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Cultural Studies is dead! lts spiritual home, the

Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS)
in Birmingham, had to close its doors in 2002, not

quite forty years after its inauguration in 1964. In

the USA, where British Cultural Studies found a

new home (cf. entry III.3), loud demands for

“Stopping Cultural Studies” can be heard (Warner

and Siskin), and plans for a life at “The University
After Cultural Studies” are already being made.
(Such was the title of a plenary panel at the sev-

enth annual meeting of the Cultural Studies Asso-
ciation in Kansas City in 2009.) What would it

mean, however, to stop doing cultural studies?

Would it mean that we stop analysing the texts,

films, plays, images, and sengs that contribute to
our cultures? Does it mean that we no longer ex-

amine the artefacts and symbols that form (Brit-

ish) ways of living? It does not.
Long live cultural studies! To stop doing (Brit-

ish) Cultural Studies means only to stop studying

culture one particular way. The aim of this text is

to first trace the paths that led to the ends, but also

to the beginnings of British Cultural Studies. Fol-
lowing this account will be an outline of what the

study of culture could look like after the demise of
British Cultural Studies. My perspective on the his-

tory and place of cultural studies is one originating

within the field of English Studies in Germany
(Anglistik)—one of the many disciplines that gave

a fruitful home to British Cultural Studies. The fol-
lowing remarks, therefore, will switch between a
description of cultural studies as it was first formed

in Great Britain on the one hand, and an outline of
English Studies (in Germany) as a mode of cultural

studies on the other. British Cultural Studies, con-

sequently, means two things to me: cultural stud-

ies as it has been practiced in Britain, and the

study of the cultures of Britain.

2.1 | The Rise and Fall of Cultural Studies

In order to understand what British Cultural Stud-
ies is, one has to understand its use. Cultural stud-

ies, just as every other discipline or research para-

digm, is bound up in the history of social and

scientific structures: it is not just an artefact of in-

tellectual, theoretical achievement (‘learning’),

but alsc rooted in social practices and mentalities
(‘a whole way of life’). Therefore, [ will begin by

examining one of the stories which try to make

sense of the relationship between Anglistik and

cultural studies. The analysis of such stories (i.e.
narratology) and their intended effects (i.e. rheto-

ric) are central tools for the study of culture, a cul-

ture of which cultural studies is a part.

t Congition. When two of the leading fig-
ures of English Studies in Germany were asked to

define the status quo of ‘English Studies Today’
they strongly expressed their disappointment in

the current condition of the discipline. It appears

helpful to take a closer look at the somewhat

provocative, but nonetheless very representative
story these authors have to tell about the causes

for this demise. The two professors are clear about

what they do not like about the present state of
English Studies: they criticise the “disorders of our
academic minds” (Niinning and Schlaeger 14) and

the “centrifugal forces” (14) that have led to the

“unfocussed and fragmentary nature” (13) of the
field, which reveals a lack of even “a modicum of

unity and coherence” (15); not even some sort of

“commeon purpose and standards or shared prefer-
ences” (12} are discernible. If disorderly behaviour
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is the offence, the prosecution is, however, less

straightforward in naming the accused. The first
time that one is allowed a glimpse of the culprit is

in the form of a (thetorical) question: “If you don’t

like Byron, Dickens, Eliot or Marlowe why not oc-

cupy yourself with Batman, Diana, Eminem or Ma-

donna, or Manchester United, for that matter?”

(11). All that is rotten in the state of English Stud-

ies, it transpires, seems to be fruits from the fields

of non-literary popular culture—a classical topic

of culturaI studies, thatis (cf. section I11.3.3).

. After enumerating various examples of
misled research, the authors become somewhat

more precise. First, they claim that the rise of “The-
ory, and poststructuralism in particular (cf. entry

I1.4), led to a “loss of prestige of our disciplines”
(Ninning and Schlaeger 18). At this moment of
crisis, when English Studies was at its weakest,

enfeebled by the infection from (frenchified) “in-

tellectual coteries” (17), cultural studies appar-
ently took over a defenceless English Studies: “The
vacuum was filled by the next candidate in line:

cultural studies” (18). At the beginning, the au-

thors admit, the newcomer was not without merits
as it “not only allowed literary scholars and, to a

certain extent, also linguists to focus their atten-
tion on cultural utterances that had been deemed

not worth the effort until then” (18). It also

strengthened English Studies’ “claims for social
relevancy through the inclusion of political agen-
das which seemed to move the field right back into
the centre of contemporary intellectual, political

and ethical concerns” (18}. With the traditional

canon of ‘good literature’ apparently destroyed by
postcolonial, feminist, Marxist, and poststructural-

ist theories {cf. entries III.4, 1.6, 11.2.3, and II.4

respectively), cultural studies and its emancipa-
tory project seems to have promised to revive a

dwindling discipline: with cultural studies, one
was able to explain why (ordinary) people read/

watched what they actually read/watched, not

what they should read (and should not watch).

Such rise in relevance was not to last, how-

ever. Even though cultural studies might have had
its time providing giddy “excitement” and “inter-
esting perspectives” (Niinning and Schlaeger 18),
its unorganised descriptions of the ordinary should
be shown the door now in order to make room
once again for more serious matters. The argu-
ment is more suggestive than logical, resting on
little backed premises, but obvious nonetheless: a)
cultural studies invaded what “was once a more or
less unified philological discipline” about “three

   

decades ago” (8), b) since then, cultural studies =

lost its “relevancy and prestige” (18) outside En-

glish Studies; ergo: English Studies spiralled into .

“uncontrolled diversification and fragmentation”
(18). Although the authors are quick to add that
“there is probably no direct causal link” (18) be-

tween the rise (and fall) of cultural studies and the

demise of English Studies, the chronological cor-
relation, and especially the fact that no other pos-

sible causes are considered, suggest otherwise. Fi-
nally, the question of (British) Cultural Studies

becomes the question of the future of English
Studles (m Germany): “Quo vadis, Anglistik?” (7)

.‘ ., The authors are cautious when it

comes to suggesting how to restore unity, order,
and coherence once cultural studies has been dis-
missed. The final lines of the ‘argument’ against
cultural studies, however, offer us at least an ink-
ling of what they consider to be the centre of En-
glish Studies when they speak of “English Studies
and other modern philclogies” (Niinning and
Schlaeger 18). English Studies, it appears, is essen-
tially a study of words (and reason), i.e. texts, and

as neither Diana nor Madonna nor ManU are espe-

cially famous for primarily textual outputs, they

should not be studied by philclogists. And indeed,
they should not. If we keep defining English Stud-
ies as ‘philology, there are good reasons to exclude
Madonna, Diana, and the rest of the ladies from

the playing field—and return, hardened through
the experience of crisis, to the more serious and

reasonable utterances of Byron, Dickens and Eliot.
The more interesting question, however, is whether

English Studies should really (still) be considered

a philological enterprise. The term might, al-

though even that is doubtful, give a home to both
Literary Studies and Linguistics, but it surely ex-

cludes cultural studies in any meaningful sense—
that is, in a sense that goes beyond understanding
‘culture as text’ (Huck and Schinko).

Instead of suggesting a restorative solution to
the problem of English Studies by bringing philo-
logy in line against cultural studies, I would like
to suggest a model for the study of culture(s) that
might not threaten, but instead stimulate English

Studies. Such a model would not aim at providing
(idealist and normative) orientation in an ever

more complex society (Friihwald et al.}; nor
would it content itself with mere (empiricist and
arbitrary) descriptionism. Rather, a methodologi-

cal examination of contingency as modern soci-

ety’s defining attribute (Luhmann, Observations)

could disclose the interdependency of meaning

 



 

:.and materiality for every world-observing actor,

‘reveal latent potentialities, and create new possi-

‘bilities. In order to develop such a future model

of English Studies as cultural (media) studies, I

want to go back to the beginnings of cultural
studies in Britain.

‘2.2 | A Cultural History of Cultural Studies

. Cultural studies began with an attack against the
- traditional canon of English Studies as it was rep-

- resented in the work of New Critics (cf. section
1.1.3). Two texts are commonly identified as the

starting point of cultural studies: The Uses of Lit-
eracy by Richard Hoggart, from 1957, and Culture
and Society by Raymond Williams, published only

a year later. Both texts propagate the notion that
there is no such thing as an elite culture, but only
an elitist view of culture (Lindner, Stunde 20);

both texts emphasise that (high) culture (“arts and
learning’) and society (‘a whole way of life’) are

always interdependent, that literacy is a question

of use, that art is always related to life.

In his introduction to Culture and Society, Wil-

liams traces back the meaning of the word ‘cul-

ture’ to conclude that whereas “culture meant a
state or habit of the mind, or the boedy of intellec-

tual and moral activities, it means now, also, a

whole way of life” (xviii). Culture, Williams

stresses, is not just Byron, Dickens, Eliot, but ev-
erything that gives meaning to people’s lives in

specific social circumstances—and that could also

be Diana, Madonna, or ManU. It dees not mean,
however, that Byron’s poems are not culture—they

are just not all there is, and they do not mean the
same for everyone. And neither does it mean that

all cultural products are the same, or that they all

have the same function.

From an exclusive idea of culture as the “best

that has been thought and said in the world” (Ar-
nold 52) Williams moves to an anthropological,
inclusive notion. Williams calls this new under-
standing “the ‘social’ definition of culture, in which
culture is a description of a particular way of life,

which expresses certain meanings and values not
only in art and learning but also in institutions and
ordinary behaviour” (Long Revolution 41). Conse-
duently, society can no longer be divided into a

cultivated bourgeoisie and an unrefined lower
class—and ‘high’ cultural products could no longer
hold to represent all of British culture.

It is this objection against a narrow definition of
culture as a collection of great works and the de-
mand for the recognition of working class life as

being ‘cultural’ that gave rise to the project of cul-
tural studies. While such an enlarged notion of
culture might appear to us teday as a sound theo-

retical construct, it nonetheless emerged from a
vital personal experience of difference and a sub-
sequent demand for a practice of recognition. And
it is this experience of cultural difference (and

unity} that, above all, gave momentum to the
emergence of cultural studies. Cultural studies,
from the beginning, was more than just an aca-
demic project.

Hoggart formulates the particular social and
psychological conditions of ‘scholarship boys’ in

a chapter of The Uses of Literacy. Although, as
Hoggart points out, there are ‘scholarship boys’
who feel comfortable in their new environment, a

great number of ‘boys’ depart from their original

(working class) milieu without ever fully arriv-

ing—and subsequently feeling at home-—any-

where else. Instead, they are stuck “at the fric-
tion-point of two cultures” (225}. Aspiring to

social advancement and being dissociated from his
family to a certain degree, the ‘scholarship boy’

can no longer fully identify with working class val-

 

 

 

In order to understand the relation between theory, experience, and practice it is

helpful to look at Williams and Hoggart’s life-narratives, which reveal similar

social experiences. Hoggart, born in Leeds in 1918, grew up in a working class

district with his grandmother, who supported his educational efforts that would

lead to a scholarship for the University of Leeds (Lindner, “Hoggart” 165-6).

Williams was born intc a Welsh family in an agrarian environment in 1921; his

father was a railway worker, but the rest of his family had been working on

farms for generations (“Culture is Ordinary” 3-4). Like Hoggart, Williams was

 
the first person in his family to come into contact with higher education, earning

himself a scholarship to Cambridge. They both represented a new generation of

British intellectuals of the 1950s who came from a working class environment

and attended secondary schools and then (elite) universities on a scholarship.

Various political, social, and economic changes in post-WWII Britain made these

careers possible (e.g. Education Act 1944), as well as international developments

(e.g. Stalinism, Cold War) (Winter). What [ want to look at here are the intellec-

tual consequences of such careers (Bromley, Lindner, Stunde, and Sommer,

“From Cultural Studies™).

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

ues (integrity, solidarity), but neither wholeheart-

edly adopt middle-class values (betterment, indi-

viduality).

Williams seems to overcome this inability to re-

late acquired knowledge to working class experi-
ence and, apparently, combines the two parts of

his identity. Nevertheless, since he has moved

away from his social origins but still identifies with
the working class, he feels located in a “border
country” (“Culture is Ordinary” 7). The double af-

filiation to these two cultures, without fully be-

longing to either, makes Williams a ‘cultural hy-
brid’ who is able to analyse working class culture
from within but with the attitude of an outsider
(Lindner, Stunde 25). This outside perspective on

the familiar seems to be the essence of Williams’
and Hoggart’s intellectual productivity (Williams,
“Future” 152, 156).

Rolf Lindner, an ethnologist of Western culture,

argues that working class culture could be lived
without reflecting that it actually is a form of cul-
ture because it has traditionally been thought of as
a natural state of being (Stunde 46)—in contrast to
the cultivated, or rather: civilised middle and up-
per class. It is the comparison of one’s own hab-

its with another’s, however, that enables self-re-

flexivity, and only the ‘scholarship boys” had the

required cognitive competence te bring their indi-

vidual experience to bear on theory. The auto-

biographic parallels in Hoggart’s and Williams’

career form a generational theme that made itself
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¢ is often used synonymously with the term ‘arts,” an-
other, anthropological tradition understands culture to refer to a struc-
tured collective of humans. E. B. Tylor, for example, defined culture as
“that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals,
law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as
a member of society” (1:1). However, as Gregory Bateson has shown,
culture is not a given set of characteristics defining social groups, but
a means of comparing, distinguishing and thereby first of all creating
these groups. Cultures, thus, are contingent constructions. Raymond

 
Williams, finally, emphasises that “we use the word culture in [...] two
senses: to mean a whole way of life—the common meanings; to mean
the arts and learning—the special processes of discovery and creative
effort. Some writers reserve the word for one or the other of these
senses; [ insist on both, and on the significance of their conjunction”
(“Culture is Ordinary” 4). To be more precise, Williams actually distin-
guishes three aspects of culture: (a) material artefacts, (b) observable

social behaviour (e.g. institutions, habits), and (c) the unobservable and

not yet fully figured ‘mentality’ behind this behaviour. To analyse the
conjunction of these aspects is a central tenet of cultural studies.   
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felt not only in the academic world, but in the
fields of political and artistic activities, too (Lind-

ner, Stunde 27, 36). Their position in-between two

cultures provided this generation with the poten-
tial to see the community they left with different

eyes (92-93). Artists and academics alike were

able to express the specificity of working class cul-

ture in the academic and artistic vocabulary of the

traditional cultural elite—and demand recognition
for a culture that hitherto had been neglected at
best, and denigrated at worst.

2.2.1 | Marginalised Expressions
of Culture

As a consequence of such experiences, the objects

of research in cultural studies pre-eminently used
to be cultural groups that were socially underrep-
resented, as well-as cultural products that had for-
merly been excluded from the canon of English
Studies (Hall, “Emergence” 21}. The aim of cul-

tural studies was to bring recognition to marginal-
ised expressions of culture, and to recognise these
expressions as cultural in the first place. Here was

a generation of scholars who had to find out that
huge parts of their lived experience were not rep-
resented in the academic world—and that those
works that were present were analysed by New

Critics without reference to “those social, cultural,

ideological, regional, and generational” (Weimann

261) forces that shaped their form and content.

Williams and Hoggart had experienced first-hand
that one reads texts differently according to one’s
social background, and that one chooses different

cultural products according to one’s social envi-
ronment, one’s habits, rather than one’s intellec-

tual capacity. As a consequence, both bringing

new texts into the classroom and explaining old

texts differently, but also understanding the forma-
tion of different cultural groupings that determine
one’s taste in and appreciation of cultural pro-

ducts, became the central objectives of cultural

studies.
Cultural contact as experienced by Williams

and Hoggart is the prerequisite for a culture to be

recognised as a ‘culture’ at all (Baecker 16): nei-

ther the bourgeoisie nor the working class were
considered (contingent) cultures before they met

on equal terms—however cultivated they might
have been; rather, they were considered as more or

less civilised. Varying forms of behaviour, however  



 
 

unrealised, are at the same time a prerequisite for

recognizing difference. Cultures, consequently, be-
come relative terms: their existence and their iden-
tity rely on the chosen reference group: this could
be a class, a nation, a gender, a religion, a region,

an ethnicity, etc. Cultural studies, consequently,

came into being when culture, as a level of compa-
rability between compared groups, was discovered
in cultural contact.

The insistence on culture in the anthropological
sense opened English-Studies (in Great Britain) to
new concerns: cultural difference and the power

relations that govern the relations between differ-
ent cultures on the one hand, and the relation be-
tween cultural texts and lived experience on the

other. The anthropological sense of culture made
the study of cultural products (books, films, etc.)

by no means obsolete: Williams, for example, de-
velops an interest in the complex relations be-
tween what he calls “structures of feeling”—de-

fined “as social experiences in solution, as distinct

from other social semantic formations which have
been precipitated and are more evidently and more

immediately available” (Marxism and Literature

133-34)—and cultural products, that is, between

“meanings and values as they are actively lived
and felt” (132) on the one hand, and concrete cul-
tural products such as texts and films on the other.

While for Williams culture encompasses not only
material artefacts, but also the observable social

behaviour and the underlying unobservable ‘men-
tality’ (see box], it is the relation between all of

these aspects that is central to his vision of cultural
studies.

2.2.2 | The Centre for Contemporary
Cultural Studies

The position on the margins of culture, or rather:

in the contact zone of cultures, applies to many

who worked for the Centre for Contemporary Cul-

tural Studies in (the marginalised city of) Birming-
ham, which was founded in 1964 by Richard Hog-
gart (Hall, “Emergence” 12). Stuart Hall, Hoggart’s
assistant and successor as director of the CCCS,
shifted the focus of cultural studies away from cul-
tural products in the sense of ‘arts and learning’
towards more sociological questions, where cul-
tural products play a vital, but nonetheless sec-

ondary role. Hall was born in Jamaica of African
descent and moved to Britain in the early 1950s as

 

 

The Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS) at the University of Bir-

mingham was founded in 1964 by Richard Hoggart. Its establishment helped to

broaden the scope of English Studies beyond the arts to include sociological

questions. A number of key figures in British Cultural Studies, such as Hoggart,

Stuart Hall, Dick Hebdige, Angela McRobbie, and Paul Gilroy were associated

with the CCCS and strongly influenced the discipline through their work. The

CCCS was closed in 2002.   
part of the Windrush generation; again, a scholar-

ship paved his way to study in Oxford, and once

again, the experience of cultural difference led to a
theoretical interest in culture (Interview 13). Hall,

after studying English Literature in Oxford, went
on to become professor of sociology at the Open
University and president of the British Sociological
Association; with him the CCCS moved from the
English Department to that of Sociclogy. Rather

than looking for a (lost) working class culture,

Hall’s research concentrated on the role of the
mass media in organising society and the (active)
role of the audience in consuming popular culture.

Central to Hall’s concern became the question of
how cultural products contributed to the constitu-

tion of a hegemonic culture—a culture, that is,

which convinces people to act according to an ide-
ology that is not necessarily beneficial to their cwn

life without coercing these people (by force).

Several graduates from the CCCS expanded the
field of cultural studies in important directions.

Paul Willis introduced ethnographic methods to
study the resistance of subcultures to hegemonic

culture; these new research methods (participant
observation, interviewing) made it possible to

highlight the appropriations of cultural products in

actual use. Dick Hebdige concentrated on those
material expressions of youth and subcultures that
subverted the official, hegemonic use; such recog-
nition of subcultures opened the way for under-

standing the heterogeneity of any culture/society.
Paul Gilroy focused on ethnic representations of

national identity and the marginalisation of mi-
grant identities, criticizing especially the {out-
dated) idea of the Empire. Angela McRobbie em-
phasised the relevance of (hierarchical) gender

relations for youth and other cultures. Conse-

quently, when the CCCS was finally closed in

2002, fields of research included the role of popu-
lar culture -and mass media in the (hegemonic)
formation of society; the ways in which gender,
ethnic, and class habits, but also experiences of
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sexual orientation, age, and ability structure power

relations within society; possibilities of resistance

to hegemonic culture. While cultural studies began
with an agenda of recognition, it soon had to put
questions of identity and difference at the centre of

research. From now on, (representational) identity

politics rule: if culture is a comstruct, it can be

made and re-made.
Arrival in Germany. It is in this later form that

(British) Cultural Studies arrived in Germany.

When Jiirgen Kramer and Bernd Lenz welcomed
cultural studies in their inaugurating editorial to
the newly founded Journal for the Study of Brit-
ish Cultures, they characterised it as follows: “It

has been predominantiy, but by no means exclu-
sively, concerned with analytical categories (such
as class, ‘race’/ethnicity, gender, nation/national-

ity, language, generation) and with signifying
processes, above all the mass media and their

wide-spread cultural products. Thus, its main ob-
jective has been to analyse social and signifying
processes on the one hand and processes of iden-
tity formation on the other” (5). As a conse-
quence, the authors recommend that “Depart-

ments of English and American Studies” incorporate
cultural studies of the following form “in their
research and teaching” (5): “The objects of Cul-
tural Studies in research and teaching can be
grouped under three headings:—social processes

(historical developments, political institutions,
the economy etc.};—signifying processes (the

arts, the media, life styles etc.);—processes of

identity formation (mentalities, social roles,
norms and values etc.)” (4). It is this wide defini-

tion of cultural studies that came to be viewed as

  

a cause of disorder and fragmentation only a de-
cade later by Niinning and Schiaeger.

Criticisms. There are a number of criticisms that
have been brought forward against this (later) ver-

sion of cultural studies: too much emphasis on

popular culture without regard to aesthetic con-

cerns (of literature); as a consequence, too much

emphasis on contemporary culture, which is, un-
fortunately, dominated by popular culture, and a

subsequent lack of historiography; a “politically
(and ideologically) correct type of moralism”
(Weimann 264) instead of a scientific methodo-

logy and a sound theoretical framework. Even the
most prominent figure within British Cultural
Studies, Stuart Hall, seems to be weary of the di-

rection in which cultural studies is heading: “I re-
ally cannot read another cultural studies analysis
of Madonna or The Sopranos” (Interview 29).

Why? Because it is too political (i.e. ‘left’), too

populist, toc contemporary, too un-scientific, too

disorderly? No. Hall’s disappointment in the state
of the discipline stems from quite different expec-
tations. Hall is concerned by the fact that “cultural
studies ceased to be troubled by the grubby world-
liness [...], the worldliness in which culture has
always to exist” (Interview 28). Cultural studies, it

seems, had come full circle: where the New Critics
had ignored culture as a ‘whole way of life’ be-
cause they believed literary texts to exist inde-

pendently of such life, the ‘New Culturalists’

seem to think they can ignore culture as a ‘whole
way of life’ because everything is a text anyway; in
the end, these practitioners of cultural studies turn

out to think as a-historically (and a-materially) as
their predecessors.

2.3 | Cultural Studies in Germany as Discipline and/or as Perspective

If the objects of cultural studies in Germany are to

be all those things that Kramer and Lenz (5) enlist,
many have to practice cultural studies: historians,

political scientists, economists, art historians,

musicologists, sociologists, anthropologists, eth-
nologists, etc. Since the so-called cultural turn,
everything that used to be humanities (Geistes-
wissenschaften) has been remodeled as some sort

of cultural studies (Kulturwissenschaften): every-

thing that humans create (artefacts), or even think
(mentalities) or do (actions), is culture. In this

rather unspecific sense, ‘cultural studies’ does not
so much denominate a discipline, but a perspec-

tive—a perspective that can shed more or less light
on (nearly) everything. However, if Kulturwissen-

schaft wants to be anything more than Geistes-
wissenschaft’'s new clothes, it has to provide a
third space rather than an alternative (Eagleton

4-5, Stierstorfer 11): instead of looking for empiri-
cally observable laws (Naturwissenschaft) or phil-
osophical ideas and subjective intentions (Geistes-
wissenschaft), the cultural turn suggests that one

look for contingent patterns of meaning that
structure economic, political, and social relations

and which are articulated (Hall, “On Postmodern-
ism and Articulation”) in books, films, paintings,

  

 


