important in understanding how theory came to be advanced in that work. And yet, in my view, such theoretical "gains" can never be a self-sufficient moment.

Again, there is no space here to do more than begin to list the theoretical advances which were made by the encounters with structuralist, semiotic, and poststructuralist work: the crucial importance of language and of the linguistic metaphor to any study of culture; the expansion of the notion of text and textuality, both as a source of meaning, and as that which escapes and postpones meaning; the recognition of the heterogeneity, of the multiplicity of meanings, of the struggle to close arbitrarily the infinite semiosis beyond meaning; the acknowledgment of textuality and cultural power, of representation itself, as a site of power and regulation; of the symbolic as a source of identity. These are enormous theoretical advances, though of course, it had always attended to questions of language (Raymond Williams's work, long before the semiotic revolution, is central there). Nevertheless, the refiguring of theory, made as a result of having to think questions of culture through the metaphors of language and textuality, represents a point beyond which cultural studies must now always necessarily locate itself. The metaphor of the discursive, of textuality, instantiates a necessary delay, a displacement, which I think is always implied in the concept of culture. If you work on culture, or if you've tried to work on some other really important things and you find yourself driven back to culture, if culture happens to be what seizes hold of your soul, you have to recognize that you will always be working in an area of displacement. There's always something decentered about the medium of culture, about language, textuality, and signification, which always escapes and evades the attempt to link it, directly and immediately, with other structures. And yet, at the same time, the shadow, the imprint, the trace, of those other formations, of the intertextuality of texts in their institutional positions, of texts as sources of power, of textuality as a site of representation and resistance, all of those questions can never be erased from cultural studies.

The question is what happens when a field, which I've been trying to describe in a very punctuated, dispersed, and interrupted way, as constantly changing directions, and which is defined as a political project, tries to develop itself as some kind of coherent theoretical intervention? Or, to put tne same question in reverse, what happens when an academic and theoretical enterprise tries to engage in pedagogies which enlist the active engagement of individuals and groups, tries to make a difference in the institutional world in which it is located? These are extremely difficult issues to resolve, because what is asked of us is to say "yes" and "no" at one and the same time.

1792
It asks us to assume that culture will always work through its textualities--and at the same time that textuality is never enough. But never enough of what? Never enough for what? That is an extremely difficult question to answer because, philosophically, it has always been impossible in the theoretical field of cultural studies—whether it is conceived either in terms of texts and contexts, of intertextuality, or of the historical formations in which cultural practices are lodged—to get anything like an adequate theoretical account of culture's relations and its effects. Nevertheless I want to insist that until and unless cultural studies learns to live with this tension, a tension that all textual practices must assume—a tension which Said describes as the study of the text in its affiliations with "institutions, offices, agencies classes, academies, corporations, groups, ideologically defined parties and professions, nations, races, and genders" [Said, The World, the Text, and the Critic, chap. 1]—it will have renounced its "worldly" vocation. That is to say, unless and until one respects the necessary displacement of culture, and yet is always irritated by its failure to reconcile itself with other questions that matter, with other questions that cannot and can never be fully covered by critical textuality in its elaborations, cultural studies as a project, an intervention, remains incomplete. If you lose hold of the tension, you can do extremely fine intellectual work, but you will have lost intellectual practice as a politics. I offer this to you, not because that's what cultural studies ought to be, or because that's what the Centre managed to do well, but simply because I think that, overall, is what defines cultural studies as a project. Both in the British and the American context,- cultural studies has drawn the attention itself, not just because of its sometimes dazzling internal theoretical development, but because it holds theoretical and political questions in an ever irresolvable but permanent tension. It constantly allows the one to irritate, bother, and disturb the other, without insisting on some final theoretical closure.

I've been talking very much in terms of a previous history. But I have been reminded of this tension very forcefully in the discussions on AIDS. AIDS is one of the questions which urgently brings before us our marginality as critical intellectuals in making real effects in the world. And yet it has often been represented for us in contradictory ways. Against the urgency of people dying in the streets, what in God's name is the point of cultural studies? What is the point of the study of representations, if there is no response to the question of what you say to someone who wants to know if they should take a drug and if that means they'll die two days later or a few months earlier? At that point, I think anybody who is into cultural studies seriously as an intellectual practice, must feel, on their pulse, its ephemerality, its insubstantiality, how little it registers, how little we've been able to change anything or get anybody to do anything. If you don't feel that as one tension in the work that you are doing, theory has let you off the hook. On the other hand, in the end, I don't agree with the way in which this dilemma is often posed for us, for it is indeed a more complex and displaced question than just people dying out there. The question of AIDS is an extremely important terrain of struggle and contestation. In addition to the people we know who are dying, or have died, or will, there are the many people dying who are never spoken of. How could we say that the question of AIDS is not also a question of who gets represented and who does not?
1793

AIDS is the site at which the advance of sexual politics is being rolled back. It's a site at which not only people will die, but desire and pleasure will also die if certain metaphors do not survive, or survive in the wrong way. Unless we operate in this tension, we don't know what cultural studies can do, can't, can never do; but also, what it has to do, what it alone has a privileged capacity to do. It has to analyze certain things 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. Those are the things cultural studies can address.

I've used that example, not because it's a perfect example, but because it's a specific example, because it has a concrete meaning, because it challenges us in its complexity, and in so doing has things to teach us about the future of serious theoretical work. It preserves the essential nature of intellectual work and critical reflection, the irreducibility of the insights which theory can bring to political practice, insights which cannot be arrived at in any other way. And at the same time, it rivets us to the necessary modesty of theory, the necessary modesty of cultural studies as an intellectual project.

I want to end in two ways. First I want to address the problem of the institutionalization of these two constructions: British cultural studies and American cultural studies. And then, drawing on the metaphors about theoretical work which I tried to launch (not I hope by claiming authority or authenticity but in what inevitably has to be a polemical, positional, political way), to say something about how the field of cultural studies has to be defined.

I don't know what to say about American cultural studies. I am completely dumfounded by it. I think of the struggles to get cultural studies into the institution in the British context, to squeeze three or four jobs for anybody under some heavy disguise, compared with the rapid institutionalization which is going on in the U.S. The comparison is not only valid for cultural studies. If you think of the important work which has been done in feminist history or theory in Britain and ask how many of those women have ever had full-time academic jobs in their lives or are likely to, you get a sense of what marginality is really about. So the enormous explosion of cultural studies in the U.S., its rapid professionalization and institutionalization, is not a moment which any of us who tried to set up a marginalized Centre in a university like Birmingham could, in any simple way, regret. And yet I have to say, in the strongest sense, that it reminds me of the ways in which, in Britain, we are always aware of institutionalization as a moment of profound danger. Now, I’ve been saying that dangers are not places you run away from but places that you go towards. So I simply want you to know that my own feeling is that the explosion of cultural studies along with other forms of critical theory in the academy represents a moment of extraordinarily profound danger. Why? Well, it would be excessively vulgar to talk about such things as how many jobs there are, how much money there is around, and how much pressure that puts on people to do what they think of as critical political work and intellectual work of a critical kind while also looking over their shoulders at the promotions stakes and the publication stakes, and so on. Let me instead return to the point that I made before: my astonishment at what I called the theoretical fluency of cultural studies in the United States.
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Now, the question of theoretical fluency is a difficult and provoking metaphor, and I want only to say one word about it. Some time ago, looking at what one can only call the deconstructive deluge (as opposed to deconstructive turn) which had overtaken American literary studies, in its formalist mode, I tried to distinguish the extremely important theoretical and intellectual work which it had made possible in cultural studies from a mere repetition, a sort of mimicry or deconstructive ventriloquism which sometimes passes as a serious intellectual exercise [See Stuart Hall, "In Defence of Theory," in People's History and Socialist Theory, edited by Ralph Samuels (1981)]. My fear at that moment was that if cultural studies gained an equivalent institutionalization in the American context, it would, in rather the same way, formalize out of existence the critical questions of power, history, and politics. Paradoxically what I mean by theoretical fluency is exactly the reverse. There is no moment now, in American cultural studies, where we are not able, extensively and without end, to theorize power—politics, race, class, and gender subjugation, domination, exclusion, marginality, Otherness, etc. There is hardly anything in cultural studies which isn't so theorized. And yet, there is the nagging doubt that this overwhelming textualization of cultural studies' own discourses somehow constitutes power and politics as exclusively matters of language and textuality itself. Now, this is not to say that I don't think that questions of power and the political have to be and are always lodged within representations, that they are always discursive questions. Nevertheless, there are ways of constituting power as an easy floating signifier which just leaves the crude exercise and connections of power and culture altogether emptied of any signification. That is what I take to be the moment of danger in the institutionalization of cultural studies in this highly rarified and enormously elaborated and well-funded professional world of American academic life. It has nothing whatever to do with cultural studies making itself more like British cultural studies, which is, I think, an entirely false and empty cause to try to propound. I have specifically tried not to speak of the past in an attempt to police the present and the future. But I do want to extract, finally, from the narrative I have constructed of the past some guidelines for my own work and perhaps for some of yours.

1 come back to the deadly seriousness of intellectual work. It is a deadly serious matter. I come back to the critical distinction between intellectual work and academic work: they overlap, they abut with one another, they feed off one another, the one provides you with the means to do the other. But they are not the same thing. I come back to the difficulty of instituting a genuine cultural and critical practice, which is intended to produce some kind of organic intellectual political work, which does not try to inscribe itself in the overarching metanarrative of achieved knowledges, within the institutions. I come back to theory and politics, the politics of theory. Not theory as the will to truth, but theory as a set of contested, localized, con-junctural knowledges, which have to be debated in a dialogical way. But also as a practice which always thinks about its intervention in a world in which it would make some difference, in which it would have some effect. Finally, a practice which understands the need for intellectual modesty. 
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I do think there is all the difference in the world between understanding the politics of intellectual work and substituting intellectual work for politics.

1992

BARBARA HERRNSTEIN SMITH b. 1932

In writings that have a direct impact on debates about the literary canon, Barbara Herrnstein Smith examines the processes through which artistic value is conferred. Smith's work diverges from that of many academics whose goal is to "open up" the canon. Not focused on the marginalized voices of stigmatized groups, Smith instead explores the general logic of categories such as "aesthetic," "value," "taste," and "masterpiece." Like pierre BOURDIEU, she concerns herself with philosophical aesthetics (what she calls "aesthetic axiology"), a set of themes she traces back to David Hume and Immanuel KANT. Against the Kantian dictum that art should be disinterested, Smith firmly links art to the purposes that shape our relation to it, while insisting that all aesthetic evaluations hinge on complex, unpredictable, and "contingent" social processes.

Originally from New York City, Smith received her degrees from Brandιis University, with a Ph.D. in English literature in 1965. She began as a chemistry major and an interest in science, along with a refusal to accept any firm distinction between science and the arts, informs all her work. She has taught at Bennington College, the University of Pennsylvania, Duke University, and Brown University. She served in 1988 as president of the Modern Language Association, the leading scholarly organization in North America for professors of languages and literature, and she is a fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences.

Philosophical aesthetics aims to identify the "essential" or "intrinsic" properties that make an object "art." In establishing the universally binding rules that determine whether something is art or not, traditional aesthetics has stressed properties inhering in the object itself—properties distinct from "exchange value" (worth in economic transactions) and "use value" (worth for practical and mundane needs). By definition, the art object transcends commerce and the everyday. Art is "disinterested," appreciated "for its own sake" (not for any other good or advantage it might gain the artist or audience); it appeals to higher mental faculties in elevating form over content. In the repeated attempts to differentiate representations of the nude in painting, sculpture, and art photography from those held to be pornographic, we can see these principles applied. A work is art, and not pornography, we are told, when its focus is on form instead of content, and when its aim is disinterested, meaning that the artist and spectator do not intend or seek titillation.

Smith deploys a number of arguments against this traditional aestheticist position. First and foremost, she insists that no set of universally binding principles can °r will be found, that everything is contingent. That is, all definitions of art and all evaluations of specific "artworks" depend on a complex set of changing variables, w'hose interactions cannot be known in advance and will constantly change. The very attempt to designate stable principles must be understood as a reaction against, a denial of, and attempted solution to the permanent condition of unfixity. 
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Furthermore, the enunciation of essentialist definitions of art obscures the dynamic processes through which definitions and values are produced, transmitted, enforced, structuring of sexuality in our culture sets several of them, for instance, at the exact border between legal and illegal. What I mean at any rate to emphasize is that the implicit condensation of "sexual theory" into "gay/lesbian and antihomophobic theory," which corresponds roughly to our by now unquestioned reading of the phrase "sexual orientation" to mean "gender of object-choice," is at the very least damagingly skewed by the specificity of its historical placement.

1990

DICK HEBDIGE b. 1951

In his sharp yet sympathetic examinations of youth subcultures, Dick Hebdige displays the theoretical and political commitments of cultural studies. His work— along with that of Stuart hall—exemplifies cultural studies in its contemporary British incarnation. Hebdige combines semiotic analysis with questions of political resistance and effectiveness in his famous study of marginalized subcultures like punk. The result is a cultural studies approach resembling but distinct both from sociological investigations of deviance and from mainstream literary criticism of printed texts.

Born into a London working-class family, Hebdige received an M.A. from the celebrated University of Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies during its 1970s heyday. He taught at Goldsmith's College of the University of London from 1984 to 1992 before moving to the United States to become dean of Critical Studies at the California Institute of the Arts; he subsequently became director of the Interdisciplinary Humanities Center at the University of California, Santa Barbara.

Our selection from Subculture: The Meaning of Style (1979) illustrates cultural studies' effort to engage analytically and politically with popular culture. How can the cultural critic, either from the outside or as a participant-observer, honor the expressive products of a subculture while also realistically assessing the relation of those expressed values, beliefs, and feelings to mainstream culture? The last thing that Hebdige wants is to repeat the condescending conclusion often found in radical Marxist analyses, which reflexively fault various marginalized groups for diverting their attention from the "real" site of political struggle to invest their energy in sideshows and trivialities. The rebellious attitudes of punk and other youth subcultures—expressed through music, dance, dress, and slang—should be taken seriously in their own right and not viewed as allegories or displaced symptoms of class struggle. Instead, repeating a strategy akin to that adopted by the Dada movement after World War I, Hebdige characterizes much subcultural expression as noise." Post—World War II British youth subcultures deliberately and provocatively eschew meaning, and even try to destroy it. All attempts at explanation—whether by Marxists focused on class struggle, or by sociologists with their talk of juvenile delinquency, or by psychologists preoccupied with dysfunctional families—that seek to clarify a subculture's behavior and expressive forms represent efforts to co-opt, incorporate, or tame what aspires to stand as radically disruptive, as irreducibly alien. An almost inevitable dialectic is set in motion. 

2478

The more the experts (speaking in the newspapers or from positions in academia or the government) try to explain the outsiders, the more outrageous the outsiders are pushed to become in their desire to transcend all explanation.

Besides mobilizing the connections between punk and the historical avant-gardes of Dada and surrealism, Hebdige also appropriates the concept of "moral panic" from the sociologist Stan Cohen to explain anxious and hysterical societal responses to radical disruptions of normal meanings. The heightened rhetorics of denunciation that characterize moral panics serve to consolidate approved models of behavior and justify the punitive actions taken against deviants. Not surprisingly, queer theorists such as eve kosofsky sedgwick have also considered the dynamics of moral panics. Hebdige shows that initial attempts to mark the deviant Other as beyond the pale are almost always accompanied by follow-up efforts to domesticate those same deviants. He points to newspaper articles about punks and their mothers that situate the deviant within the family structure and consumer society.

Hebdige's sympathy with the anarchistic urge to disrupt established signification, to produce "noise," stands in tension with the general semiotic basis of his own analysis. The main claim of semiotics is that every object, practice, and relation within human societies is enmeshed in a systemic web of codes and conventions that constitute the specific item's meaning and value. Like Stuart Hall, Hebdige understands "culture" to designate the semiotic processes and practices through which people, actions, and things acquire significance. Against Matthew Arnold's view of culture as the best that has been said and known, cultural studies considers culture to include the whole way of life of a people or a subset of that people. In Raymond Williams's phrase, "culture is ordinary." In this understanding of culture, that a woman has blond hair is a fact; but the meaning of being "a blonde" is culturally produced and varies in different cultures or in different subcultures. Thus, to be "a blonde" could be an advantage in Hollywood and a disadvantage at Harvard. Different societies vary not just in what they do but in how they understand and value what they do. Influenced by semiotics, cultural studies attends both to the significance attached to various objects and activities in a particular society and to the linguistic and symbolic processes through which significance is produced. It sets code breaking and deviance against preexisting cultural conventions and norms.

Two further consequences of cultural studies' semiotic approach should be noted. Literary texts, like other artworks, are neither more nor less important than any other cultural artifact or practice. Keeping the emphasis on how cultural meanings are produced, circulated, and consumed, the investigator will focus on art or literature insofar as such works connect with broader social factors, not because they possess some intrinsic interest or special aesthetic value. The subsumption of literature into the broader cultural field explains the widespread perception that cultural studies poses a threat to literary criticism.

In addition, the turn to semiotics connects British cultural studies to structuralism and poststructuralism, especially in elevating social codes to a position of importance over individual speakers. The production of significance is not simply a subjective or individual process; it is communal. Meanings are assigned within language, not by selves but within systems, and things come to us already laden with meanings. Even when semioticians view this process as dynamic, with meanings being constantly created and reconfigured, the conflicts that generate change are not between selves but between larger social forces. Hebdige reads punk as a social symptom, not as an isolated outbreak or as the production of a few geniuses or rebels.

Many of the British cultural studies writers, however, retain a leftist populism that wants to celebrate the creative and resistant political agency of ordinary men and women. As a result, Hebdige, like Hall, is less ready than are some French theorists to jettison all faith in small-scale action and choice. 
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This reluctance explains his focus on "subcultural style," which can be defined as the creative and often oppositional variations that come into existence as marginal groups reshape the meanings made available by preexisting dominant codes. In the terms of Ferdinand de salissures influential linguistic theory, style is parole, the utterances of actual speakers: they use the words and grammatical structures of the already-existing langue (language system), but they still have considerable latitude in how they combine its elements at any particular moment.

Yet the semiotic and structuralist framework makes it impossible to step outside of signifying practices altogether. It is therefore unclear how the anarchist (or Dadaist or punk musician) could avoid signifying and actually produce pure noise. The radical's gestures still acquire meaning through their relationship (a hostile one in this case) to prevailing modes of meaning. Thus, it is not surprising that Hebdige, in our selection, turns quickly from the notion of "noise" to the mechanics of "incorporation." The discussion thereby shifts from a battle between meaning and nonmeaning to a struggle over how the punk musician's antics will be understood. What meanings will punk acquire in the cultural processes of meaning making, and whose understanding of punk will come to dominate? At this point in his argument, Hebdige appears quite pessimistic. The strategies by which the mainstream and dominant culture can incorporate and thus tame the challenging subcultures appear destined to win.

The reasons for this pessimism are complex—and probably better understood as marking the site of a troubled theoretical and political nexus than as supporting any kind of definitive judgment. In many ways, Hebdige is tackling the same questions that take center stage in Judith butler's feminist work. What room is available for selves to maneuver within the signifying systems that constitute them and the conditions within which they live and act? "Commodities," Hebdige writes, "can be symbolically 'repossessed' in everyday life, and endowed with implicitly oppositional meanings." The famous punk safety pin stuck through an eyebrow would be an example. A focus on the creative "resignification" of received commodities, practices, institutions, and values recurs throughout the work of cultural studies scholars, and opposition and resistance preoccupy their research. Against any and all images of passive consumers or silent majorities, they note that contemporary populations regularly work within constrained circumstances to turn what society offers them into something that, to at least some extent, serves their own needs and purposes. Hebdige is considering the extent to which resignification simultaneously occurs within the prevailing systems of signification, using the materials available within those systems, and is capable of transforming received materials and even prevailing systems by expressing things "differently." Thus, for example, while he worries that punk is always already working in the dominant commodity form of consumer capitalism, he also wants to avoid claiming that punk therefore cannot be transformative in any way.

We might say that the underlying problem in Hebdige's own work is how to provide a convincing portrait of social transformation once the notion of revolution is tacitly abandoned. Changes will be incremental (it seems), will always involve some steps sideways for every step forward, and will be difficult to assess at any particular social site. So the process of conflict "invariably ends with the simultaneous diffusion and defusion of the subcultural style." That result is simultaneously progressive (more people are now party to this radical critique) and regressive (the critique itself is less radical than it was at first). For cultural studies, media and market play a big role in disseminating and blunting the forces of social opposition.

Hebdige's—and cultural studies'—residual Marxism is apparent when he turns to the concept of "ideology" at the end of our selection. He accepts the French post-structuralists' critique of the orthodox Marxist definition of ideology as the inevitable dominance in a given society of the ideas, beliefs, and values of the ruling class. From Roland BARTHES, Hebdige takes the idea that ideology "naturalizes." 
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In other words, ideology obscures the class orientation of dominant beliefs, habits, practices, and social structures by presenting all of these things as inevitable, as just the way (the only possible way) things are, as "natural." But he uses Barthes's theory of ideology to make a traditional Marxist observation, pointing out that the dominant ideology rewrites the punk subculture to obscure its origins in and protest against a set of "real historical contradictions" manifest in "unemployment . . . and narrow options." In the ideological rewriting carried out by the media and through the official discourses of experts and government bureaucrats, a collective protest against those economic contradictions is turned into the expressive talents displayed by individual musicians who have no connection to the neighborhoods, social class, and subcultures from which they emerge. The success of the few who become "stars" serves as proof of an "open society" that rewards hard work and merit. Ideology renders thinking of achievement in individualistic terms "natural," and thereby obscures the social conditions that largely determine the chances for "success."

Hebdige's use of the concept of ideology indicates that he is no simple celebrant of youth culture. Symbolic repossessions are not, in themselves, effective acts of political resistance. Though "implicitly" oppositional, they are not direct challenges to the powers that be. In particular, the challenges offered by contemporary youth subcultures, notably punks, are "expressed obliquely, in style"—particularly in visual styles suited to a society in which television, advertising, and film foster spectacle. Because these gestures are oblique, an analyst like Hebdige is needed to interpret and translate them into political statements. At minimum, he implies that the disenchanted young can become effective political agents only if they attain some self-understanding of the larger social field, if they are not blinded by ideological obfuscations.

Hebdige here touches by implication on one of the most conflicted topics in cultural studies. Some practitioners of cultural studies worry that presenting the activities of subcultures as either inchoate or misplaced resistance, which require an intellectual to transform them into something truly political, is elitist. Conversely, to simply celebrate a marginal group's creativity and spectacular acts of resistance leaves everything as it is, within a contemporary scene that hardly appears to be transformed by various acts of "symbolic repossession." Yet we should also wonder just how and when we would be able to detect social transformation. What yardstick would differentiate "real" or "substantial" from "superficial" changes? There are no easy answers to these questions. In part, the relation of the aesthetic to the political is at issue. A concern with style is, after all, a traditional aesthetic concern. To what extent can style—or any kind of artistic expression today—be an articulation of a socially critical position or, more dramatically, a potentially transformative political act?
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From Subculture: The Meaning of Style

Chapter 6

SUBCULTURE: THE UNNATURAL BREAK

I felt unclean for about 48 hours.' (G.L.C councillor after seeing a concert by the Sex Pistols [Rock band (1975-78), fronted by Sid Vicious and Johnny Rotten, that epitomized punk music: aggressive, anliestablishment, and nihilistic. G.L.C: the Greater London Council, which governed the city of London] (reported New Musical Express, 18 July 1977))

[Language is] of all social institutions, the least amenable to initiative. It blends with the life of society, and the latter, inert by nature, is a prime conservative force. (Saussure [FERDINAND DE SAUSSURE (1857—1913), Swiss linguist; for his Course in Generiti Linguistics, originally published in 1915. see above], Course in General Linguistics, 1974)

Subcultures represent 'noise' (as opposed to sound): interference in the orderly sequence which leads from real events and phenomena to their representation in the media. We should therefore not underestimate the signifying power of the spectacular subculture not only as a metaphor for potential anarchy 'out there' but as an actual mechanism of semantic disorder: a kind of temporary blockage in the system of representation. As John Mepham has written:

Distinctions and identities may be so deeply embedded in our discourse and thought about the world whether this be because of their role in our practical lives, or because they are cognitively powerful and are an important aspect of the way in which we appear to make sense of our experience, that the theoretical challenge to them can be quite startling [John Mepham, "The Theory of Ideology in Capital," Working Papers in Cultural Studies 6 (1974), University of Birmingham (Hebdige's note]].
Any elision, truncation or convergence of prevailing linguistic and ideological categories can have profoundly disorienting effects. These deviations briefly expose the arbitrary nature of the codes which underlie and shape all forms of discourse. As Stuart Hall has written (here in the context of explicitly political deviance):

New ... developments which are both dramatic and 'meaningless' within the consensually validated norms, pose a challenge to the normative world. They render problematic not only how the ... world is defined, but how it ought to be. They 'breach our expectancies'... [Stuart Hall, "Deviancy, Politics and Media," in P. Rock and M. Mcintosh (eds.), Deviance and Social Control (Tavistock, 1974) [Hebdige's note]. hall (b. 1932), Jamaican-born British cultural critic]
Notions concerning the sanctity of language are intimately bound up with ideas of social order. The limits of acceptable linguistic expression are prescribed by a number of apparently universal taboos. These taboos guarantee the continuing 'transparency' (the taken-for-grantedness) of meaning.
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Predictably then, violations of the authorized codes through which the social world is organized and experienced have considerable power to provoke and disturb. They are generally condemned, in Mary Douglas' words, as contrary to holiness' and Lιvi-Strauss has noted how, in certain primitive myths, the mispronunciation of words and the misuse of language are classified along with incest as horrendous aberrations capable of 'unleashing storm and tempest' [Mary Douglas, Purity and Danger (Penguin, 1967), and Claude Levi-Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinship (1949; trans), Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1969) [Hebdige's note], Douglas (1921-2007), British cultural anthropologist. Levi-Strauss (b. 1908), French structuralist anthropologist] Similarly, spectacular subcultures express forbidden contents (consciousness of class, consciousness of difference) in forbidden forms (transgressions of sartorial and behavioural codes, law breaking, etc.). They are profane articulations, and they are often and significantly defined as 'unnatural'. The terms used in the tabloid press to describe those youngsters who, in their conduct or clothing, proclaim subcultura! membership ('freaks', animals ... who find courage, like rats, in hunting in packs' [This was part of a speech made by Dr. George Simpson, a Margate magistrate, after the mod-rocker clashes of Whitsun, 1964. For sociologists of deviance, this speech has become the classic-example of rhetorical overkill and deserves quoting in full: "These long-haired, mentally unstable, petty little hoodlums, these sawdust Caesars who can only find courage like rats, in hunting in packs" (quoted in P. Cohen, "Sub-cultural Conflict and Working Class Community," Working Papers in Cultural Studies 2 [1972], University of Birmingham) [Hebdige's note). "Mod-rocker" clashes: fights between 2 subcultures, the clean-cut and  motor scooter-riding "mods" and  the leather-clad, motorcycle-riding "rockers," that broke out in Margate and other beach resorts in southern England in May 1964 over a holiday weekend (in observance of Whitsunday, or Pentacost, the 7th Sunday after Easter)]) would seem to suggest that the most primitive anxieties concerning the sacred distinction between nature and culture can be summoned up by the emergence of such a group. No doubt, the breaking of rules is confused with the 'absence of rules' which, according to Lιvi-Strauss, 'seems to provide the surest criteria for distinguishing a natural from a cultural process' [Levi-Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinship [Hebdige's note]] Certainly, the official reaction to the punk subculture, particularly to the Sex Pistols' use of 'foul language' on television [On 1 December 1976 the Sex Pistols appeared on the Thames twilight programme Today. During the course of the interview with Bill Grundy they used the words 'sod,' 'bastard' and 'fuck.' The papers carried stories of jammed switchboards, shocked parents etc. and there were some unusual refinements. The Daily Mirror (2 December) contained a story about a lorry driver who had been so incensed by the Sex Pistols' performance that he had kicked in the screen of his colour television: "I can swear as well as anyone, but I don't want this sort of muck coming into my home at teatime" [Hebdige's note]. Thames: formerly an independent television network (1968—92), based in London] and record [The police brought an unsuccessful action for obscenity against the Sex Pistols after their first LP 'Never Mind the Bollocks' was released in 1977 [Hebdige's note]. "Bollocks": vulgar British slang equivalent to the American "balls" (i.e., testicles)], and to the vomiting and spitting incidents at Heathrow Airport [On 4 January 1977 the Sex Pistols caused an incident at Heathrow Airport by spitting and vomiting in front of airline staff. The Evening News quoted a check-in desk girl as saying: "The group are the most revolting people 1 have ever seen in my life. They were disgusting, sick and obscene· Two days after this incident was reported in the newspapers, EMI terminated the group's contract [Hebdige's note]. EMI: British music company, one of the largest record companies and the largest music publisher in the world] would seem to indicate that these basic taboos are no less deeply sedimented in contemporary British society.

TWO FORMS OF INCORPORATION

Has not this society, glutted with aestheticism, already integrated former romanticisms, surrealism, existentialism and even Marxism to a point? It has, indeed, through trade, in the form of commodities. 
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That which yesterday was reviled today becomes cultural consumer-goods, consumption thus engulfs what was intended to give meaning and direction [Henri Lefebvre, Everyday Life in the Modern World ([1968; trans.] Alien Lane, I97I) [Hebdige's note]. Lefebvre (1901-1991), French sociologist].
We have seen how subcultures 'breach our expectancies', how they represent symbolic challenges to a symbolic order. But can subcultures always be effectively incorporated and if so, how? The emergence of a spectacular subculture is invariably accompanied by a wave of hysteria in the press. This hysteria is typically ambivalent: it fluctuates between dread and fascination, outrage and amusement. Shock and horror headlines dominate the front page (e.g. 'Rotten Razored', Daily Mirror, 28 June 1977) while, inside, the editorials positively bristle with 'serious' commentary [The 1 August 1977 edition of the Daily Mirror t-ontained just such an example of dubious editorial concern. Giving 'serious' consideration to the problem of ted-punk violence along the King's Road, the writer makes the obvious comparison with the seaside disturbances of the previous decade: "[The clashes] must not be allowed to grow into the pitched battles like the mods and rockers confrontations at several seaside towns a few years back." Moral panics can be recycled; even the same events can be recalled in the same prophetic terms to mobilize the same sense of outrage [Hebdige's note]. The teds, or teddy boys, were British youth who embraced American black rhythm and blues and wore smart clothing, including Edwardian-style jackets. The British punks, associated with punk rock, aggressively staged themselves as alienated outcasts, wearing rough clothes and favoring body piercings, dyed hair, and tattoos. The King's Road: a major street in West London that in the 1970s became a center of the punk movement] and the centrespreads or supplements contain delirious accounts of the latest fads and rituals (see, for example, Observer colour supplements 30 January, 10 July 1977, 12 February 1978). Style in particular provokes a double response: it is alternately celebrated (in the fashion page) and ridiculed or reviled (in those articles which define subcultures as social problems).

In most cases, it is the subculture s stylistic innovations which first attract the media's attention. Subsequently deviant or 'anti-social' acts—vandalism, swearing, fighting, 'animal behaviour'—are 'discovered' by the police, the judiciary, the press; and these acts are used to 'explain' the subculture's original transgression of sartorial codes. In fact, either deviant behaviour or the identification of a distinctive uniform (or more typically a combination of the two) can provide the catalyst for a moral panic. In the case of the punks, the media's sighting of punk style virtually coincided with the discovery or invention of punk deviance. The Daily Mirror ran its first series of alarmist centrespreads on the subculture, concentrating on the bizarre clothing and jewellery during the week (29 Nov—3 Dec 1977) in which the Sex Pistols exploded into the public eye on the Thames Today programme. On the other hand, the mods, perhaps because of the muted character of their style, were not identified as a group until the Bank Holiday [In England, one of a number of legal holidays on which banks are closed (in this case, the Monday after Whitsunday)] clashes of 1964, although the subculture was, by then, fully developed, at least in London. Whichever item opens the amplifying sequence, it invariably ends with the simultaneous diffusion and defusion of the subcultural style.

As the subculture begins to strike its own eminently marketable pose, as its vocabulary (both visual and verbal) becomes more and more familiar, so the referential context to which it can be most conveniently assigned is made increasingly apparent. Eventually, the mods, the punks, the glitter rockers can be incorporated, brought back into line, located on the preferred 'map of problematic social reality' at the point where boys in lipstick are 'just kids dressing up', where eirls in rubber dresses are 'daughters just like yours' [Clifford Geertz, "Ideology as Cultural System," in D. E. Apter (ed.). Ideology and Discontent (Free Press, 1964); see pp. 98-99, 158-59 n. 8 (Hebdige's note)].
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The media, as Stuart Hall has argued, not only record resistance, they 'situate it within the dominant framework of meanings' and those young people who choose to inhabit a spectacular youth culture are simultaneously returned, as they are represented on TV and in the newspapers, to the place where common sense would have them fit (as 'animals' certainly, but also 'in the family', 'out of work', 'up to date', etc.) [Stuart Hall, "Culture, Media, and (he 'Ideological Effect,'" in J. Curran et. al. (eds.). Mass Communication and Society (Arnold, 1977) [Hebdige's note]]. It is through this continual process of recuperation that the fractured order is repaired and the subculture incorporated as a diverting spectacle within the dominant mythology from which it in part emanates: as 'folk devil', as Other, as Enemy. The process of recuperation takes two characteristic forms:

(1) The conversion of subcultural signs (dress, music, etc.) into mass-produced objects (i.e. the commodity form);

(2) The 'labelling' and re-definition of deviant behaviour by dominant groups—the police, the media, the judiciary (i.e. the ideological form).

The Commodity Form

The first has been comprehensively handled by both journalists and academics. The relationship between the spectacular subculture and the various industries which service and exploit it is notoriously ambiguous. After all, such a subculture is concerned first and foremost with consumption. It operates exclusively in the leisure sphere (‘I wouldn't wear my punk outfit for work—there's a time and a place for everything'). It communicates through commodities even if the meanings attached to those commodities are purposefully distorted or overthrown. It is therefore difficult in this case to maintain any absolute distinction between commercial exploitation on the one hand and creativity/originality on the other, even though these categories are emphatically opposed in the value systems of most subcultures. Indeed, the creation and diffusion of new styles is inextricably bound up with the process of production, publicity and packaging which must inevitably lead to the defusion of the subculture's subversive power—both mod and punk innovations fed back directly into high fashion and mainstream fashion. Each new subculture establishes new trends, generates new looks and sounds which feed back into the appropriate industries. As John Clarke has observed:

The diffusion of youth styles from the subcultures to the fashion market is not simply a 'cultural process', but a real network or infrastructure of new kinds of commercial and economic institutions. The small-scale record shops, recording companies, the boutiques and one- or two-woman manufacturing companies—these versions of artisan capitalism, rather than more generalised and unspecific phenomena, situate the dialectic of commercial 'manipulation' [John Clarke, "Style," in Stuart Hall et al., Resistance through Rituals (Hutchinson, 1976) [Hebdige's note]].
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However, it would be mistaken to insist on the absolute autonomy of 'cultural' and commercial processes. As Lefebvre puts it: 'Trade is.... both a social and an intellectual phenomenon' [Lefebvre, Everyday Life in the Modern World [Hebdige's note]] and commodities arrive at the market-place already laden with significance. They are, in Marx's words, 'social hieroglyphs' ["The characters that stamp products as commodities, and whose establishment is a necessary preliminary to the circulation of commodities, ha\'e already acquired the stability of natural, self-understood forms of social life before man seeks to decipher, not their historical character, tor in his eyes they are immutable, but their meaning." Karl marx and F. Engels, The German Ideology (written 1845-46; trans. Lawrence and W'ishart. 1970) [Hebdige's note)] and their meanings are inflected by conventional usage.

Thus, as soon as the original innovations which signify 'subculture' are translated into commodities and made generally available, they become 'frozen'. Once removed from their private contexts by the small entrepreneurs and big fashion interests who produce them on a mass scale, they become codified, made comprehensible, rendered at once public property and profitable merchandise. In this way, the two forms of incorporation (the semantic/ ideological and the 'real'/commercial) can be said to converge on the commodity form. Youth cultural styles may begin by issuing symbolic challenges, but they must inevitably end by establishing new sets of conventions; by creating new commodities, new industries or rejuvenating old ones (think of the boost punk must have given haberdashery!). This occurs irrespective of the subculture's political orientation: the macrobiotic restaurants, craft shops and 'antique markets' of the hippie era were easily converted into punk boutiques and record shops. It also happens irrespective of the startling content of the style: punk clothing and insignia could be bought mail-order by the summer of 1977, and in September of that year Cosmopolitan ran a review of Zandra Rhodes' [British fashion designer (b. 1940), who came to prominence in the 1970s] latest collection of couture follies which consisted entirely of variations on the punk theme. Models smouldered beneath mountains of safety pins and plastic (the pins were jewelled, the 'plastic' wet-look satin) and the accompanying article ended with an aphorism—'To shock is chic'— which presaged the subculture's imminent demise.

The Ideological Form

The second form of incorporation—the ideological—has been most adequately treated by those sociologists who operate a transactional model of deviant behaviour. For example, Stan Cohen has described in detail how one particular moral panic (surrounding the mod-rocker conflict of the mid-60s) was launched and sustained [The definitive study of a moral panic is Stan Cohen's Folk Devils and Moral Panics (MacGib-bon and Kee, 1972). The mods and rockers were just two of the 'folk devils'—'the gallery of types that society erects to show its members which roles should be avoided'—which periodically become the centre of a 'moral panic' "Societies appear to be subject, every now and then, to periods of moral panic. A condition, episode, person or group of persons emerges to become defined as a threat to societal values and interests; its nature is presented in a stylized and stereotypical fashion by the mass media; the moral barricades are manned by editors, bishops, politicians and other right-thinking people, socially accredited experts pronounce their diagnoses and solutions; ways of coping are evolved or (more often) resorted to; the condition then disappears, submerges or deteriorates and becomes more visible" (Cohen). Official reaction to the punk subculture betrayed all the classic symptoms of a moral panic. Concerts were cancelled; clergymen, politicians and pundits unanimously denounced the degeneracy of youth. Among the choicer reactions, Marcus Upton, the late MP for Lambeth North, declared: "If pop music is going to be used to destroy our established institutions, then it ought to be destroyed first." Bernard Brook-Partridge, MP for Havering Romford, stormed, "1 think the Sex Pistols are absolutely bloody revolting. I think their whole attitude is calculated to incite people to misbehavior, ... It is a deliberate incitement to anti-social behaviour and conduct" (quoted in New Musical Express, 15 July 1977) [Hebdige's note]. Cohen (b. 1940), South African-born British sociologist. M.P.: member of Parliament]. 
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Although this type of analysis can often provide an extremely sophisticated explanation of why spectacular subcultures consistently provoke such hysterical outbursts, it tends to overlook the subtler mechanisms through which potentially threatening phenomena are handled and contained. As the use of the term 'folk devil' suggests, rather too much weight tends to be given to the sensational excesses of the tabloid press at the expense of the ambiguous reactions which are, after all, more typical. As we have seen, the way in which subcultures are represented in the media makes them both more and less exotic than they actually are. They are seen to contain both dangerous aliens and boisterous kids, wild animals and wayward pets. Roland Barthes furnishes a key to this paradox in his description of 'identification'—one of the seven rhetorical figures which, according to Barthes, distinguish the meta-language of bourgeois mythology. He characterizes the petit-bourgeois as a person '... unable to imagine the Other ... the Other is a scandal which threatens his existence' [Roland Barthes, Mythologies (1957; trans. Paladin, 1972) [Hebdige's note], barthes (1915-1980), French literary and cultural critic and semiologist].
Two basic strategies have been evolved for dealing with this threat. First, the Other can be trivialized, naturalized, domesticated. Here, the difference is simply denied (Otherness is reduced to sameness'). Alternatively, the Other can be transformed into meaningless exotica, a 'pure object, a spectacle, a clown' [Ibid. [Hebdige's note]]. In this case, the difference is consigned to a place beyond analysis. Spectacular subcultures are continually being defined in precisely these terms. Soccer hooligans, for example, are typically placed beyond 'the bounds of common decency' and are classified as 'animals'. ('These people aren't human beings', football club manager quoted on the News at Ten, Sunday, 12 March 1977) [See Stuart Hall's treatment of the press coverage of football hooligans in Roger Ingham, ed., Football Hooliganism (Inter-action Imprint, 1978) [Hebdige's note]]. On the other hand, the punks tended to be resituated by the press in the family, perhaps because members of the subculture deliberately obscured their origins, refused the family and willingly played the part of folk devil, presenting themselves as pure objects, as villainous clowns. Certainly, like every other youth culture, punk was perceived as a threat to the family. Occasionally this threat was represented in literal terms. For example, the Daily Mirror (1 August 1977) carried a photograph of a child lying in the road after a punk-ted confrontation under the headline Victim of the punk rock punch-up: the boy who fell foul of the mob'. In this case, punk's threat to the family was made 'real' (that could be my child!) through the ideological framing of photographic evidence which is popularly regarded as unproblematic.

None the less, on other occasions, the opposite line was taken. For whatever reason, the inevitable glut of articles gleefully denouncing the latest punk outrage was counterbalanced by an equal number of items devoted to the small details of punk family life. For instance, the 15 October 1977 issue of Woman's Own carried an article entitled 'Punks and Mothers' which stressed the classless, fancy dress aspects of punk [See also 'Punks Have Mothers Too: They tell us a few home truths' in Woman (15 April 1978) and 'Punks and Mothers' in Woman's Own (15 October 1977). These articles draw editorial comment fa sign of recognition of the staff of the need to reassure the challenged expectations of the reader')-The following anecdote appeared beneath a photograph of two dancing teddy boys: "The other day I overheard two elderly ladies, cringing as a gang or alarming looking punks passed them, say in tones of horror, 'Just imagine what their children will be like.' I'm sure a lot of people must have said exactly the same thing about the Teddy Boys, like the ones pictured ... and Mods and Rockers. That made me wonder what had happened to them when the phase passed. I reckon they put away their drape suits or scooters and settled down to respectable. quiet lives, bringing up kids and desperately hoping they won't get involved in any of these terrible Punk goings-on" [Hebdige's note]]. 
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Photographs depicting punks with smiling mothers, reclining next to the family pool, playing with the family dog, were placed above a text which dwelt on the ordinariness of individual punks: 'It's not as rocky horror as it appears'... 'punk can be a family affair'... 'punks as it happens are non-political', and, most insidiously, albeit accurately, 'Johnny Rotten is as big a household name as Hughie Green’ [British television game and talent show host (1920-1997)]. Throughout the summer of 1977, the People and the News of the World [Two British weekly tabloids] ran items on punk babies, punk brothers, and punk-ted weddings. All these articles served to minimize the Otherness so stridently proclaimed in punk style, and defined the subculture in precisely those terms which it sought most vehemently to resist and deny.

Once again, we should avoid making any absolute distinction between the ideological and commercial 'manipulations' of subculture. The symbolic restoration of daughters to the family, of deviants to the fold, was undertaken at a time when the widespread 'capitulation' of punk musicians to market forces was being used throughout the media to illustrate the fact that punks were 'only human after all'. The music papers were filled with the familiar success stories describing the route from rags to rags and riches—of punk musicians flying to America, of bank clerks become magazine editors or record producers, of harrassed seamstresses turned overnight into successful business women. Of course, these success stories had ambiguous implications. As with every other 'youth revolution' (e.g. the beat boom [British pop music of the early 1960s (which gave rise to the "British invasion" of the United States, most notably by the Beatles)], the mod explosion and the Swinging Sixties) the relative success of a few individuals created an impression of energy, expansion and limitless upward mobility. This ultimately reinforced the image of the open society which the very presence of the punk subculture—with its rhetorical emphasis on unemployment, high-rise living and narrow options—had originally contradicted. As Barthes has written: 'myth can always, as a last resort, signify the resistance which is brought to bear against it' [Barthes, Mythologies [Hebdige's note] and it does so typically by imposing its own ideological terms, by substituting in this case 'the fairy tale of the artist's creativity' ["The fairy-tale of the artist's creativity is western culture's last superstition. One of Surrealism's revolutionary acts was to attack this myth ..." (Max Ernst, "What Is Surrealism," in Surrealists on Art (Spectrum, 1970), edited by L. Lippard) [Hebdige's note]] for an art form 'within the compass of every consciousness' ['Surrealism is within the compass of every consciousness' (surrealist tract quoted in Lippard). See also Paul Eluard, Food for Vision (Editions Galliard, 1933): 'We have passed the period of individual exercises.'The solemn and extremely reverential exhibition of Surrealism mounted at London's Hayward Gallery in 1978 ironically sought to establish the reputation of individual surrealists as artists and was deigned to win public recognition of their 'genius.' For a comparison of punk and surrealism, see below the sections entitled 'Style as Bricolage' and 'Revolting Style' [in chapter 7 of Subculture]. It is fitting that punk should be absorbed into high fashion at the same time as the first major exhibition of Dada and surrealism in Britain was being launched [Hebdige's note]. Surrealism: an experimental literary and artistic movement founded in France in 1924; inspired in part by Sigmund Freud, surrealists sought to express subconscious thought and feeling. Dadaism, a precursor to surrealism, is an artistic movement that protested the insanity of World War I by demolishing the tenets of art, philosophy, and logic], a 'music' to be judged, dismissed or marketed for 'noise'—a logically consistent, self-constituted chaos. 
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It does so finally by replacing a subculture engendered by history, a product of real historical contradictions, with a handful of brilliant nonconformists, satanic geniuses who, to use the words of Sir John Read, Chairman of EMI 'become in the fullness of time, wholly acceptable and can contribute greatly to the development of modern music' [On 7 December, one month before EMI terminated its contract with the Sex Pistols, Sir John Read, the record company's Chairman, made the following statement at the annual general meeting: Throughout its history as a recording company, EMI has always sought to behave within contemporary limits of decency and good taste— taking into account not only the traditional rigid conventions of one section of society, but also the increasingly liberal attitudes of other (perhaps larger) sections ... at any given time ... What is decent or in good taste compared to the attitudes of, say, 20 or even 10 years ago? It is against this present-day social background that EMI has to make value judgments about the content of records ... Sex Pistols is a pop group devoted to a new form of music known as 'punk rock'. It was contracted for recording purposes by EMI ... in October, 1976 ... In this context, it must be remembered that the recording industry has signed many pop groups, initially controversial, who have in the fullness of time become wholly acceptable and contributed greatly to the development of modern music ... EMI should not set itself up as a public censor, but it does seek to encourage restraint, (quoted in F. Vcrmorel, The Sex Pistols, 1978) Despite the eventual loss of face (and some £40,000 paid out to the Pistols when the contract was terminated) EMI and the other record companies tended to shrug off the apparent contradictions involved in signing up groups who openly admitted to a lack of professionalism, musicianship, and commitment to the profit motive. During the Clash's famous performance of 'White Riot' at the Rainbow in 1977 when seats were ripped out and thrown at the stage, the last two rows of the theatre (left, of course, intact) were occupied almost exclusively by record executives and talent scouts: CBS paid for the damage without complaint. There could be no clearer demonstration of the fact that symbolic assaults leave real institutions intact. Nonetheless, the record companies did not have everything their own way. The Sex Pistols received five-figure sums in compensation from both A&M and EMI and when their LP (recorded at last by Virgin) finally did reach the shops, it contained a scathing attack on EMI delivered in Rotten's venomous nasal whine: You thought that we were faking /That we were all just money-making /You don't believe that we're for real /Or you would lose your cheap appeal. Who? EMI—EMI. Blind acceptance is a sign /Of stupid fools who stand in line Like EMI—EMI ('EMI', Virgin, 1977) [Hebdige's note]. The Clash: punk rock group (1976-86), known for its leftist political ideology].
STEVEN KNAPP b. 1951

WALTER BENN MICHAELS b. 1948

"The whole enterprise of critical theory is misguided and should be abandoned," declared Steven Knapp and Walter Benn Michaels, stunning the critical world in their famous essay ''Against Theory" (1982). While the advent of structuralist and poststructuralist theory in the late 1960s was attacked by traditionalists who bemoaned the loss of a proper focus on literature, by the 1980s "theory" had become a dominant mode in literary studies, spurring a renaissance of critical writing. ''Against Theory" announced doubts within the ranks of a generation of younger critics about the impending establishment of theory. To some extent, it represented a struggle within theory between the deconstructive approach promoted by the "Yale School" (particularly Paul de man, whom Knapp and Michaels discuss at length), arguably the most influential theoretical approach through the late 1970s and early 1980s, and newly developing approaches such as New Historicism, represented by Knapp and Michaels's then-colleague at Berkeley, Stephen greenblatt. Although it did not put a stop to work in theory, "Against Theory" set off one of the
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