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Participants:

Jerome Krase - an Emeritus Professor, sociologist, Murray 
Koppelman Professor, School of Humanities and Social 
Sciences. President of European Academy of Sciences of 
Ukraine. Expert in sociology, gentrification in Brooklyn, 
Brooklyn ethnic groups, Italian-American politics, culture, race, 
class, urban life and Ethnicity in New York. One of his recent 
books includes Race, Class, and Gentrification in Brooklyn: 
A View from the Street. He is a public activist-scholar and serves 
as a consultant to public and private agencies regarding urban 
community issues. Co-Editor of Urbanities, and Editorial Board 
Member of Visual Studies, and CIDADES.

Oleg Maltsev - an author, criminologist, psychologist, 
photographer, investigative journalist. He is an Academician 
of Ukrainian Academy of Sciences and European Academy 
of Sciences of Ukraine. Founder and director of The Memory 
Institute, head of Expeditionary Corps. He is an author of 
numerous books in the areas such as applied history, sociology, 
depth psychology, philosophy, criminalistics, criminology. 
He has been conducting field research with the Expeditionary 
Corps in many countries for more than 6 years to explore on 
what levels and how people are shaped by cities. 
He is an editor of several interdisciplinary peer-reviewed 
journals.

Elizabeth Haas-Edersheim - an adjunct professor at New York 
University’s. Dr. Edersheim is the ThEME’s creator, has studied, 
written about, and advised organizations for over 30 years. 
Elizabeth is the author of books McKinsey’s Marvin Bower and 
The Definitive Drucker: Challenges For Tomorrow’s Executives - 
Final Advice From the Father of Modern Management.

Massimo Introvigne - a Professor, sociologist of religion 
and intellectual property attorney, Academician of European 
Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. A founder and the managing 
director of the Center for Studies on New Religions (CESNUR). 
He was the «Representative on combating racism, xenophobia 
and discrimination, with a special focus on discrimination 
against Christians and members of other religions» of the 
OSCE.
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Douglas Kellner - an author, critical theorist. Distinguished 
Professor in the Departments of Education, Gender Studies, 
and Germanic Languages at UCLA. Academician of European 
Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. Kellner is an author of the 
Baudrillard page in Stanford Online Encyclopedia. 
Kellner collaborated with Steven Best on an award-winning 
trilogy of books examining postmodern turns in philosophy, 
the arts, and science and technology. He served as the literary 
executor of the documentary film maker Emile de Antonio and 
acted as editor of “Collected Papers of Herbert Marcuse,” which 
collected six volumes of the papers of the critical theorist 
Herbert Marcuse.

Steve Gennaro - a Professor in the Humanities department 
at York University (Canada). He explores the intersections of 
media, technology, psychology, and youth identity. 
He is one of the founding members of the Children, Childhood, 
and Youth Studies Program at York University, where he has 
taught in the Department of Humanities and the Department 
of Communication Studies for close to two decades, with more 
than a decade of experience teaching online. 
He is the author of Selling Youth (2010) and regularly publishes 
in areas related to the philosophy of technology and critical 
media studies of youth identity and politics.

Lucien Oulahbib - a writer, lecturer, sociologist, political 
scientist. Academician of European Academy of Sciences of 
Ukraine. He is a chief editor of scientific journal “Dogma”. 
Dr. Lucien spent many years working together with french 
thinker Jean Baudrillard. Author of numerous scientific papers 
and books on french nihilism and neo-leninism, radical 
islamism, anti-americanism and antisemitism.

Simon McGregor-Wood - a television correspondent and 
presenter with 30 years experience across a wide variety of 
roles. He worked at ABC News, Reuters and Al Jazeera English. 
In 2015 he joined TRT World in its London Bureau as Europe 
Correspondent. Growing out of his love of motorcycling he 
made an hour long documentary on the Isle of Man TT races 
in 2012: “TT, A Dangerous Addiction.” Simon has been on a 
motorcycle for many years and still rides it to his work.
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Liudmyla Fylypovych - Religious scholar, head of the 
Department of Philosophy and History of Religion in Institute 
of Philosophy by G.S. Skovoroda, National Academy of Sciences 
of Ukraine. Professor of National University of “Kyiv-Mohyla 
Academy”. Vice President of the Ukrainian Association of 
Religious Studies. Executive Director of the Center for Religious 
information and freedom of the Ukrainian Association of 
Religious Studies.

Nick Ienatsch - an American motorcycle racer, writer, and 
motorcycle riding instructor (USA). He was a competitor in 
several American Road Racing Association classes, Motorcycle 
Grand Prix racing and in AMA 250 Grand Prix class. 
Nick Ienatsch was the lead instructor for twelve years at Freddie 
Spencer Riding School. He is founder, CEO and lead instructor 
at Yamaha Champions Riding School. Champ school’s CEO 
leads from the seat of a motorcycle, whether in the dirt on the 
street or in roadracing competition. 

Mikhail Minakov - political philosopher, editor. His major 
philosophical investigations focus on human experience, 
social knowledge, political system, historical consciousness, 
and multiple modernities. Editor-in-chief of Kennan focus 
Ukraine, Kennan Institute. Editor-in-chief of Ideology and 
politics journal.

Bernardo Attias - Professor in the Department of 
Communication Studies at CSUN. His research focus 
emphasizes cultural approaches to communication studies 
as well as communication-centered approaches to cultural 
studies. His teaching philosophy, which stresses interactivity 
and critical thinking skills, reflects a strong commitment to 
the educational process. He develops unique course materials, 
and has been at the forefront of the move to integrate new 
technological resources into the educational process.

Frederick Lawrence - an Emeritus Professor, sociologist, 
Lancaster University, UK. Expert with over 40 years of experience 
in investigating subcultures.
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Athina Karatzogianni - a Professor in Media and 
Communication at the University of Leicester, UK. 
Academician of European Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. 
She has an extensive record of publications and citations 
in disciplinary, field-specific and cross-disciplinary research 
outlets, and has demonstrated sustained success in securing 
research income from Research Councils UK and the European 
Commission. Her most recent book is (2018) Platform 
Economics: Rhetoric and Reality the “Sharing Economy”.

Maxim Lepskiy – Doctor of Philosophy, Professor at 
Zaporizhzhya National University. Head of Research Board 
in Social Forecasting Sociological Association of Ukraine, 
Academician of the European Academy of Sciences of Ukraine 
and Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.

Paul Hockenos - a Berlin-based writer who covered the 
collapse of communism, Yugoslavia’s wars, and the European 
Union’s transformations over two decades. His focus today is 
renewable energy and the climate crisis. 
He is the prize-winning author of four books on European 
affairs and was a fellow at the American Academy in Berlin. 
Paul has worked as a newsroom editor at Foreign Policy, The 
Guardian Newsweekly, and Internationale Politik.

Gavin Watson - a British photographer, is famous for his 
documentation of the skinhead and Rave subcultures 
(and music photography). The Gavin Watson Archive is an 
ongoing digitisation project working to preserve and share 
this invaluable cultural asset, telling his extraordinary story 
and paving the way for future generations. His collection of 
photographs in the 1970s and 80s would grow into one of the 
most important and influential photographic youth culture 
books of the last 20 years. He is an author of Skins (1994), Skins 
and Punks (2008), Oh What Fun We Had! (2019), Raving.

 
Marco Trovato - Photographer, chief Editor of Africa 
publication. He has been traveling to the African continent 
since 1990, making inquiries and reports. He takes care of the 
creation of photographic exhibitions, conferences and cultural 
initiatives on Africa.
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Paul Rhoads - an American painter living in France since 1990. 
Student of students of Hans Hoffman and Marcel Duchamp. 
He is also conceptor and editor-in-chief of the Vance Integral 
Edition (the complete works of Jack Vance), composer (opera: 
La guerre Picrocholine) and YouTuber (Paul-talk). 
Author of Thoughts on Jack Vance and What Is Art?’

Ross Haenfler - a Professor of Sociology at Grinnell College 
in Grinnell, Iowa. Ross is the author of Subcultures: The Basics; 
Straight Edge: Clean Living Youth, Hardcore Punk, and Social 
Change; and Goths, Gamers, and Grrrls: Deviance and Youth Sub-
cultures. He has published in a variety of journals, including 
Social Movement Studies, Journal of Contemporary Ethnogra-
phy, Studies in Symbolic Interaction, and Men and Masculini-
ties. He is an award-winning teacher and also appeared in the 
documentary Edge: Perspectives on a Drug Free Culture and the 
National Geographic channel’s Inside Straight Edge.

Marco Andreacchio -  awarded a doctorate from the University 
of IIllinois for his interpretation of Sino-Japanese philosophical  
classics  in dialogue with Western counterparts and a 
doctorate from Cambridge University for his work on Dante’s 
Platonic interpretation of religious authority. Andreacchio has 
taught at various higher education institutions and published 
systematically on problems of a political-philosophical nature. 
Editorial member of Dogma journal.

Vitalii Lunov - Associate Professor in the university named 
after O.O. Bogomoltsa. Academician of European Academy of 
Sciences of Ukraine. Member of the American psychological 
Association, the American Academy of clinical psychology, 
World Federation for mental health (USA), the European 
Academy of natural Sciences (Hannover, Germany).

Costantino Slobodyanyuk - Head of the Scientific council of 
the Institute of Information security. 
Academician of European Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. 
Associate fellow of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. Editor-
in-chief of the Newspaper “Unsolved Crimes”.



9

Iryna Lopatiuk - Associate fellow of Ukraine Academy of 
Science and the Memory Institute. Member of the special 
scientific unit “Expeditionary corps”. Chairman of Odessa 
Historic-literature scientific society. Secretary of Psychological 
and Philosophical Scientific Society.

Igor Kaprysin - Doctor of Philosophy. Associate Professor. 
Professor of the Department of Sociology, Zaporizhzhya 
National University. He is the author of more than 50 works 
on history archeology, paleoanthropology, cultural studies, 
religious studies, social philosophy, of which 2 are monographs.

Phil Cohen - is a British cultural theorist, urban ethnographer, 
community activist, educationalist and poet. Cohen played an 
active role in London’s counter culture and squatting scene. 
He became an urban ethnographer, and gained an international 
reputation for his research on issues of race, class and youth 
culture. He worked at the University of East London, where he 
founded and directed the Centre for New Ethnicities Research 
and the London East Research Institute. 
He is a professor emeritus at the University of East London and 
a research fellow of the Young Foundation.

Vladimir Skvorets - Doctor of Philosophy, Associate Professor, 
Head of the Department of Sociology at Zaporizhzhya National 
University. Author of 115 scientific and methodological 
publications, among them two monographs: The life of 
people as a social phenomenon (2012); Transformation of the 
sociohistorical organism of Ukraine: analytics of social processes 
(2019).

Sanjay Soekhoe - a professional strength and conditioning 
coach, boxing coach, and videographer. He is one of the few 
Westside Barbell certified coaches in the world and the first 
in the Netherlands, he trains athletes in various disciplines. 
His research interests are martial arts, improving athletic 
performance, and strength-conditioning. He also writes for the 
international publication World of Martial Arts.
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Federico Roso - Former Carabiniere, health and safety 
consultant, consults organizations to reduce health and 
safety risks at the workplaces. He is qualified in fields such as 
Prevention and Protection Service, Safety Training Instructor, 
High Risk Fire Fighting and Self Defense.

Kulyk Maria - Candidate of Sociological Sciences, Associate 
Professor of Sociology at Zaporizhzhya National University. 
Member of the Sociological Association of Ukraine

Matthew Worley - a professor of modern history at the 
University of Reading and co-founder of the Subcultures 
Network. He has written widely on British labour and political 
history between the wars, though his more recent work has 
concentrated on the post-war relationship between youth 
culture and politics. He is the author of No Future: Punk, Politics 
and British Youth Culture, 1976-1984. He is editor of numerous 
books such as The Aesthetic Of Our Anger: Anarcho-Punk, Politics 
and Music.

 
Derek Ridgers - a British photographer known for his 
photography of music, film and club/street culture. 
He has photographed people such as James Brown, The Spice 
Girls, Clint Eastwood and Johnny Depp, as well as politicians 
(Tony Blair), gangsters (Freddie Foreman), artists (Julian 
Schnabel), writers (Martin Amis), fashion designers (John 
Galliano) and sports people (Tiger Woods). Ridgers has also 
photographed British social scenes such as skinhead, fetish, 
club, punk and New Romantics.

Avi Nardia - a martial artist, founder of the defence martial art 
KAPAP. In the course of 24 years as a reserve officer, he (Major, 
IDF Res.) has served as an official hand-to-hand instructor, 
safety officer and served in the Special Counter Terror Unit. 
He has also trained Police agencies and armed forces all over 
the world, from Police patrol and corrections officers to SWAT, 
SRT and SERT team members along with Army, Marine and 
counter terror units and Special Forces.
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Every culture, or subculture, is defined by a set of com-
mon values, that is, generally agreed upon preferences. 
Without a core of common values a culture cannot ex-
ist, and we classify society into cultures and subcultures 
precisely because it is possible to identify groups who have 
common values.

Kenneth E. Boulding
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 INTERNATIONAL INTERDISCIPLINARY CONFERENCE 
 “SKETCH A SUBCULTURE.”

RESOLUTION
The current century offers people a diverse set of thrilling, advantageous, successful, 

convenient and even simply beautiful lifestyles: springing from a “criminal wealth” to 
the “splendid lifestyle” of a free traveler, from the thorny path of a businessman to an 
extreme tamer of the forces of nature. People often find what they are looking for in 
the form of a community of no less compelling and active like-minded people—in a 
specific environment termed a “SUBCULTURE.

Subcultures can be so tightly integrated into the contemporary person’s daily life 
that they have become almost indispensable and ubiquitous. Family, job, agreements, 
responsibilities and negotiations are one thing, but, let us say, skydiving, or riding a 
bike in the company of motorcycle enthusiasts is a different thing—no less an import-
ant part of one’s life. The current state of affairs is that almost everyone on this planet 
belongs to some subculture in one way or another. This another, natural part of one’s 
lifestyle for pleasure is not always considered a “subculture,” but the heart of the mat-
ter does not change because of this. To the point, a person might be a part of more 
than one subculture, and at the same time know nothing about what it may lead to; 
they may know nothing about the possible scenarios, goals and intentions of this en-
vironment. Even the most attractive and “mysteriously” formulated idea (for example, 
attaining Nirvana) remains something inconceivable, for what is “Nirvana,” and how to 
understand that this state has been achieved is unknown. The idea has no explana-
tions, no criteria and no parameters.

And yet, this does not stop people from pursuing ideas as such. Many voluntarily strive 
for something they know practically nothing about. Why are subcultures so attractive? 
Why have they become magnets to researchers, professionals and business persons, 
among all others? Is it critical to understand how subcultures shape, educate and 
“sharpen” people by instilling specific skills, attitudes and abilities? It is an extraordi-
nary environment where people are united around an idea independently, without an 
external stimulus, without a heteronomous control-regulating function. It is all done 
based on their personal aspirations, to do what they love with their hearts and souls. If 
subcultures are perceived as environments, then obviously, they are astonishing as this 
particular environment has no selection process—people are entirely free to choose 
which subculture they belong to: hippies, roleplayers, hipsters, non-mainstream, emo, 
gamers, graffiti artists, headbangers, bikers, surfers... and the list expands with every 
decade. What is a subculture? There is no consensus on this question. How do we differen-
tiate subculture from religion? Definitions that exist in academia and literature do not 
equal five and not even fifteen variations of the term. However, the idea is not about 
the number of definitions, but the quality of understanding and reflection of the con-
cept’s essence. It seems that one definition would have been enough, but no, for some 
reason there are many—pluralism has left its touch on the notion of “subculture” too, 
which is reflected upon both by sociologists and philosophers and ethnographers and 
psychologists. These and many other questions require innovative approaches 
and an unbiased dialogue in an understandable scientific language. The Interna-
tional interdisciplinary conference “Sketch a subculture” united leading experts, 
scientists, researchers, practitioners, journalists, photographers and thinkers for 
this discussion on 6 different online panels.
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PROBLEMS OF CHOOSING AN APPROACH TO STUDY SUBCULTURES. 
PLAN OF RESEARCHING A SUBCULTURE. 

One of the most commonly faced problems in the scholarly area when it comes to 
subcultures is choosing a research approach and developing a plan of studying a sub-
culture (from the idea to the completion of the research, from mythological and reli-
gious to scientific and philosophical worldviews.) The first common problem is that for 
scholars it is insufficient to be competent in only one particular discipline to compre-
hensively study subcultures. To explore a subculture, it is necessary to be immersed in 
the environment and have the possibility to be in the organization (for a certain period 
of time), and for this to become possible one should know how to get there in the first 
place. Simple observation from the outside does not produce any results according to 
Dr. Oleg Maltsev, Prof. Douglas Kellner, Prof. Ross Haenfler—to study a subculture you 
need some immersion in the subculture. In his monograph “Sketch a Subculture”, Oleg 
Maltsev provides a solid foundation for choosing an approach to research subcultures 
together with the methodology among many other aspects. Oleg Maltsev illustrated 
the necessity of having an interdisciplinary approach to study subcultures based on an 
example from his own experience: “When I have been researching criminal structures, 
people wondered how I was able to do it. I explained that being a scientist is not enough 
to study such structures as it requires a whole set of additional skills. One of the most 
important and missing parts in today’s academia is a functional methodology of study-
ing the philosophy of a certain organization/region. When I and my colleagues were 
looking into the philosophy of Southern Italy, it was discovered that there was no one 
who studied it in detail. Every scholar that approached the aforementioned issue, has 
left it aside. Consequently, we had to develop a methodology from scratch (described 
in the monograph “Philosophy of Southern Italy’’, Maltsev Oleg, Vitalii Lunov 2020). 
Prof. Vitalii Lunov continued “basically, in the framework of psychological and socio-
logical discourses, subcultures are considered more in the deviance study discipline. 
My understanding of the phenomenon of subculture is based on understanding the 
nature of cultural genesis, mechanisms and institutions of socialization, the fate-an-
alytical approach of L. Szondi, Oleg Maltsev’s work and the concept of phantasm by 
Lacan. The Expeditionary Corps’ research activities (Department of Memory Institute 
headed by O. Maltsev) essentially opens up new perspectives for the interdisciplinary 
research of subcultures (one of the goals of our expeditions to Mexico, Italy, Germany 
and several other places).”
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Prof. Douglas Kellner emphasized an importance of studying a subculture by know-
ing it within and different approaches to subcultures that are available to scholars to-
day, “I would suggest that one way to study subcultures is to choose a subculture that 
one is familiar with and participates in, as is the case with the first book on subculture. 
Some subculture research reinforces dominant societal norms whereas other subcul-
ture research valorizes groups that subvert or resist dominant cultural norms, thus 
subculture research is a contested field with multiple and complex political discours-
es and valuations. In general, to study a subculture you need some immersion in the 
subculture if it is a subversive and oppositional one, since such a subculture will quite 
likely only be friendly and open to, and allow entry to, their own participants. Before 
beginning my discussion of the 1960s New Left subculture, I should note that not all 
subversive and oppositional subcultures are progressive, cool, or beneficial to society. 
There are also rightwing oppositional subcultures like the Ku Klux Klan, neo-Nazis, or 
groups that flourished under Trump and attacked and occupied the U.S. Capital like 
the Proud Boys, Oath Takers and other racist, anti-Semitic and thoroughly deplorable 
groups, so I do not want to romanticize subversive and oppositional subcultures tout 
court as transformative and emancipatory, though some may be.” Prof. Lunov added 
that the problem of researching subcultures is complex, “It is a question of the balance 
between the whole and the particular, accepted (understandable) and something dif-
ficult for perception. Again, this is the age-old question of the Friend-Foe dichotomy. 
In recent decades, the “witch hunt” as the exclusive right of the normological approach 
has been increasingly levelled (at least publicly); however, the issues of individual’s 
free functioning in the sub-community is often viewed as some deviation.”

Dr. Maltsev pointed out a relevant issue related to the fact that when there is a 
question of choosing an approach to research a subculture, it always causes a lot of 
discussions among scholars, as there are different opinions which stem from a disci-
plinary perspective. “However, all theoretical conversations are good for those who 
work only over their desks”, he said. “Several years ago I began studying the criminal 
subculture of South Africa. It was a “cult place” for anthropologists, sociologists, crimi-
nologists and many other ones, it becomes evident simply by looking at a number of 
works that were written on the criminal tradition of Southern Africa. Before I started 
the work, I had to study everything that had ever been written before. During that 
period, I met many great scientists from different parts of the world. Some of these 
scholars and authors live in the heart of the South African criminal tradition—Cape 
Town. They conducted their field research on the spot and witnessed everything they 
wrote about. In the course of the research, I met a person from this subculture. 

During one of our conversations, I asked if he had read books by scholars written 
about them. He said he had and that the content of those writings looked funny to 
him and that they had no idea about the truth. The reason is that whenever people 
were studying it, the subculture deceived them every single time. We must answer the 
question: what task should scientists set when researching subcultures—should it be 

We must answer the question: 
what task should scientists set for themselves

when researching subcultures?
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about understanding the phenomenon or simply a book on 
the subject? If we want to have an in-depth understanding 
of a subculture, we will have to go inside it anyway. But im-
mersing into its environment is only half the battle as it does 
not guarantee that you will get the necessary scientific in-
formation. Immersion into a subculture should only be for 
a while, it is very dangerous. It could be that after diving in, 
there will be no coming back. Along with immersion into the 
environment it is no less crucial to have a solid interdisci-
plinary approach.” Additionally, Prof. Ross Haenfler,  shared 
some details of his experience of studying subcultures and 
the methods he used: “I have studied straight edge in a variety of contexts since 1996 
as a participant observer. In that time, I have conducted dozens of in-depth interviews, 
listened to hundreds of records, scoured lyric sheets, and attended over 100 hardcore 
shows featuring straight edge bands. Additionally, I conducted a survey of approxi-
mately 900 straight edgers and created an archive of social media posts. My approach 
is thus a multi-sited ethnography, including digital ethnography, through which I seek 
to understand the emergent meanings and experiences from participants’ point of 
view. [..] Accounting for the diversity of meanings in any subculture requires research 
methods that capture insider (emic) understandings from participants’ points of view. 
Ethnographic, participant observation has served me well in this regard. Combining 
interview, observational, and textual data allows for continual cross-checking, as I 
compare what people say to what they do. When possible, longitudinal study opens 
a window into how subcultural meanings shift and change, especially as participants 
age. Social media research will be crucial going forward, as will comparative work 
studying different locations.” 

Dr. Steve Gennaro singled out some obstacles faced by scholars while research 
youth subcultures that could raise awareness and refine scholarly approach: “The most 
obvious problem that arises from adults conducting research with children, is that as 
adult researchers we are immediately outsiders to youth culture and this limits our 
ability to hear youth voices. As researchers, we must overcome the problem of only 
hearing adult dominated voices and not accessing children’s own voices. Hearing the 
voices of young people requires research methodologies where the focus is on young 
people as subjects and not as objects. This of course is in direct opposition to a cen-
tury plus worth of researching young people in disciplines such as adolescent psy-
chology. Traditionally, research in this field has tended to be on children rather than 
with children, again, removing the subjectivity of young people from the very research 
process.  Added to this has been an emphasis to conduct this research through “adult 
eyes” and therefore impacted by the nostalgia of a “rear view mirror” understanding of 
young people’s lives. As a result, adolescence, youth, and childhood become socially 
constructed categories of distinction where relationships of power, domination, and 
inequality are continually contested.  This process makes youth a subculture, and is 
why a rights-based approach to research with young people is required.” 

Dr. Mikhail Minakov shared a different perspective of choosing a subculture re-
search approach, “between the 50s when a ‘consumerist society’ was shaped both as 
a wide-spread practice and a concept, and in the 60s when human and non-human 
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collectives visibly react on them (in practice and as concept) through new practices 
and concepts, and today the subcultures were objectified, described, and witnessed 
in their multiple changes in many scholarly and journalist studies. But today, research 
of a subculture can try to have a less penetrating and hegemonic approach towards 
living and multitude reality. It is up to researchers to decide, how thick will the descrip-
tion be. So this research design would need to respond:

 - Will it include actors of one subculture, or of several subcultures, or of a subculture 
and the mainstream, or a subculture, a counterculture, and the mainstream?

- By turning the modern academic ‘hierarchy of objects’ into a topological field, what 
shall be in the center, what stays on the margins, and why?

- Does your research respect reality as multitude and divisions, or does it produce 
and impose a ‘full picture’?”

Prof. Maxim Lepskiy: “Over time, we encountered a huge variety of subcultures, 
with relatively complex criteria for determining their nature, both constructive and 
destructive. Later, several studies of subcultures appeared, but in the context of the 
sociology of culture, they were viewed as communities of people on a smaller scale 
than culture. This “watershed”—culture, subculture and counterculture—remains the 
main one in subculture studies. In the Faculty of Sociology and Management (Zapor-
izhzhia National University) since 2001, our students, under lecturers’ guidance, have 
studied various subcultures—fans, gamers, computer game lovers, emos, followers of 
proper nutrition, “rock music”, etc. Methods of overt structured and semi-structured 
observation, and interviews were used most often; content analysis of media publi-
cations about subcultures and interviews with subcultures representatives were used 
less often.” In Dr. Phil Cohen’s view subcultures are the sites of self identification in 
that they advertise, celebrate and fetishise their difference and often pursue “what 
Freud called  a ‘narcissism of minor difference’  while  their forms of insubordination re-
maining  dependant  on their  ‘parent’ cultures as their primary reference point even as 
they proclaim their autonomy from it. [...] ‘Youth’ is not so much a stage in the life cycle, 
as a stage upon which its crisis of representation is performed. When people belong-
ing to particular age cohorts  speak and act   as if they represent a generation for and 
to itself,  this is  usually in order to create a platform from which to mobilise a form of 
quasi-oedipal politics directed against particular power blocs, especially where these 
are associated with the exercise of patriarchal authority.” 

British photographer, Derek Ridgers, stated about his experience photographing 
Skinheads: “When I started photographing British youth subcultures in 1976, it was 
just an opportunity to take some photographs. It could just as easily have been any 
social subgroup that tolerated me photographing them—city bankers, construction 
workers, the homeless, Morris dancers or virtually anyone. A few words about my ap-
proach, which seemed to work well and keep me safe (although I’m duty bound to say 
that there was more than a little luck involved in the latter). My approach was quite 
low key but always very direct. I’d always walk straight up to someone and speak to 
them in exactly the same way I’d speak to anyone else. Whenever I was asked by any 
of the skinheads why I wanted to photograph them, I told them that I wanted to do 
a show. I never added much to that. I always told them the bare minimum I thought I 
could get away with because I didn’t want them to second-guess me or give me what 
they thought I might have wanted. A few of them would ask me if I was working with 
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the police or for the newspapers. I said no, they always seemed to accept my word. 
Whenever any skinhead asked me about my own political or social views, I answered 
them honestly but as briefly as I thought would be acceptable. I was always friendly 
to the skinheads I met but I didn’t actually want to become anybody’s friend. I wanted 
to keep my wits about me and keep a professional distance. Personally I think it’s im-
portant to not allow your presence to affect the situation too much but you do have to 
be straightforward and very clear about what you want. There will be times when you 
can stand on the margins and try to become invisible and other times when you have 
to get right up close in someone’s face. You have to always judge the right moment.”
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FREDERICK LAWRENCE’S DRAWING, THEORY OF SUBCULTURE FORMATION, 
APPLICATION OF PROTOTYPE METHOD. CAN WE CONSIDER A SUBCULTURE 

AS A MACHINE THAT SHAPES A PERSONALITY? 
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Dr. Oleg Maltsev shared his views of Prof. Frederick Lawrence’s drawing and pro-
vided examples of using the drawing to understand any subculture in one of the pan-
els: “Dr. Lawrence’s drawing. Obviously it is one of the practical and effective methods 
to analyze these organizations. The visual reasoning with a pencil based on the model 
of an inverted tree gives a huge number of views and ideas. I believe that this models 
allows a scholar to start his study in the right manner, i.e., in a way that would lead 
him to an objective view of the problematics he is studying. One of the reasons is 
because it takes us into history, to the roots, to find out where it all came from. From 
my viewpoint, Frederick Lawrence’s drawing is a significant contribution to subculture 
studies, especially for young scientists who are just beginning their path of looking 
into subcultures.” Prof. Dr. Elizabeth Haas-Edersheim continued: “Part of Frederick 
Lawrence’s drawing is based on the concept that culture is a root, rather than a branch, 
I would like to consider some examples based on the professional environment in 
companies. No one wakes up in the morning, jumps out of bed so they can go to work 
and look ignorant incompetent intrusive or negative. On average they’re afraid to ask 
questions because they’re going to look ignorant. They’re afraid to admit weaknesses 
or ask for help because they’ll look incompetent. They’re afraid to offer suggestions 
because they may be intrusive. They’re afraid to criticize the status quo because they 
may be negative. It happens because organizations were designed for a time that was 
in a steady state. That’s not where we are today. For us to succeed we need everyone 
to become part of it and the only way that can happen. If we have the right culture 
that embraces both psychological safety for individuals and a culture that lets people 
understand that it’s not all about money but humans. It’s not data all about data, we 
have to balance all the factors. […] If culture is inherent and part of what we’re build-
ing on from history, we can go forward. Once I asked Marvin Bower a question “what is 
culture?” He replied, “Culture is the way we do things.” 

According to professional motorcycle racer Nick Ienatsch, Dr. Lawrence’s invert-
ed tree does make sense when it comes to motorcycle subculture, “quite a few initial 
routes stayed in place: transportation, frugality, simplicity and social groups. And these 
routes blossomed into unimaginable branches that would shock even those who cre-
ated bikes. Even back in 1903 what Harley Davidson did would have shocked him to 
know what top speed contest would become in the times to come. I have tried to ana-
lyze motorcycling subculture with Lawrence’s inverted tree and it gave more ideas and 
a clearer picture of the diverse developmental routes that the subculture took.”

In the view of Prof. Dr. Matthew Worley, Prof. Lawrence’s theory is certainly inter-
esting and it is always useful when people offer means of understanding what are 
quite loose or amorphous subjects, “subcultures—by their very nature—are nebulous 
and, quite often, ill-defined. Cultures form organically and change over time, even as 
they become recognisable and determined by particular modes of practice, language 
or presentation. Not surprisingly, Lawrence’s tree motif immediately reminds me of 
Deleuze and Guattari’s use of the ‘rhizome’ as an ‘image of thought’ suited to under-
standing the multiplicities of cultural and social development. This, of course, was pos-

“Dr. Lawrence’s inverted tree does make sense when it 
comes to motorcycle subculture” - Nick Ienatsch
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ited against hierarchal and chronological models—including that of the tree which, 
as Lawrence notes, has long been presented as a visual aid for understanding social, 
political, cultural etc., structures. But the biological analogy remains. Lawrence adds 
a mystical twist to this by inverting the tree—revealing the roots and subverting the 
image to, in turn, reveal the subculture. Quite whether this overcomes the problems 
of hierarchy and chronology that motivated Deleuze and Guattari is an open question. 
That subcultures often contain (host may be a better word) their own structures of 
hierarchy becomes clear once attention turns to how they function and self-realise in 
cultural form or groups. Likewise, founding myths and competing chronologies sug-
gest that a need for narrative informs cultural perception. And yet, such hierarchies 
or chronologies remain forever unstable and are oft-contested, raising concern as 
to whether Lawrence’s model remains too rigid to work with effectively. That it has a 
distinct beginning and a designated present/end raises questions as to how subcul-
tures come into being and then continue to evolve, mutate and dissipate. Indeed, the 
boundaries and rigidities that give form to a tree (whatever way round) do not—to my 
mind at least—lend themselves to the unstructured and often ill-defined existence of 
subcultures.” Avi Nardia spoke about the difference between culture and subcultures 
and the way subcultures originate in his view: “From the multitude of events, those 
stand out who, together with other important narratives, generate the narrative of 
one culture or subculture. Most people accept this view of the world and its dominant 
truth as constituents of their identity, but over time such dominant structures begin 
to lose their power in light of questioning their ability to provide a satisfactory answer 
when it comes to understanding personal identity. These structures are replaced by 
those that are more flexible, relative, that re-examine the past and knowledge and 
that reevaluate existing norms. Such structures carry a new kind of social narrative and 
advocate that knowledge is relatively both socially and politically conditioned, that it 
is connected to power structures and that science is only one of the possible ways in 
which the world can be known.” Gavin Watson (author, representative of Skinhead 
subculture): “In a world where nearly every close friend and the whole neighborhood, 
and what looked like the whole country, was affected by Skinheads there was hardly 
ever a mention of the cult in any of the media. If Skinheads were mentioned it was in 
an extremely negative light. I feel this sort of attitude to deny anything that is a little 
hard to understand was prevalent throughout the whole of society from top to bot-
tom. If you had a fight you were out of control, if you wanted to be a little different 
you were a freak.  There seemed to be Skinheads everywhere, buying records, buying 
clothes, hanging about in gangs, pairs, females, young kids to adults.  From my angle 
the cult seemed to have penetrated every part of my world and more likely than not 
contributing somehow to society (I had a Skinhead friend Chris who is now a very rich 
inventor, he invented a contraption to make life a little easier for the physically hand-
icapped when he was still a Skinhead.) But at the time Skinheads were given as much 
attention by the media as prize marrow growing contests in Scunthorpe.  Here was 
music and a movement that was totally dedicated to this massive underbelly of youth, 
that was being totally ignored by the mainstream in the hope that if they disregarded 
it we might just all go away like good little children. But we didn’t and the Oi! Move-
ment grew to become a worldwide influence.”
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Oleg Maltsev mentioned that it is not relevant to make value judgments about an 
assessment of Dr. Lawrence’s method. After studying his model alone, it is obvious that 
this kind of graphic-analytical method is very useful in the study of any organizations, 
subcultures and phenomena; he said that, “what is more interesting and enigmatic, 
from my viewpoint and incomprehensible to scientists at this point in time is the pro-
totypological method—when phenomena are identical but not equal. The method 
was developed further in the 1930s by the academician Grigoriy Popov. A scholar who 
has this type of analytical method (prototype method), along with the visual model, 
has way more opportunities and prospects in this kind of research than ones who rely 
solely on the graphic (visual) method. When we explore subcultures using the method 
of prototype together with a visual model like the one developed by Dr. Laurence, we 
come to the following conclusion: if we take all known subcultures, they would all fit 
into 10 prototypes. Ideas prototypological to:

•  Carlos Castaneda 
•  Zen-Buddhism 
•  Monroe 
•  Jose Silva 
•  The Mexican environment 
•  The African environment 
•  The Italian environment 
•  The  Irish environment 
•  The Philippine environment 
•  Island culture.
If we investigate any subculture, we will see its root in one of these 10 environments. 

It will be very easy to find it out via graphic method. Let’s take the example of motor-
cycling subculture. All motorcycle clubs are divided into several varieties of the root of 
ideas. These are either Mexican ideas, including those of Carlos Castaneda; or an Irish 
idea of the Irish Liberation Army; or they will have an idea of life and death from Zen 
Buddhism; or Italian and European chivalric tradition. In fact, there are only four vari-
eties of clubs. Moving further along the tree of Friedrich Laurence, we see that roots 
and branches can intertwine. It might be that we are confronted with a synthesis both 
at the root, that is, in the origin of the idea, and with the synthesis of the subculture 
itself. Simple mathematics shows that by multiplying four varieties of an idea by four, 
we receive 16 synthesis variants. I know only one motorcycle club, which is built on the 
basis of island culture, but today obviously it has become synthesized with the Irish 
environment, and involves some very radical criminal communities on motorcycles. 
In this example, I showed you how mechanically from the root comes the synthesis of 
two ideas that generated three criminal communities on motorcycles that live on one 
of the island states.” Elizabeth Edersheim raised several thought provoking questions, 
such as: Are we shaped by our organizations or do we shape those organizations? If 
you ask yourself—does the organization you are part of reflect your values, are you 
proud to be part of that subculture, let’s say in the motorcycle world. Can you influence 
the values? Can you role model the values? What are you going to do about them? 
When you think about organizations as machines you can think about their values, you 
can read Jeff Immelt’s new book about why he failed GE. He embraced a culture that 
valued McKinsey and Goldman Sachs above the people. That’s what he writes.”
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THE IDEA OF DEATH AND DIFFERENT WAYS OF IMPLEMENTING THIS IDEA 
BY SUBCULTURES IN DAILY LIFE.THE PATHWAY IN SUBCULTURE: 

FATAL AND SUCCESSFUL.
At the heart of any subculture lies the idea of death, members of a subculture might 

not even be aware of this. Oleg Maltsev recalls that when he was young he had a con-
versation with a scientific authority figure, who asked him: 

-”What is your attitude towards death?” 
- “Why do you ask?” 
- “Because, your attitude to death determines the attitude to life.”
“In 2020, during two expeditions to Northern and Southern Croatia, I began to work 

on several books at once—books dedicated to the way subcultures and (cities) shape 
human personality. The first book has already been published “Invisible Angel”, and the 
second book will be published in May 2021 under the title “The Second Name”. These 
two books describe the mechanism of personality formation and the individuality of a 
person within a subculture; subculture is like a filer that sharpens the personality and 
makes it what it is. The books are planned to be translated into English as well.”

Nick Ienatsch also thinks that the idea of death is in subcultures and that it could be 
implemented in different ways. As a former professional motorcycle racer, he believes 
that the idea of death in the case of the motorcycling subculture is simple. He also 
pointed out that a lot of students came to learn riding after they realized that they can 
actually die because of COVID-19. The idea of death was the reason they wanted to 
learn riding, “the idea of death is built into the motorcycle and I think that everybody 
who approaches it understands it. Death is a natural progression of mistakes we make 
on a motorcycle. Death becomes a very real idea to the rider, the untrained rider or 
the poorly trained rider. Behind every reason to ride lurks risk of serious or fatal injury. 
America has averaged approximately 4900 motorcycle fatalities for the past five years, 
putting a number to the risk most riders know is there. The awareness of risk heightens 
the focus. The challenge of controlling a powerful and inherently unstable machine to 
within millimeters of a chosen path leaves the rider with a drug-like high at rides end. 
The satisfaction of controlling speed and direction through throttle, brakes and steer-
ing addicts us like few sports can.”
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 Simon McGregor-Wood, who was a correspondent for the documentary Isle of 
Man TT: Dangerous Addiction, having seen one of the most extreme motorcycle sub-
cultures in action shared his view and experience: “One day I lifted the lid on a motor-
cycling subculture I didn’t know existed. I saw a video clip of people racing on roads in 
the UK. One road in particular. A 37 mile stretch of public highway on the Isle of Man, 
a small rather old-fashioned place in the sea between England and Ireland. Every year 
they hold a series of races called the Isle of Man TT. TT stands for Tourist Trophy and it 
all started, would you believe, back in 1907. The TT, as it’s called, is a dangerous race. It’s 
often called the most dangerous race in the world. Most years people die doing it. And 
no one is immune from making a fatal mistake. On the Isle of Man different standards 
exist, and for the fans who flock there every year this is surely part of the attraction. 
It’s the same for the riders. For many, “normal” racing is too bland. They’re looking for a 
tougher challenge where danger is ever present.

“Where else can you do this?” they ask. “What other sport can you do, where if you 
get it wrong you’re dead? That’s the buzz.” The danger is almost celebrated. For the fans 
it certainly heightens they’re admiration for the riders. It intensifies their heroism. No 
one’s forcing them to do it. Most of the riders are keen amateurs and no one’s getting 
rich with the prize money of £25,000 for a win. That’s not enough to give up your day 
job.” Elizabeth Edersheim, looked at the idea of death from the perspective of why 
organizations are living shorter and shorter lives. The reason is because these cultures 
are not embracing change in the people and what they need. 

If you look at organizations that manage through that: Microsoft, it was living in the 
world of yesterday until it embraced the people and modified its culture to fit tomor-
row. Is that a machine? What did it? Was it embracing what people could do and by 
letting them “become Microsoft”? Was it the machine or was it an environment where 
people could create and be the machine. It is very circular. If you look at Ultimate Guitar, 
one of my favorite companies, everybody could access, at an affordable price, musical 
instruments but the founder basically found that nobody was enjoying their work. He 
basically said “we are going to all have breakfast together”. And he started listening to 
people and they started becoming part of the machine. Danfoss is a company that to-
tally changed itself. It did it by letting the people inside define the machine they want-
ed to be in an ever-changing manner. Can culture create death? Is culture a machine? 
Only if we all let it be.” Ross Haenfler described another subculture—straight edge, 
which is a community that celebrates drug-free living and continues speaking to new 
generations of young people around the world, “many straight edgers have persisted 
into their fifties and sixties, showing that participants do not necessarily grow up and 
out of the scene. Several factors contribute to the persistence of straight edge as a 
meaning system, factors that may be more or less present in other subcultures. While 
many, perhaps even most, youthful adherents eventually move away from the identi-
ty, enough have persisted to be able to share knowledge, experiences, and resources 
with newer participants. While these interactions are not without conflict, the bonds 
forged within and between cohorts, in local, global, and virtual scenes, offer support 
for subcultural meanings. Older straight edgers run record labels, book venues, mod-
erate social media groups, and in some cases continue to play in bands. All of this con-
tributes to the cultural infrastructure of straight edge as a meaning system.” 
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According to Douglas Kellner “...subcultures that were subversive and oppositional 
can be absorbed by mainstream culture, although I like to believe that those of us who 
participated in 1960s counterculture and managed to survive, continue to advance, 
live, and teach its most progressive values, and continue to oppose war, militarism, 
and repression in all its guises while defending civil liberties for all and the values of a 
progressive democratic society and polity.” Sanjay Soekhoe looks into the difference 
between “normal” people and adherents of martial arts subculture, “Most modern hu-
mans live a life full of precaution, afraid of the unexpected happening or of getting 
their ego disturbed. It is this lifestyle that our new gym members want to deviate from. 
As author Nassim Taleb states: ‘Things can gain from disorder.’ 

The end product of competitive martial arts is a prime example of a disorder. To fight 
against a trained adversary, someone who wants to knock you out, get you in a choke-
hold, or slam you against the floor is something most of the population avoids doing 
their entire life. But, it is exactly this life or death situation that can make someone feel 
alive. The adrenaline rush generated by opposing your opponent is difficult to feel in 
an average lifestyle. There are numerous stories of fighters that get injured during the 
fight but only notice the injury when the fight is over.” Maria Kulyk: “The problem of 
group personality identification is also related to the subculture, and it requires special 
attention since the limits of the dominant culture and subculture are dynamic and 
multivariate.” Eduard Boyko “For a teenager, the subculture performs the functions of 
choosing and finding their norms of behavior and communication to assimilate new 
socio-cultural roles.”

Most modern humans live a life full of precaution, 
afraid of the unexpected happening or of getting 

their ego disturbed. 
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WAYS TO EXPLORE THE ATTRIBUTES AND SYMBOLS OF SUBCULTURES. 
THE PHENOMENON OF “SUBCULTURE IN SUBCULTURE” AND CHARACTERIS-

TICS OF ITS STUDY. THE SYNTHESIS OF IDEAS IN THE SUBCULTURE, REASONS 
FOR THE EXISTENCE OF SUBCULTURES, INVISIBLE INTERNAL MECHANISMS 

THAT MAINTAIN THEIR CONTINUANCE.
Jerome Krase opened the panel and shared the findings of his extensive research 

on the symbolic attributes of subcultures. “In the discipline of sociology, structural-
ism continues to be thoroughly embedded; even its current post-variants as valiant 
attempts have been made to make the hierarchy more diverse, rather than to destroy 
it. I have discussed this in many places, as to why and how the disciplinary hierarchy 
persists, despite pronouncement of its imminent demise. Although in the past, I was 
committed to structuralist social science practices, today I am primarily engaged in 
ethnography of one sort or another and am happy to be an “Urban Culturalist,” de-
fined by Michael Ian Borer as those “…who study the symbolic relationship between 
people and places and how people invest those places with meaning and value in 
order to make sense of their world.” The broadest framework for my approach would 
be called Symbolic Interactionism which was birthed by George Herbert Mead and 
Charles Horton Cooley, connected to the Pragmatism of John Dewey and furthered 
by Herbert Blumer.  Since Symbolic Interactionists, like myself, argue that society is 
constructed of signs and symbols, the exploration of the attributes and symbols of 
subcultures is what we do for a living. Symbolic Interactionism is an important part 
of a nexus of related phenomenological, ethnomethodological, social constructionist 
and communication theories. By combining these approaches, we argue that people 
act on things based on their interpretation of the meanings of those things, which are 
communicated to them via a wide variety of natural and conventional signs, and sym-
bols. We can argue that the expressions of (sub)cultures, and our responses to them 
based on our interpretations of them, create our social realities.  However, capturing 
the appearance of the symbol or sign by any method of data collection doesn’t mean 
you know that you will correctly interpret it.” Maltsev Oleg presented the results of 
his research on the symbolic component, through working on Baudrillard’s ideas, and 
having looked at the symbolic system on an interdisciplinary basis from different per-
spectives—psychological, sociological, philosophical, economic and even from the 
standpoint of the European mysticism studies, he concluded that “...symbol is a source 
of repetitive drives of a human being which are retransformed to aspirations. In other 
words, a symbolic component creates conditions for the creation of the Perpetuum 
mobile; a machine that works eternally. It is the symbolic component that provides a 
coherent and smooth work of every subculture’s mechanism, and most importantly, it 
keeps the engines going, which are responsible for the further existence of the subcul-
ture. The symbol’s function is an artificial restarter that provides a continuous restart of 
the system and maintains its invulnerability, i.e., symbols are specific mechanisms that 
protect a subculture. Correspondingly, there are no systems in the world capable of 
continuing their existence without a symbolic component. When I am asked what the 
problem comes with researching symbols, my answer is that there is a long path of at-
tempting to understand “why to study the symbol” in the first place. The second thing 
is the comprehensive understanding of how the symbolic system works as a system 
that allows that eternal machine to function.  I have been researching a lot of different 
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subcultures as well as criminal subcultures. When you explore so many subcultures, 
your speed in understanding the symbolic system quickens; if it took me torturous 
months and months today, it takes me several days to understand the entirety of the 
symbolic system of any given subculture in the future. The research that follows this 
stage is no longer about accumulating information, but it becomes the hypothesis’s 
verification process.” Iryna Lopatiuk noted that subcultures possess both general at-
tributes and their own. Typical are the mandatory attributes, things that visually con-
firm one’s belonging to the subculture. On the other hand, every representative also 
has their attributes, expressing some idea from their perspective. “The subculture’s 
central symbol most significantly mirrors a person’s affiliation with a particular envi-
ronment, their involvement with its ideas, and a particular philosophy,”—she noted. 
“Another thing is how a person perceives, understands, and explains that. Therefore, in 
researching and analyzing the symbolic component of a subculture, it is obligatory to 
take into account the difference between the potential of the symbol’s original mean-
ing, its source (what exactly is prototyped, where the ornaments, slogans, signs, and 
symbols are borrowed from) as well as the individual explanation or viewpoint of the 
subculture’s representative. Typically, the first introduction to symbolism is a physical 
appearance of a person. As an illustrative example, it is suggested to regard the biker 
subculture as one of the most widely represented. Therefore, the biker is usually seen 
wearing a jacket; one may pay attention if there are club colors or any attributes that 
are not familiar or unclear. The first thing that usually catches the eye is the patches. 
In the U.S., the patches or stripes on the jackets are the identifying components. There 
are army patches, military patches, or those a student gets when he joins a club. The 
Europeans used the American approach as a prototype—and so, bikers in Europe also 
have their patches. I want to focus on the fact that there is always a prototype—the 
‘source’ of what one sees.” Bernardo Attias tends to find scholarly work more com-
pelling when the methods are adapted to suit a specific critical engagement with a 
phenomenon, rather than when the scholar begins with a theoretical approach and 
then “applies” that approach to a phenomenon: “In general I think it’s up to scholars to 
choose methods that best fit the object of study rather than the other way around. My 
training is in communication studies; from the perspective of methodology, my main 
approaches are rooted in rhetorical studies, cultural studies, and performance studies. 
Some of my own work on subcultures has focused on the way in which subcultures, 
through style, manifest ideologies that both challenge and reaffirm dominant systems 
at the same time. I’m also interested in the way subcultures’ use of the raw materials 
available to them take the form of cultural appropriation, sometimes from other sub-
cultures. While the model of cultural appropriation tends to be studied from a binary 
perspective—seeing appropriation as either celebrating or commercializing and triv-
ializing the culture it appropriates—I am trying to work towards an approach to such 
appropriation as cultural dialogue. This dialogue is not between “authentic” cultures 
per se, but rather in the spaces between imagined cultures, which are authenticated 
not through reference to some cultural essence but rather through performance. In 
such performance, the dynamics and methods of curation, which is another term I’ve 
been working with in relation to DJ culture, which developed in very specific ways in 
certain musical styles, play a critical role. So in my work I am trying to understand some 
DJ subcultures as cultures of curation.” 
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Maltsev Oleg provided a comprehensive structure of subcultures’ hierarchy for the 
first time in the field of subculture studies. His findings show that a subculture’s hierar-
chy emerges because of two forces: vertical and horizontal forces. The subculture’s so-
called compass means that its center has some average equilibrium and four arrows: 
up, down, right, and left.

Up Arrow: Radicalization.
Down Arrow: Distortion of that average view in the subculture.
Right Arrow: Disagreement.
Left Arrow: Appealing to the past events.
 

Dr. Maltsev clarifies, “when we immerse ourselves into a particular subculture, the 
point of our contact with that subculture is in one of these five points: center, left, right, 
up or down. When a scholar starts studying a subculture, he looks at it from a specific 
point. Once he has done his research, it turns out he just finished one-fifth of his study. 
It might seem to him this is what the entire subculture looks like and he does not con-
duct further research. 

If a person doesn’t continue his study, which he usually doesn’t, his research be-
comes disinformation, a complete distortion of the real state of affairs. This is the way 
journalists conduct their work. For example, a journalist interviews a subculture rep-
resentative from one of these five points and introduces it as if it is a comprehensive 
subculture’s factual image. If you do not see this radical part of the subculture, this 
does not mean that it does not exist. One has to search for it until he finds that. Un-
less one goes through all  five of these points (arrows) within subcultures, one’s work 
should not be considered finished. He should not start writing until all of these dif-
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ferent perspectives on a subculture, which forms a holistic, comprehensive views are 
considered.” Derek Ridgers as a photographer explained in simple terms the image 
of New Romantics and Skinheads at the time they were being photographed: “New 
Romantics dressed up almost exactly like the skinheads I’d seen in the late ‘60s. Braces, 
big boots, Sta-Prest trousers or Levis, Ben Sherman or Fred Perry shirts and, obviously, 
very short hair. On the journey to Southend, many of them were eager to proselytise 
and let me in on their political and social views.” Ross Haenfler shared his observations 
based on the research he has been doing for several decades: “In the early ‘90s, straight 
edge bands increasingly incorporated politics into their music (Peterson 2007). This 
trend continued into the middle of the decade when a trio of bands on Victory Re-
cords–Strife, Snapcase, and Earth Crisis–became immensely popular with a heavy met-
al-influenced sound. Earth Crisis, especially, gained legendary status, advocating an 
uncompromising message of veganism and animal liberation packaged in bandanas, 
camouflage trousers, and sports-team jerseys. Increasing numbers of straight edg-
ers became vegan; by the late 2010s, over half practiced a vegetarian or vegan diet 
(Haenfler n.d.). However, even as Earth Crisis invigorated a political consciousness, a 
rift developed between “positive” and so-called “militant” straight edge. The former 
took a laissez faire attitude, leading by example, while the latter was more confronta-
tional. Militant edge had an undeniably hypermasculine tone, attracting a variety of 
heavily-muscled “tough guys” who resembled the athletic “jock” stereotype that ear-
lier punks had often despised (Mullaney 2012). “Crews”groups of mostly male-identi-
fying straight edgers who expressed their loyalty to one another through tattoos and 
other shared symbols—became known for their intimidating presence at shows and, 
occasionally, for their violence (Purchla 2011). This crude split between positive and 
militant straight edgers exposed rifts in the scene, prompting some participants to 
abandon the identity, if not always the lifestyle, while attracting others drawn to the 
hypermasculine image.” 

Avi Nardia takes a wider look at culture and subcultures, in his view the general 
position is that culture is a broader framework in relation to other concepts that we 
place in the topic, “culture can be defined as the totality of a society’s way of life. Mem-
bers of a society learn and share a common culture. However, the concept of culture 
is very complex. The word “culture” is used in sociological and everyday vocabulary in 
a number of different ways. In all the ways it is used, culture is implicitly, or explicitly 
opposed to nature. Everything that people produce or do is culture, and everything 
that exists or arises without human intervention is part of the world of nature. Ralph 
Linton defines culture: “The culture of a society is the way of life of its members; a col-
lection of ideas and habits that are taught, shared and passed down from generation 
to generation.”
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 FROM MYTHOLOGEMES TO IDEAS AS FOUNDATIONAL ELEMENTS OF SUB-
CULTURE FORMATION. APPROACHES FOR RESEARCHING MYTHOLOGEMES 
THAT UNDERLIE THE PHILOSOPHY OF A SUBCULTURE. CAN WE CLAIM THAT 
THE HIERARCHICAL STRUCTURE OF ALL SUBCULTURES IS IDENTICAL?

Maltsev Oleg and Maxim Lepskiy believe that the foundation of subcultures’ 
philosophies stem from a mythologeme. Dr. Maltsev explained that every subculture 
is founded on a powerful idea and that most often, the heart of this philosophy is the 
mythologeme, “every time I have researched subcultures, I faced the fact that there 
is always a strong idea, which comes from mythologemes. Subculture studies should 
always include a specific task that has a practical result. Otherwise, there is no point in-
vestigating a subculture. And to fulfill this task, understanding their philosophy comes 
first.” Dr. Lepskiy: “legends form their field of meanings, their “subcultural” language, 
which reflects specific knowledge in a subculture or subcultural hyperreality, with its 
simulations and fictions. Mythological understanding, claiming to be the status of 
“philosophizing” as a set of ideas and legends in the subculture (“the legend of the 
subculture emergence”, “the legend of heroes and their formation”, “the legend of a 
magic remedy”), and accompanying symbols (subcultural clothing, appearance, tat-
toos, badges, rituals of interaction) all these form the “core of the subculture.”

Avi Nardia: “In the past decades, memory studies and the study of myths have 
gained prominence in the social sciences and humanities. Myth studies examine the 
ways certain representations and ideas come to be shared as true. Subcultures are 
not only built around shared passions and interests—either for music, politics but 
also around shared stories, imaginations and memories. The reality in which we live 
is transmitted through the language and it survives by being transmitted through the 
various stories that are told. The central role of narrative in organizing, maintaining 
and transmitting knowledge about us and the world is emphasized in several places 
by Jerome Bruner when he says that “we organize our experiences and our memories 
of human events mainly in the form of narratives—stories, excuses, myths…” 

In 28-years of research and working with subcultures, Dr. Maltsev came to the con-
clusion that all subcultures’ hierarchies are identical. He says that they could be ar-
ranged in different ways on paper, but you realize that their structure is always similar 
when looking at the real substance. It was one of the most meaningful scientific dis-
coveries that he made for his personal understanding: “the hierarchy of any subcul-
ture is natural, not artificial, and that is what makes it interesting. Nobody appoints 
somebody to a specific position in a subculture—you are perceived in the way that 
you really are. Hierarchy is built based on the authority of people in a subculture. If 
one does not have authority, he has no power inside this structure. Thus, it is crucial to 
understand whom you are talking to within this organization. It is impossible to iden-
tify social status by looking at the status within a subculture because they are radically 
different. These are two different worlds; one might be everything in a subculture and 
be nobody in the general society and vice versa.”
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THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SUBCULTURE AND RELIGION. WHAT ARE 
SPECIFIC ELEMENTS THAT SHAPE EACH INSTITUTION? 

RELIGION TRANSFORMATION: FROM DIVINE TRANSCENDENCE TO THE 
UNIVERSAL SOCIETY BASED ON TECHNO-IDEOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES.

There is a plurality of views and interpretations regarding such a notion as a ‘sub-
culture’ in the academic community. Sociologists, historians, psychologists, anthro-
pologists, and philosophers have studied subcultures as have marketing specialists 
and business consultants too, due to the position of subcultures in the 21st century 
becoming more diffusive and widespread. What are the parameters that differentiate 
a subculture from religion?

Prof. Liudmyla Fylypovych raised an important aspect related to the methodolo-
gy of research, meaning that before the given conference, the scholarly community 
had not encountered a specific, functional methodology for researching subcultures. 
Prof. Fylypovych and Dr. Maltsev Oleg spoke about the importance of having tools 
that allow to make error-free difference between subcultures and religions. She noted: 
“I believe it is not easy to make a clear cut difference, because every subculture even 
the most secular, can acquire the characteristics of religion, meaning that they might 
worship a certain god, believe in the supernatural nature of a phenomenon, etc., the 
secularization of poorly secular things, giving earthly things the qualities of the uni-
verse. All religions were subcultures at some point in time.”

During his research on subcultures, Dr. Maltsev has developed ten parameters that 
allow for the distinguishing of a subculture from other notions and formations (for 
instance, from a religious movement). The parameters set serves to verify reasonable 
conclusions, such as whether the phenomenon analyzed corresponds to a subculture 
category through prototypological, comparative, historical, and descriptive analysis 
and other empirical research methods. Every object, variety, and type holds a charac-
teristic and intrinsic system of differentiating attributes. For the first time, this system 
of criteria inherent to subcultures was discerned and represented as a methodological 
research frame (see in the paper by Oleg Maltsev). Maltsev adds: “A qualifying charac-
teristic of a subculture is its self-organization. The church is organized, but subculture 
is self-organized. Subculture arises by mechanisms of synergy. Also, we could say that 
any subculture is judged by the effectiveness and life of its members, rather than by a 
commitment to an idea. Subculture is a phenomenon that exists independently of us, 
whether we like it or not. Some scholars say that lifestyle is a parameter that set subcul-
tures part, I disagree with this claim because some subcultural adherents are not dif-
ferent in their lifestyle and the way they look to others. A person in business might be 
a member of a certain subculture, but simply by looking at him it is impossible to de-
termine whether he belongs to a subculture or not. Subcultures form one’s worldview, 
and in contrast, religion attempts to impose that worldview. Religion is not interested 
in letting a person decide for themselves what to believe in when they reach, let’s say, 
18 years old. Religion offers dogmas, which are unshakable. In contrast, subculture 

“A qualifying c“A qualifying characterharacteristic of a subculture is istic of a subculture is 
its self-organization.” - Dr. Oleg Maltsevits self-organization.” - Dr. Oleg Maltsev
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has rules that are developed by people in their communities. Subcultures are forced 
to develop these rules in self-organizational mode. But their rules are not dogmatic, 
not the truth of last resort. In fact, in today’s world, subcultures implement a central 
educational function.”

Dr. Lucien Oulahbib, PhD. Marco Andreacchio continued with a critical view of 
modern religions: “Today the fundamental terms of all religious discourse are cut off 
from their original theological-political context, fueling the dichotomy that we, as 
heirs of modernity, have learned to accept and no longer question, between a sup-
posedly “subjective” or “private” Faith (which is increasingly gasping for air). Despotic 
exceptions notwithstanding, old religion distinguishes itself from modernism by pre-
senting fear as, in principle, open to question—or by introducing us to divine mystery 
as a fundamental alternative to the triumph of absurdity lurking behind every corner 
of the labyrinth of modernism’s progressive endeavors.  There where our fear-industry 
has depleted and reduced culture to “subcultural” debris, religion exposes itself from 
beneath the homogenizing veneer of subculture to confirm its true colors, the colors 
of a fear fostering civilization via moral cultivation.” Dr. Massimo Introvigne shared 
his views on what a subculture is, but most importantly he said that there is an issue 
in defining what religion is, “Recently I was debating with people who claim, that per-
haps, we should even no longer use the word “religion”, because we don’t know what 
it means. At this point, I think we cannot abandon the word “religion” mostly for legal 
reasons, because there are laws and international conventions that protect religions 
in different ways.” Prof. Jerome Krase “Subcultures were generally seen as emerging 
from, or in opposition to, the dominant cultural hegemony. This subordination was 
often also referred to in terms of majority and minority; referring not merely to relative 
demography but to socioeconomic and, therefore, political power. Another common 
take on the social reality of the myriad of subcultures was the scholarly creation of oth-
er, related, dichotomies such as social disorganization versus social organization, with 
the dominant culture, of course, carrying the prized “organization” label. Only later did 
micro-social scientists, via thickly described ethnography, inform us that subcultures 
were forms of social organization and not merely sociological misanthropes. I should 
add the impact of postmodern criticisms of assigning relative value to diverse social 
realities. A related term, which has also been thoroughly banned in Academia, but not 
Society, is the term “Deviance” and its other biased iterations of disreputable/discred-
ited social life.” 

Prof. Maxim Lepskiy “subcultures differ significantly from other communities of 
people, such as an organizational or institutional associations, they are formed by a 
hierarchy, formally fixed sanctions and norms. Informal norms and sanctions prevail in 
subcultures, closer to customs than to traditions and law. Secondly, subcultures differ 
from random groups and movements, as they are united by common motives and 
interests, as well as by what might be termed as the “subculture core.” Paul Phoads 
considers that the category of ‘culture’, even as it might apply to religion “is not helpful. 
There are fads, fassions, movements and attitudes fostered in different parts of society, 
such as the army, the academy, the lower middle classes or various more or less irrel-
evant social backwaters, and then there are permanent and fundamental problems 
and questions which face humanity, our reactions to which structure how we come 
to grips with reality and construct major institutions such as churches and political 
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systems. An institution like the Church, then, is different in essence from a fad. It has 
its root in the most basic aspects of human interaction with the real. Fads, fassions and 
movements have their source in meer ad hoc restlessness, petty insatisfactions and 
ambitions. Even if their aesthetics and attitudes seep into other areas of society, such 
influences are never more than flavors of larger influences already at work.” 

Federico Roso, Igor Kaprysin and Skvorets Vladimir shared their general views on 
the topic: Prof. Federico: “the norms of a subculture may differ from the norms of 
the society to which they belong and at the same time they might not be opposed 
to them. Therefore, they may not necessarily have a negative value. A subculture is 
never completely separated from the global society in which it is located and where it 
constitutes a specific subsystem since it is characterized by a set of values   related to a 
broader system, from which they differ only partially. The concept of the subculture a 
priori does not contain a negative value but a sense of belonging, typical for most pro-
fessional groups.” Dr. Igor Kaprysin, subculture is an integral system-forming attribute 
of culture, which becomes especially relevant during periods of globalization. Etymo-
logically, the “subculture” defines its subordination to the common human culture, 
which, in turn, acts as the center of artificiality (of objects, orders, relations), serving 
human needs in a natural environment that is ambiguous for it. Dr. Skvorets Vladi-
mir, while studying the subculture phenomenon and its social role, it is necessary to 
remember that subculture relates to culture as a part of a whole, which is the basis 
for distinguishing both common and distinctive features, properties and functions in 
them. Considering culture as a set of material and spiritual values created by humanity, 
culture studies scholars usually single out culture’s main problem—the reproduction 
of the person himself, his knowledge, skills, material and spiritual values.

“The meaning of subculture is, then, always in dispute, and style is 
the area in which the opposing definitions clash with most dra-

matic force. Much of the available space in this book will therefore 
be taken up with a description of the process whereby objects are 

made to mean and mean again as ‘style’ in subculture.  
As in Genet’s novels, this process begins with a crime against the 
natural order, though in this case the deviation may seem slight 

indeed—the cultivation of a quiff, the acquisition of a scooter or a 
record or a certain type of suit. But it ends in the construction of a 
style, in a gesture of defiance or contempt, in a smile or a sneer. “

Dick Hebdige
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Seeing Sub- and Other Kinds of Cultures
Jerome Krase

I recently participated in an intriguing virtual meeting of the minds entitled “Sketch 
a Subculture” which introduced the subjects in the following way: 

The current century offers people a diverse set of thrilling, advantageous, successful, 
convenient and even simply beautiful lifestyles: springing from a “criminal wealth” to the 
“splendid lifestyle” of a free traveler, from the thorny path of a businessman to an extreme 
tamer of the forces of nature. But what does each of these lifestyles offer? Does a lifestyle 
always meet the real, secreted and innermost yearnings of a person? Often, having expe-
rienced one life and reached certain heights, let us say, on the professional plane, there is 
still the emptiness of an unrealized aspiration, and one continues seeking for fulfillment. 
People often find what they were looking for in the form of a community of no less compel-
ling and active like-minded people — in a specific environment termed a “SUBCULTURE.”

The intense and, for me, enlightening discussion took place on-line over a period of 
a week and involved six panels of participants with widely varied expertise and even 
more varied artistic, scientific, humanities, and practical perspectives. I joined Panel 4 
which was tasked with interrogating 

1) Ways to explore the attributes and symbols of subcultures. 
2) The phenomenon of “Subculture in Subculture” and characteristics of its study. The 

synthesis of ideas in the subculture, reasons for the existence of subcultures, invisible 
internal mechanisms that maintain their continuance. 

During the course of the program, I learned a great deal from the other speakers, 
some insights of which will be presented here in my post-meeting reflective essay. Be-
fore starting, I must note my great appreciation for the other speakers -- Oleg Maltsev, 
Bernardo Attias, Paul Hockenos, Gavin Watson, Ross Haenfler, and Derek Ridgers,- ---as 
well as the patient moderator Iryna Lopatiuk. Their presentations greatly influenced 
my thoughts on the subject. I also must note that as a visually-oriented social scientist, 
I will take a visual point of view, and emphasize that although I take a lot of photo-
graphs and use them in my research and writing, I do not consider myself a “photogra-
pher.” The endeavors of artists have different, more aesthetic goals, as opposed to my 
more scientific ones, and this in turn differently informs our mutually visible products 
and productions. For me, each and every social scientific concept has a visual/visible 
expression, therefore, no matter how cultures and subcultures are defined, they can 
be seen. 

In order to address the assigned tasks of our panel, I feel I must address what I be-
lieve was really the first question “What is a subculture?” Being an academic dinosaur, I 
must be allowed some pedantry here as the old-fashioned structural definition makes 
most sense for me which was I learned from the Chicago School of Sociology as well 
as from its precursory structural anthropology. As the social sciences have a penchant 
for dichotomies, in my Sociology/Anthropology (or was it Anthropology/Sociology?) 
Department at Indiana University, I learned that Society (with a capital “S”) was divid-
ed into its mirrored Social Structure and Culture. These were simply translated to the 
Goals (values) of society and the Ways (norms) to attain the Goals. Given the usual em-
phasis in the social sciences and humanities on morality, these of course were the “ap-
propriate” (legitimate) goals and ways for attaining them to which members of society 
were socialized. Because American society was overly materialistic, and also alleged-
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ly achievement-oriented, social scientists were primed to study how members did or 
did not meet Society’s demands on them. Overarching theoretical points of view for 
social science were, for me at least, the more or less politically reactionary/conserva-
tive Structural Functionalism of Emile Durkheim (and Bronislaw Malinowski’s “Cultural 
Functionalism”) versus the more or less liberal/radical Conflict, or Political Economic, 
approaches emerging from the work of Karl Marx. Over the decades these general di-
visions have remained, but with multiple variations on their themes.

Subcultures were generally seen as emerging from, or in opposition to, THE domi-
nant cultural hegemon. This subordination was often also referred to in terms of ma-
jority and minority; referring not merely to relative demography but to socioeconomic 
and, therefore, political power. Another common take on the social reality of the myr-
iad of subcultures was the scholarly creation of other, related, dichotomies such as 
social disorganization versus social organization, with the dominant culture, of course, 
carrying the prized “organization” label. Only later did micro-social scientists, via thickly 
described ethnography, inform us that subcultures were forms of social organization 
and not merely sociological misanthropes. I should add the impact of post-modern 
criticisms of assigning relative value to diverse social realities. 

A related term, which has also been thoroughly banned in Academe, but not Soci-
ety, is the term “Deviance” and its other biased iterations of disreputable/discredited 
social life.  Note that such labels are assigned by those in power, and although the 
behavior might not change, the label can. The best, and most recent, example of this is 
the decriminalization of recreational marijuana use and the historical, and racist roots, 
of the demonization of marijuana smokers by the Federal Bureau of Narcotics’ first 
(1930) Director Harry J. Ainslinger and the film Reefer Madness (1936)

At this point a mention of  few of the now-classic theorists on deviant or other sub-
cultures that I academically grew up with are needed which I assume require no fur-
ther discussion such as Robert K. Merton, Louis Wirth, Erving Goffman, Richard Clo-
ward and Lloyd Ohlin, Howard S. Becker, David Matza, and Edwin Sutherland.

Now we shall move on to my explorations of the symbolic attributes of subcultures. 
In the discipline of sociology, structuralism continues to be thoroughly embedded; 
even its current post-variants as valiant attempts have been made to make THE hi-
erarchy more diverse, rather than to destroy it. I have discussed this in many places, 
as to why and how the disciplinary hierarchy persists, despite pronouncement of its 
imminent demise. Although in the past, I was committed to structuralist social science 
practices, today I am primarily engaged in ethnography of one sort or another and am 
happy to be an “Urban Culturalist,” defined by Michael Ian Borer as those “…who study 
the symbolic relationship between people and places and how people invest those 
places with meaning and value in order to make sense of their world.” (Borer 2006 p. 
180) In this perspective Borer notes six areas of exploration: (1) Images and representa-
tions of the city; (2) Urban community and civic culture; (3) Place-based myths, narra-
tives and collective memories; (4) Sentiment and meaning of and for places; (5) Urban 
identities and lifestyles; (6) Interaction places and practices. (ibid.) 

Although I should have remembered, the importance of Florian Znaniecki’s contri-
bution cultural sociology, it was only recently brought back to my attention by Guent-
er Lueschen. (2007)  For Znaniecki, culture was centrally important in organizing hu-
man affairs, but not to the exclusion of structural forces. Although I was familiar with 
The Polish Peasant in Europe and America, written with W.I. Thomas, I must agree, as 
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did Lueschen, with Piotr Sztompka’s conclusion that Znaniecki’s “most lasting heritage 
for sociology…(is in) …his philosophy of the social sciences” (1986) continuing that 
“It was not The Polish Peasant that made a major contribution to sociology. Rather it 
is his continuous concern over methodology, and his understanding of sociology as 
culture throughout his work and in his Cultural Reality (1919), The Method of Sociology 
(1934) and Cultural Sciences (1952).” (Sztompka in Lueschen 2007: 209-10) Additionally, 
Znaniecki contributed greatly to the development of the method of analytic induction, 
for the sociological study of culture, a method which I learned from my undergraduate 
mentor Alfred Lindesmith. (Krase 2018a) 

The broadest framework for my approach would be called Symbolic Interactionism 
which was birthed by George Herbert Mead and Charles Horton Cooley, connected 
to the Pragmatism of John Dewey and furthered by Herbert Blumer.  Since Symbolic 
Interactionists, like myself, argue that society is constructed of signs and symbols, the 
exploration of the attributes and symbols of subcultures is what we do for a living. 
Symbolic Interactionism is an important part of a nexus of related phenomenological, 
ethnomethodological, social constructionist and communication theories. By combin-
ing these approaches, we argue that people act on things based on their interpretation 
of the meanings of those things, which are communicated to them via a wide variety 
of natural and conventional signs, and symbols. Of most interest to us are convention-
al signs that derive their meaning from social consensus. I must admit that I tend to 
oversimplify almost everything. For example, as to the linguistic structural semiotics of 
Ferdinand de Saussure, the  “Signifier” is the form of the sign, and the “signified” is the 
concept, or what it represents. Saussure, as many other formal semioticians, stressed 
words/language, whereas I stress visual signs (which might include words/language 
and are also “spoken” of/about).  Others who are important in my vaguely visual se-
miotic work are Jean Baudrillard, Pierre Bourdieu, Michel De Certeau, Clifford Geertz, 
Henri Lefebvre, Kevin Lynch and Anselm Strauss. 

While attention on the part of scholars and artists to the extraordinary has the great-
est payoff, I remain committed to the social semiotic study of the ordinary, everyday, 
quotidian life which becomes more or less interesting to scholars depending on who 
or what is being studied. In general,  I am concerned with social practices that are spe-
cific to various cultures and communities and finding the meanings of these practices 
for both insiders and outsiders.  (Lemke 2010, Bezemer and Jewitt 2009, Bruce, et al 
2015) 

As noted by Lyn Lofland, visual studies of urban life are enhanced by symbolic by 
demonstrating how people communicate through the built environment; for exam-
ple, by seeing settlements as symbols. (2003: 938–939) She also argued that “the city, 
because of its size, is the locus of a peculiar social situation; the people found within its 
boundaries at any given moment know nothing personally about the vast majority of 
others with whom they share this space.” Adding that “city life was made possible by an 
‘ordering’ of the urban populace in terms of appearance and spatial location such that 
those within the city could know a great deal about one another by simply looking.” 
(1985: 22).

While much of my thick descriptions are plainly visual, as represented by still photo-
graphs, that I often take while walking through interesting spaces and places. (Krase 
2014, 2015)  I also dabble in a plethora of other ethnographies, such as digital ethnog-
raphy. (Krase 2018b) I define the data of “visual culture” as the visible expressions of 
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social norms and values. Of course, there are other sensual aspects of social structures 
and cultures that can be recorded by other methods such as “sense walking,” in which 
all five senses are assessed. (Bruce, et al, 2015) Most of my visual work has especially 
focused on vernacular landscapes as expressions of ethnic, racial/ist, religious, class, 
gender, life styles, and other (sub)cultures; including the tagging graffiti of local youth 
gangs. (Krase 2020) 

For John B. Jackson, the “…Vernacular Landscape lies underneath, below the sym-
bols of permanent power expressed in the ‘Political Landscape.’ It is flexible without 
overall plan and contains spaces that are organized and used in their traditional way. 
Much of it is ‘countrified’; home made using local techniques, local materials, with the 
local environment in mind. Here I take the term ‘countrified’ ageographically as even 
in the urbanized of places, vernacular landscapes are part of the life of communities 
which are governed by custom and held together by personal relationship.” They “… 
cannot be comprehended unless we perceive it as an organization of space; unless 
we ask ourselves who owns the spaces, how they were created and how they change” 
(1984: 6, See also: Krase, et al 2020).

We can argue that the expressions of (sub)cultures, and our responses to them 
based on our interpretations of them, create our social realities.  However, capturing 
the appearance of the symbol or sign by any method of data collection doesn’t mean 
you know that you will correctly interpret it. 

In this regard I often quote from my Seeing Cities Change: Local Culture and Class: 
When we pass through urban spaces such as a residential neighborhood we haven’t vis-

ited before, we are like tourists using our eyes to decipher the clues and cues that loudly 
and quietly surround us. We might ask ourselves, Is this a safe or a dangerous place? Am I 
welcome here or should I leave before it is too late? What kind of neighborhood is it? Are 
the people who live here rich or poor? What is their race, ethnicity, or religion and how (or 
why) does it matter? Some things are easy to tell on a street, such as whether there are 
things for sale. Legitimate merchants make it obvious that they are seeking customers with 
signs that compete for attention, but for the sale of illicit goods, the signs vendors give off 
are subtler. Yet it seems that for the knowledgeable customer they are in plain view. This 
reading of the “street signs,” so to speak, is not merely an aesthetic exercise. What we see 
makes a difference in how we respond to the places and the people we encounter in our 
increasingly complex and changing urban surroundings. (2017 p. 1. )

Metaphorical Seeing
Our experience with “seeing” is not always pictural; much seeing is metaphorical, 

as in “I see.”, even when you don’t. I once was on a doctoral dissertation committee of 
a bright young man who was the product of a culturally mixed Afro-Caribbean and 
Afro-American marriage. He was studying the competitive political relations between 
the two groups in a contested multiethnic Brooklyn neighborhood. I explained that 
since his committee members, like myself, were products of cultures of Little or No 
Color, he would have to translate his ethnographic narrative in order for us to under-
stand it; and in the process ironically reminding him of Max Weber’s claim that the 
discipline of sociology relies on the verstehen method. Also, current sociological prac-
tice assumes that as to sociological understanding structural-quantitative data can ef-
ficiently substitute for deep-diving field work; which it can’t. The demography of the 
neighborhood was the same for anyone who looked at it, but that provided little un-
derstanding of the complex social relations between the two groups. In addition, in 
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order to put yourself in the place of the other, you must learn, at least minimally,  the 
culture.

Creating Meaning
During our panel discussion, Ross Haenfler spoke of seeing the frightening spread 

of neo-Nazi and Skinhead subcultures in Germany whose Anti-Semitism, Islamopho-
bia, and generally anti-immigrant super nationalism was expressed in visual symbols 
such as swastikas and other Nazi  symbols. However,  such conventional signs, mean 
different things to different people as they themselves convey nothing. In this case; 
swastikas to neo-Nazis as opposed to Jews. 

This reminded me of the impossibility of adequately conveying the enormous sor-
row of the signs and symbols of the six million Jews who comprised the greatest num-
ber of innocent victims of the Nazi extermination machine. In my column Traces, I re-
lated my visit to Auschwitz (Oswiecim) with two of daughters during which I decided 
NOT to photograph, as I felt I would be creating additional signs and therefore adding 
to the crime. 

Figure 1. Shoes! Credit: Jerry Krase
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… during the same World War II in Europe the Allies said they didn’t bomb near the Ger-
man concentration camps because of the problem of potential “ancillary” damage, which 
incidentally made it possible for me and two of my daughters to experience a “perfectly 
preserved” Auschwitz when they came to visit me in Poland last Spring. I waited for Kristin 
and Karen to get to Krakow because I was afraid to go alone. We went to pay respects to the 
families of too many of our friends who lost a piece of themselves in the Holocaust.

My connection to the Holocaust is Growing up Gentile in Brooklyn and I remember 
things like when I was very little asking my mother to explain “it” after coming across pho-
tographs of concentration camp victims in a magazine, and as a teenager delivering or-
ders to people with blue tattoos on their wrists or forearms. In Brooklyn you can’t avoid “it” 
and “its” repercussions; like Max and Helen, survivors of Buchenwald, who owned a coffee 
shop I used to frequent who always kvelled over my children when I brought them in with 
me to share my “Breakfast Special”. 

Well, the point is that when we got to Auschwitz and passed through the Arbeit 
Macht Frei portal I tried to find something small enough to comprehend. A one-piece-
at-a-time-kind-of-thing that could be slowly added up to millions allowing me to re-
member without being totally overwhelmed by grief and shame for being a member 
of the human race. 

I found “it” in a mound of shoes behind the glass of an exhibit of the “personal ef-
fects” taken from people before they were gassed and their bodies incinerated. I took 
out my memo pad and quickly drew a picture of one shoe which caught my eye. It 
was tiny; a young girl’s red and white leather open-toed shoe with a slightly elevated 
wedged heel. It was the kind of shoe my wife and I might have bought for our daugh-
ters to wear for their high school graduation and about which they would complain 
as not being “in style”. I imagined that this barefoot child and her mother spent their 
last moments together in the same room that later I also entered- and then walked out 
of- with my own children. Shoes! (“Remembrance of Jews past, but never lost,” Traces

http://bloggers.iitaly.org/bloggers/6498/remembrance-jews-past-never-lost)

Discovering Meaning
Here is another example of interpreting symbols and subcultures which comes from 

one of my photography excursions in Berlin through the Kreuzberg neighborhood. 
Drawing upon Jakobson, Timothy Shortell and I note that the visual markers of collec-
tive identity commonly found in urban neighborhoods represent two different types 
of signs. Expressive signs are intentional enactments of some aspect of a person’s iden-
tity for the purpose of signaling that identity to others whether they share it or not, 
such as national flags. In contrast, phatic signs of collective identity are produced in 
everyday activities of the community. Religious dress, for example, is a phatic sign be-
cause it is meant to enact the shared culture of the community. Although these phatic 
signs signal collective identity to members of both the in- and out-groups the pro-
duction of phatic signs is not primarily about advertising identity. The main difference 
between expressive and phatic signs thus is similar to the distinction Erving Goffman 
makes in contrasting “the expression that he gives, and the expression he gives off.” 
The former is intentional communication while the latter involves the interpretations 
observers make. (Krase and Shortell 2017, p. 25)
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Figure 2. Saladin Kurdish Mosque, Kreuzberg, Berlin. 2008.,Photo Credit: Jerry Krase.

The route to Kottbusser Tor on foot passes through ethnically mixed areas. At its start, 
few stores cater especially to Turks, and Turkish-language store signs are not dominant. Fe-
male clothing, however, is an important phatic indicator of Islam that contrasts especially 
to the style of dress for young Berliners, and the clothing stores along the route feature 
headscarves and long dresses displayed on modest mannequins. In addition, Turkish and 
other Muslim pedestrians remain segregated by gender if they are in groups on the streets. 

Unlike the many Doner Kebap shops decorated in red and white and sporting Turkish 
flags, other phatic sign of Turkishness are unobtrusive such as the higher number of satel-
lite dishes to receive television broadcasts from home outside apartment windows closer 
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to the center of Kreuzberg. A much more cryptic, but expressive, sign above the doorway of 
a building adjacent to the Fleischerei Kasap Ziya contains the three faded, hand-written 
words: “HEREKETA ISLAMIYA KURDISTAN,” which is the Kurdish Islamic Movement in south-
ern Turkey. On the second floor of the same building, near a satellite dish, are displayed, 
“MIZGEFTA SELAHADDINE EYYUBI” and a drawing of a large domed mosque with two min-
arets, the sign for the Selahadine Eyyubi Mosque named for the general of Kurdish origin 
better known as Saladin. In Germany, small places of Islamic worship typically have been 
tucked away in immigrant areas. Similarly, the Maschari Islamic Center, one of Germany’s 
largest mosques opened in Kreuzberg in 2010, was designed to be indistinguishable from 
modern office buildings at street level. Nevertheless, many native Germans not only see 
these phatic religious signs of collective identity as expressive, but also occasionally impute 
nefarious motives to them. (Krase and Shortell, 2017: 29-30)

Branding Meaning

Figure 3. Latino Refrigerator, Brooklyn, New York 2021. Photo Credit: Jerry Krase
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Many residents lost their jobs or had substantially decreased incomes during the var-
ied lockdowns because of the Covid 19 Pandemic in Brooklyn, New York. In response, 
a large number community organizations responded by running food banks for the 
impoverished. A related response to local food emergencies was the placement of re-
frigerators, that were occasionally replenished with perishable items, where people in 
need could take food. Some of the refrigerators, had signs attesting to the sponsoring 
organization. This one, was decorated in such a way to also symbolize the ethnic com-
position of the neighborhood.
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Research approach to subculture studies 
Dr. Oleg Maltsev

There is a plurality of views and interpretations regarding such a notion as a ‘sub-
culture’ in the academic community. Sociologists, historians, psychologists, anthro-
pologists, and philosophers have studied subcultures as have marketing specialists 
and business consultants too, due to the position of subcultures in the 21st century 
becoming more diffusive and widespread. This thesis report reviewed the key meth-
odological recommendations developed by Dr. Oleg Maltsev tested in the long-term 
expeditionary research by the Expeditionary Corps, the Memory Institute’s scientific 
department.   To distinguish how a subculture differs from other notions and forma-
tions (for instance, from a religious movement), the author devised ten parameters for 
studying subcultures. The parameters set serves to verify reasonable conclusions, such 
as whether the phenomenon analyzed corresponds to a subculture category through 
prototypological, comparative, historical, and descriptive analysis and other empirical 
research methods. Every object, variety, and type holds a characteristic and intrinsic 
system of differentiating attributes. For the first time, this system of criteria inherent 
to subcultures was discerned and represented as a methodological research framing. 
Therefore, by which standards is it possible to determine and identify a ‘subculture’ 
from other formations?

Parameter #1. Idea.
Every subculture keeps an idea. Moreover, it is always manifested in an entirely 

straightforward formulation. Even if there is an idea at the initial stage of the subcul-
ture’s formation, but the form of its manifestation does not yet exist, the subculture’s 
members will encapsulate the idea themselves in the simplest form. The formulation 
of such a statement usually requires less than 60 seconds.

To consider an example of introducing an idea to a subculture, consider the film 
Point Break (2015), directed by Ericson Core. The posters and the trailer’s tagline al-
ready indicate a notion or slogan for the film: ‘Find your breaking point.’ The idea is 
explained initially: a legendary Japanese extremist Ono Ozaki challenged the world 
of extreme sports to complete eight inhumane tests. Whoever passes the eight tests 
achieves nirvana. The idea is obvious: to achieve nirvana. Everything beyond that is a 
cinematic entourage. In any subculture, the idea is vividly manifested, and it is clear to 
everyone. The idea is direct and short, often one single sentence.

The idea is the first distinction between subcultures and other phenomena. If we 
consider the hippies’ idea, in the ‘60s and ‘70s in the U.S., even a ten-year-old schoolboy 
probably knew the message: “Make love, not war!” The idea is also expressed in various 
songs: “All You Need Is Love!” by The Beatles; “Give Peace A Chance” by John Lennon. 
‘Love is greater than war, pacifism, freedom of sex, and in general, freedom is the great-
est jewel,’ the hippie case features that the first pointer to distinguish a subculture is 
a definite idea. The concept in any subculture is always explicit. Often in a sentence, 
story, or legend.
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Parameter #2. The subculture has no priests.
There are no priests in a subculture, yet subcultures share a hierarchy and a hierar-

chy of authority. There are no ‘specially educated’ interpreters, teachers, or commen-
tators; no independent caste. Generally speaking, no one in a subculture sets out to 
‘judge and teach’ anyone; on the contrary, nobody explains or imposes things. In the 
subculture, practically nobody is concerned about how the subculture’s central idea 
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should be pursued (each representative has their understanding, perception, and vi-
sion). In particular, if someone is convinced that a ‘biker’ rides a bike exclusively on the 
front wheel, he is right to feel that way.

People become part of a subculture for a reason, not for being sinful or lacking sus-
tenance in life. Instead, people stay in a subculture simply because, first, they are con-
vinced in certain concepts, and secondly, they prefer being in a group of like-minded 
people. Therefore, a biker can mount his motorcycle and drive away from wherever he 
pleases at any point in time.

In the subculture, people, in fact, simply choose not to care. The person is respon-
sible for him/herself. There are some opinions that ‘have weight’ such as those of the 
subculture’s authorities. Their opinions distinguish authoritative standpoints. Howev-
er, the main criteria for ‘an opinion’ in a subculture is the appropriateness and value of 
its meaning for all people in a subculture. If one’s views are useful, they will be listened 
to, and if not, others may criticize them. There are practically no cases when someone 
advises something with no further consequences, for example, “Pray and everything 
will be fine!”

The core of the principle is that a viewpoint that benefits the subculture’s partici-
pants renders the author of such an opinion an authority figure. If one’s actions are 
beneficial to everyone, he also gains authority. And if there is no use, he is just the 
same as everyone else, and no attention is paid to such an individual. Since an idea 
unites people in a subculture, the idea is the axis of the group, people are gathered 
and joined by this idea. They all strive for something since the concept requires a way 
for its implementation. Opinions, conjectures, and perceptions that float around in the 
subculture relate to implementing the main idea in the best way possible.

In Point Break, there is the line, in a critical scene, ‘Maybe I’m striving for something!’ 
Agent Johnny Utah even declared that he was striving for Ozaki’s eight to complete 
the eight extreme trials of Ono Ozaki. The response he received was, ‘It’s a legend, a 
myth...’ A dialogue between the characters ensues; the crux is the exchanging of the in-
dividuals’ viewpoints within the same subculture. However, notice that a specific eight 
steps or challenges are a myth, an invisible idea. Yet, the belief in passing the eight 
tests and how to achieve that (staying alive is essential) originates from the already 
known practices. Any subculture progresses from practice to theorizing. Those who 
have accomplished something, who have achieved the remarkable, speak and rea-
son in the subculture. Others, even if they speak out, are rarely consulted.

For example, if a biker has toured the entire world on a motorcycle, made a round-
the-world trip - it is incredibly intriguing to know the characteristics, who he has met, 
what mentality people have, etc. Moreover, that biker faced some other issues, either 
bad roads or uncooperative customs officers. Hence, the halfway conclusion is that the 
drive or movement is aligned from practice to theory in the subculture. The theory is 
only experienced, traversed, something that may be useful later—there is no theory 
without practice.

Parameter #3. No selection.
One of the most distinct and explicit indicators that allow separating a subculture 

from another is the  absence of selection. Subcultures are neither “recruited” nor 
“elected.” A person on his own without advisors determines what kind of subculture 
to be committed to. He chooses who he is: a non-formal, a skater, a Tolkien follower, a 
hippie, or somebody else.
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Neither do distances, national boundaries, or even acquaintances matter. Diverse 
people might belong to the same subculture. Metallists, emos, bikers - they live both 
in New York and Kyiv, they live and do not even know each other, but they do not cease 
to be united around one central idea.

Parameter #4. Places.
A subculture is more characteristic of places than of buildings. For example, bikers 

have ‘bike houses,’ vogue dancers prefer ‘houses,’ and role-players can go from studios 
to conventions. It is about a “house,” not a temple. Temples are not inherent in sub-
cultures at all. How do people explain what a “biker’s house” is? It is some hotel, some 
room or an area, a house where one can sit at a table, barbecue, sleep, unpack the bike, 
etc. People meet to share common ideas and pursue some simple activities in such 
places while having nothing to do with spiritual miracles. A biker’s house is like a sec-
ond home; one can draw an analogy with the notion of headquarters. Great temples 
or mystical sanctuaries that keep their doors open once every hundred years is not a 
subculture issue. Subcultures are characterized by specific places but not by temples, 
and this is another distinguishing characteristic.

Parameter No. 5 Symbolism and attributes.
One way or another, all subcultures, with no exception, feature some symbol. Sym-

bolism in the subculture is the most plentiful subject. Let’s consider tattoos as an ex-
ample. Members of subcultures often choose symbols according to the principle, “I 
like it; it looks cool!” In particular, the Celts’ extensive symbolic heritage, from the an-
thropomorphic bird, snake, and tree ornaments to cross-stitched axes, is now favored 
as a tattoo by members of a wide variety of subcultures, from pacifists to ravers, from 
bikers to Satanists. There is simply no control over what and how a subculture shapes 
its own identity.

There is no point in analyzing the symbolic component expressed in the appearance 
and entourage of a person, to look for a secret, relatable meaning. In the wilderness 
of the analysis, one can get lost in unraveling the tangle, such as prison tattoos mixed 
up with Indian or Malaysian symbols. There is no logic in this combination from one’s 
subjective perspective; it is simply absurd. But from the standpoint of a subculture 
member, it is about a specific story with individually logical elements.

Subculture members may select symbols from entirely different cultures and eras. 
The Norman wolf can rest on the same biker’s right shoulder and the Central African 
tiger on the left shoulder. Each subculture representative shares his image or idea, 
which he strives to embody. The associated symbolism and attributes are his manifes-
tation. The logic of the subculture, therefore, substantiates its central idea. The 
attributes and symbols, which can be divided into two categories, reflect this idea and 
justification:

1) general distinctive symbols.
2) personal symbols and attributes.
For instance, suppose there is a motorcycle club—a subculture carries an idea, at-

tributes, and even an emblem of the club; members wear them as patches on their 
jackets. Attributes given as an example are all standard, allowing Bike club ‘A’ to be dis-
tinguished from Bike club ‘B.’ However, bikers of the same club express the subculture’s 
ideas in their particular way through their attributes, which are unique to them (from 
bracelets up to tattoos).
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Each of these people has common must-have attributes, which visually confirms 
their affiliation with the subculture; on the other hand, each representative possesses 
their own attributes, expressing a particular idea from their perspective.

Parameter #6. Trend references or movements
Individual internal strands or trends characterize subculture; it is a common and ac-

ceptable practice, unlike in religion. If there were any separate ‘trend’ tendencies in 
religion, they would be instantly labeled ‘heresy.’

In a subculture, even 30 movements may coexist simultaneously; subculture mem-
bers are solely responsible for their own beliefs.

How do ‘trend strands’ arise or emerge within a subculture?
Consider a group of individuals in a subculture.
Suppose there is an authority among them who shares an idea about the subcul-

ture’s central message. Some individuals support this idea and find it helpful and prac-
tical.

However, in the same fashion, a second opinion is offered by a different authority 
figure in another group.

Both groups of persons, and both authorities, are part of the same subculture. How-
ever, the orientation of the authoritative opinions regarding the pursuit and fulfillment 
of the central idea is entirely different, which defines the shaping of other ‘blocks.’ With-
in the same subculture, there can be an infinite number of such blocks.

Parameter #7. Ninety-two percent of subcultures come from a synthesis. The 
blend of ideas and concepts is inherent in the formation and self-determination phase 
of a subculture.

Consider the following example: let’s assume a confident person is fascinated by 
Carlos Castaneda’s ideas. Having read ‘Tales of Power’ or ‘Journey to Ixtlan’ (in gener-
al, not even all of Castaneda’s books, but something selective), this person is inspired 
by ‘fresh’ ideas. At the same time, he enjoys riding a motorcycle no less than Don 
Juan’s teachings. In his mind, the motorcycle and the ideas of Carlos Castaneda merge 
perfectly, transforming from two halves into a whole: a ‘free biker making a trip to 
the Gorge of Power’ - so the synthesis is triggered. Such a person is bound to meet 
like-minded people whose ‘life credo’ is to fly on a motorcycle into the abyss, turning 
into a raven and acting as a traveler in between worlds.

The subculture is shaped by the synthesis of several merged concepts. However, 
there are also 8% of subcultures that are not products of synthesis. For instance, a 
unique idea as a separate ‘seed’ (analogy) is ‘transplanted’ into new soil (like hang-glid-
ing) without any changes, that is, this idea is not synthesized. Usually, it all begins with 
the quest for a sense of life, and once the real meaning is discovered, this generates a 
metamorphosis in one’s lifestyle.

Parameter #8. The idea of death.
One’ s perspective on death determines one’s expectation of life. Most subcultures 

conceptualize the idea of death as reincarnation. Some reincarnate into birds and then 
again as human beings; others emerge from samsara as a new person; others break 
into the mysteries of reincarnation. Usually, there is a circle of reincarnation consisting 
of three blocks. Again, consider the example of the hippies. The hippies claimed they 
could even choose their parents, relying on the ideas of ‘Bardo Thedol’, (The Book of 
the Dead). So the question of “when will they die” no longer matters because you will 
soon return to life once you die. That is why many hippies were no strangers to drugs, 
promiscuity, and careless idleness. Although quite a few hippie subculture members 
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died of overdoses or venereal diseases in the 1960s and 70s, this has not killed or made 
the hippie idea obsolete. Whatever happened, there would have been no war! The 
idea that a man could control his death was central to the hippie subculture. Hippies, 
of course, are indeed just an example to analyze. The concept of death in every subcul-
ture is conceptualized in one way or another.

Parameter #9. The correlation principle of concepts such as “edges” and “pump.”
This explanation starts with a verifiable observation. Being able to stay in a subcul-

ture’s environment, approaches and ways to implement its central idea requires mon-
ey. Are you a biker? You cannot go far on enthusiasm alone. Do you like parachuting? 
Parachuting requires funds too. At the very least, fuel for a plane or helicopter also 
requires financial resources. Another parameter that makes subculture different from 
religion is the necessity for financial resources to continue the activities and ideas held 
dear. If there are “rules” within a subculture, they can be altered and even violated. 
Members of various subcultures devise and invent new channels or ‘loopholes,’ includ-
ing ones that contradict the general provisions of ethics and morality, even the strict 
law. For instance, members of particular subcultures frequently commit crimes: they 
get involved in the criminal business, sell drugs and weapons. Money laundering may 
take place through growing cannabis and selling illegal goods, and so forth. One could 
compare that ‘extractive’ function within the subculture to a ‘pump’ that continually 
demands money, often easy money. For some, there is no way to make easy money 
other than through various unconventional methods in a law-abiding society. There-
fore, a lot of people in subcultures make money ‘somehow’ differently. The financial 
structures of subcultures are often the most secret.

Usually, there are no ethical-moral-value restrictions like religious dogmas such as 
“do not kill, do not steal, and do not commit adultery” in subcultures. Conversely, there 
is the reasoning that it is ‘possible’ or ‘allowed’ to cross the law. The subculture often 
relies on many excuses as to why it is acceptable to violate social and legal norms. Nev-
ertheless, people are frequently willing to accept these extremes.

Such predisposition in the presence of pre-justification and loopholes of the ex-
tractive function is referred to as ‘edges,’: the extremes to which the followers of subcul-
tures are committed to supplying the pumping function; ‘pumping’ necessary resourc-
es through secret financial configuration. An excellent example of the fulfillment of 
the “edge-pump” is an American action film “Cutaway” (2000) directed by Guy Manos.

In conclusion, it should be noted: no other institution in the world has a scope of 
excuses that would equal to that of a subculture. A whole system of excuses is gener-
ated in the subculture as to why the “extreme edges” are acceptable and essential; the 
reason for this, or the entire justification was mentioned previously, is an easy money 
issue. It is no secret that many hippies sold drugs; there is no way they would work for 
a “rotten government.” Rob and commit violence? No way. That left the only possibility 
for hippies: to sell dope.

Naturally, other subcultures will have different scenarios: some sell motorcycles, 
others compose music. However, these “secular” and socially acceptable activities are 
not always sufficient for most people.

Parameter #10. The model.
The final parameter in the exhaustive list of attributes is the subculture model, which 

allows for differentiating a subculture from any formation in all cases. Any subculture, 
no matter when it has originated, invariably could be compared to a tree.
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The subculture model is a ‘tree’ with roots, trunk, branches, etc. The “tree” grows with 
its crown downward: its roots are at the top, and the leaves are at the bottom. This in-
verted tree model reflects the structure’s integrity and the reasons for developing the 
‘subculture’ in the best way.
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According to the model of the ‘subculture phenomenon’ and its structure, it might 
be concluded, that the crown of the tree represents the subculture; the roots are its 
origins; a ‘trunk’ connects the subculture and its origins. By analogy, people are the 
‘trunk’ that holds together the subculture and its roots.

Once again, coming back to the plot of Point Break. The roots of the subculture 
known from Ono Ozaki ‘grow’ from Zen Buddhism. “Extremist” Ozaki is already outside 
the subculture since he no longer lives. He is the ‘trunk’ that bridges the subculture and 
its source, whereas the subculture is about people trying to accomplish Ozaki’s Eight 
Trials.

Like an apple in the shadows, in the subculture tree’s crown lurks a specific radical 
link headed by Bodhi. Because of him, Ozaki’s ideas have been taken to an extreme and 
radical level. However, this revolutionary part does not relate only to intense sports 
subculture; as any subculture is arranged in this way.

The tree model allows for exploring a subculture, uncovering its origins, observing 
those unrevealed characteristics and singularities of its origins, which even the sub-
culture’s representatives themselves do not always recognize. The tree also has several 
roots, since more often than not, in 92% of cases, synthesis as a method of subculture 
formation is what the researcher is dealing with. The core of the subculture represents 
people who:

A) have accomplished the synthesis of ideas and life-worthy meanings in a life-time 
and

B) managed to convey this practice to others. Usually, such authorities within the 
subculture remain as heroes, legends, and fine examples.

Considering approaches to subculture as a global category, ten parameters that 
distinguish a subculture from any other phenomenon have been identified. Starting 
from the central idea, which is the core, one may research the system’s fundamental 
mechanism, manifested as an inverted tree model. Its roots are the origins of the sub-
culture, trunk - people, authorities, and heroes who have synthesized or introduced 
the subculture ideas. The crown is a subculture ultimately shaped in its completeness, 
dynamic, and diverse, both explicitly and implicitly.

Ph.D. Oleg Maltsev
European Academy of Sciences 

of Ukraine, The Memory Institute
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In the 1990s and 2000s, the term subculture came 
to be used in a much wider sense to describe any group 
of people who orient to norms of behavior, values, beliefs, 
consumption patterns, and lifestyle choices that differ to 
varying degrees from those of the dominant, mainstream 
culture. 

Encyclopedia of language & linguistics
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Reflections on Researching and Living in Subcultures
Dr. Douglas Kellner 

In response to the first question of the “Problems of choosing a research path 
in studying a subculture,” I would suggest that one way to study subcultures is to 
choose a subculture that one is familiar with and participates in, as is the case with the 
first book on subculture that I many years ago engaged, which is Dick Hebdige’s 1979 
book Subculture: The Meaning of Style. Hebdige participated in youth and punk sub-
cultures in Britain in the 1970s and wrote his books from his own experience. Hebdige 
argued that a subculture is a form of opposition to the dominant culture and thus is a 
form of subversion and resistance to mainstream culture. Accordingly, for Heb-
dige, subcultures were perceived as negative by the dominant society because of their 
criticism and opposition to the hegemonic culture, society, and way of life.

Moreover, Hebdige argued that subcultures bring together like-minded individuals 
who feel oppressed by societal standards and allow them to develop a sense of identi-
ty, often based on style, as in punk subculture which was defined by its rebellious mu-
sic and style that featured long-spiky hair, rings through facial orifices, and anti-middle 
class fashion clothes and behavior. Subcultures bind individuals together in shared 
identities, in which they can distinguish themselves from mainstream culture.

Further, Hebdige’s work on subculture should be read and interpreted in the con-
text of the work of the Birmingham CCCS (Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies) 
which initially focused its research agenda on youth culture, and then media culture, 
later developing British Cultural Studies (Kellner   2020). Members of this group, 
like Stuart Hall, Tony Jefferson, Angela Robbie, Paul Gilroy, and others affiliated with 
the Birmingham CCCS, argued that subcultures involve forms of resistance to the dom-
inant culture. In their collective study, Resistance Through Rituals: Youth Subcultures in 
Post-War Britain (Hall et al 1993), society is seen as being divided into matrixes 
of class, race, gender, and other forms of power. From their perspective, 
differing social classes like the working class and the dominant middle and 
upper classes, all have their own class culture, with middle-class culture being 
dominant. Different subcultures resist dominant British culture through a bri-
cologe of different cultural industry goods, fashion, and style to communicate and ex-
press their own identity and group affiliation, as different subcultures of mods, rockers, 
hippies, and punks emerged in UK subcultures in the 1960s and 1970s (Hall et al 1993).

Subcultures weaken identity with dominant classes and provide new forms of col-
lective identification expressing symbolic resistance against the mainstream culture 
and developing rebellious countercultural identities. For Hebdige, subcultural identi-
ties and resistance are expressed through the development of a distinctive style which 
uses cultural industry goods such as fashion, hair styles, music, and societal behavior 
to communicate and express one’s opposition to mainstream culture. Yet the cultural 
industry is often capable of re-absorbing the components of such a style, transform-
ing them into consumer goods and fashion. At the same time, the mass media, while 
they participate in building subcultures by broadcasting and circulating their images, 
also weaken them by depriving them of their subversive content by normalizing them, 
or by spreading a stigmatized image of subcultures, such as associating punk culture 
with drugs and violence.
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While Hebdige and the researchers at the CCCS studied youth cultures in which 
they were part, immersing themselves in subcultural experience, and writing from 
the standpoint of being part of a subculture, earlier schools of sociology tended to 
study subcultures from outside, as in the Chicago School 1940s studies of deviance 
and delinquency. Robert E. Park and his associates developed Social Disorganization 
Theory, claiming members of subcultures that deviated from society’s norms lacked 
proper socialization into the mainstream culture and adopted alternative  axiolog-
ical  and normative models which were labeled as forms of deviancy and 
delinquency. Park, Ernest Burgess and Louis Wirth noted that there were social 
enclaves and spaces where deviant groups concentrated, often outside the 
boundaries of conventional society and culture. Howard Becker added that 
they were seen by the dominant society as outsiders and were thus subject to 
deviant labelling (for an overview of the Chicago School see Bulmer 1984 and Kurtz 
1984).

Hence, the earlier Chicago school used generally negative concepts to describe 
subcultures as deviant outsiders to the dominant society, while British cultural studies 
tended toward positive valorizations of resistance and subversion of the dominant so-
ciety which were part of the cultural and political revolutions of the 1960s subcultures.

As subcultural study developed, different schools came up with different approach-
es. Bourdieusian sociology studied subcultures in terms of “distinction” and the “cultur-
al capital” that one received from being in a subculture different from the mainstream 
(Bourdieu 1984). Fine (et al 1979) used social interactionist approaches, while other 
researchers use Bruno Latour’s (2005) “Action Network Theory” (ANT), or Michel Maffe-
soli’s (1996) studies of subcultures as tribes, an approach taken up in the Trump era to 
describe powerful divisions within U.S. society.

Hence, while one can distinguish between subculture research that takes place inside 
or outside the subculture, i.e. from an internal-participatory standpoint, or as an outsid-
er observer trying to objectively describe and interpret subculture, there are now many 
approaches to subcultural study, so researchers in the 21st  century have a variety of 
approaches at their disposal. Likewise, normative valorization of subcultures 
range from celebrating the subversive-oppositional nature of subcultures of 
resistance (Hebdige et al), or the distinctive laudatory features of some subcultures with 
a high degree of cultural capital (Bourdieu), to derogatory depictions of subcultures of 
crime, delinquency, and lawlessness. Further, there are multiple approaches to thematiz-
ing subcultures, ranging from studies of dance or fashion subcultures to crime and drug 
subcultures. Some subculture research reinforces dominant societal norms whereas other 
subculture research valorizes groups that subvert or resist dominant cultural norms, thus 
subculture research is a contested field with multiple and complex political discourses and 
valuations.

Now if I was going to research a subculture that I was familiar with, it would proba-
bly be the 1960s anti-war, New Left, oppositional student culture that I participated in 
when I was a graduate student in Columbia University in New York. First, I wondered if 
the academic life I’ve participated in as a University Professor for the last 50 years, with 
about 25 years in the University of Texas at Austin and 25 years at UCLA, could be con-
sidered a subculture, but I concluded that it was rather a professional culture embed-
ded in mainstream culture since, as a culture, it was not subversive, or oppositional, as 
it served to educate students for mainstream American culture. No matter how critical 
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and oppositional our own personal opinions, politics, teaching, and writing were, still, 
we were part of an academic professional culture.

However, the 1960s New Left counterculture that I participated in perceived itself as, 
and was perceived in turn by the media and establishment, as a subversive and oppo-
sitional subculture, so this is the subculture I would research if that was my assignment 
and that indeed I will discuss in the next section.

Thus, in response to the second question concerning the “Plan of researching a 
subculture: from the idea to the completion of the research, from mythological 
and religious to scientific and philosophical worldviews,  I would follow Hebdige 
and British cultural studies and deploy an autobiographical or auto-ethnological per-
spective where the author participates in the subculture and describes one’s own 
experiences. I should note that this is just one method of studying subcultures that 
has been quite effective. There are other ethno-sociological studies of subcultures in 
which, like anthropologists, the researcher studies cultures foreign to himself or her-
self. In the hands of a genius like Margaret Mead, the great American anthropologist 
who I studied with at Columbia in the 1960s, this could create brilliant insights and 
capture features of the culture, that people living in the society had not perceived or 
articulated –- although Mead’s anthropological studies were questioned when later 
researchers interviewed some of her subjects who laughed and told the researcher 
that they were telling Mead stories and exaggerating certain practices. Hence, it is very 
hard for an outsider to comprehend and document subcultures, or in Mead’s anthro-
pological example, to objectively and accurately describe cultures that one is not part 
of — an anthropologist’s dilemma that is shared by some subcultural research (see the 
critique in Singer 1999).

Hence, in general, to study a subculture you need some immersion in the subculture 
if it is a subversive and oppositional one, since such a subculture will quite likely only 
be friendly and open to, and allow entry to, their own participants. Before beginning 
my discussion of the 1960s New Left subculture, I should note that not all subversive 
and oppositional subcultures are progressive, cool, or beneficial to society. There are 
also rightwing oppositional subcultures like the Ku Klux Klan, neo-Nazis, or groups 
that flourished under Trump and attacked and occupied the U.S. Capital like the Proud 
Boys, Oath Takers and other racist, anti-Semitic and thoroughly deplorable groups, so 
I do not want to romanticize subversive and oppositional subcultures tout court as 
transformative and emancipatory, though some may be.

The New Left 1960s anti-war and countercultural subculture that I participated in 
can be described as a group of individuals within U.S.  culture  who differentiated 
ourselves from the parent and mainstream culture in which we grew up in. 
An oppositional subculture such as 1960s radicalism developed its own norms 
and values, styles and behavior, regarding cultural, political and sexual matters. We 
opposed the militarist political culture of the country that at the time was taking our 
generation to Vietnam and Southeast Asia and making us fight wars that we wanted 
nothing to do with and that we thought did not serve U.S. interests, but were part of 
a Cold War competition with the Soviet bloc which we opposed – we were for peace 
and detente.

I was part of the SDS segment of the New Left subculture who identified as “Students 
for a Democratic Society” (SDS) and opposed both American capitalism and imperial-
ism and Russian communism and imperialism, instead supporting radical democracy 
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and a form of democratic socialism, like Bernie Sanders supports today in U.S. society. 
I had become a socialist a couple of years before and participated in socialist subcul-
tures when I spent a year at the University of Copenhagen in 1963-64 where I discov-
ered socialism at the foreign student club where my attempts to defend U.S. capitalism 
and democracy were soundly thrashed by students criticizing racism, inequalities, and 
imperialism in the US, a critique I soon came to embrace.

While in Copenhagen, a bad flu and free medicine and medical care taught me the 
rationality of socialized medicine; hearing that college education was free in Denmark 
convinced me that socialism was thoroughly rational and beneficial; and the Danish 
family I lived with was funded by a pension from the state for the working class fa-
ther and family. While the family would be categorized as lower-middle class by U.S. 
standards, they had a decent standard of living, a little garden house for weekends, 
and yearly vacations and constantly extolled to me the virtues of their socialist soci-
ety. I also learned the emancipatory possibilities of free love in Denmark the first time 
I asked out a Danish woman and after seeing Bergman’s  The Silence  and having a 
couple of beers, she explained she would like to sleep with me, but was tired 
and had to get up early for school classes, so I should come to her house the 
next day in the early evening. Since then I have been a partisan of socialism, 
liberation, free love and rational relations ever since then.

In fact, a popular characterization of the American counterculture was that it was 
defined by sex, drugs, and rock and roll, and I would not deny any of those dimen-
sions, although for my cohort in the subculture, it also involved being involved in the 
anti-war movement, the civil rights movement, and later the feminist movement, and 
gay and lesbian movements. There were, to be sure, both political and apolitical wings 
of the U.S. countercultural scene and while I was a graduate student in philosophy and 
a member of the New Left, my cohort also was immersed in the music culture, and sex, 
drugs, and rock and roll culture, although I and other also gravitated toward the folk 
music scene with Bob Dylan, Joan Baez, Pete Seeger, and others and thus espoused 
peace, love, and non-violence which put us against other segments of the New Left 
subculture such as the Weather Underground, which was formed at Columbia Univer-
sity out of sections of SDS and other groups which advocated armed struggle and a 
violent overthrow of the existing society.

In 1968, I was studying for my philosophy comprehensive exams at Columbia and 
teaching my first course, when a student uprising erupted, with SDS radicals occupy-
ing the President’s Office, while black radicals occupied another campus building. A 
series of protests during 1968 combined into a series of protests and then dramatic 
student occupations of key buildings at Columbia University. A student activist with 
the Students for a Democratic Society, Bob Feldman, discovered documents indicating 
Columbia’s institutional affiliation with the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) and it 
was also discovered that Columbia University professors were doing research for the 
CIA and aiding in the Vietnam war effort. There were on-going protests as well con-
cerning Columbia’s plan to take city park land bordering on Harlem and turning it into 
a gymnasium, in which the bottom half would be open to Harlem residents while the 
top half was reserved for students and members of Columbia (for an overview of the 
Columbia 1968 occupation with contributions from participants, see Cronin 2018).

On April 23, 1968, students attempted to enter the main administration building, 
Low Memorial Library, were rebuffed, marched to the Harlem gym site, where they 
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clashed with police, and then returned to the Columbia campus to occupy Hamilton 
Hall, which had both classrooms and the offices of the Columbia College Administra-
tion.

In the protests and occupation of Hamilton Hall, the SDS students were joined by 
members of the Student Afro Society (SAS) group. To the surprise of SDS and white 
students, the African American students in Hamilton told the white students to occupy 
another building since their agendas were different. After both groups deliberated, the 
SDS group and other white students decided to take over Low Library, which housed 
the President’s office, while the Black students occupied Hamilton Hall. Since the occu-
pation closely followed the assassination of Martin Luther King, which resulted in riots 
throughout the country, including New York, the administration was reluctant at first 
to use force to evict the students and a dramatic standoff and media circus followed.

Other student groups took over other campus buildings at Columbia in one of the 
first and most dramatic student insurrections of the era. The Grateful Dead came on 
campus to give us a free concert, and one day Stokley Carmichael, R. Rap Brown, El-
dridge Cleaver, and other Black radical leaders came on to campus us to tell us we 
needed to get serious and join with Blacks to carry out a real revolution, and not just a 
campus shutdown.

In retrospect, the Columbia occupation of the President’s office and other campus 
buildings anticipated the Occupy movement of 2011, and helped generate a wave 
of campus occupations in the decades to come, continuing into the present. As I was 
beginning teaching in Columbia College, I joined a group of professors, some from the 
Great Books program in which I was teaching, as well as some of my professors from 
the Philosophy Department, who began meeting and immediately decided to ring 
the occupied buildings to protect the occupiers from getting beat up by conservative 
groups of mostly jocks and frat guys who were themselves converging on the occu-
pied building threatening to physically remove the students within. At first, my faculty 
group confrontation with the right-wing students, who adopted the name “Majority 
Coalition,” was tense, with the short-haired conservative students declaiming that they 
wanted to “kill the long-haired pukes” who had taken over the campus. However, the 
faculty and liberal students who joined our ranks quickly convinced them that the rad-
ical students had the right to protest policies with which they disagreed, and perhaps 
the respect that conservative students had for faculty and authority led them to step 
down in their threats.

After a few days of drama and accelerating media attention, in the early morning 
hours of April 30, 1968 the New York Police Department (NYDP) violently crushed the 
demonstrations, using tear gas and then attacking both Hamilton Hall and the Low 
Library. Ironically, Hamilton Hall was cleared peacefully as the SAS students had as-
sembled lawyers and media observers, and a largely African American group of police 
officers peacefully led the African American students out of Hamilton Hall. The build-
ings occupied by white students however were cleared violently as hordes of police 
wielding clubs and threatening with guns, beat up scores of students and some faculty 
members who tried to stop the police assault with approximately 132 students treated 
for injuries while over 700 protesters were arrested.

The night of the raid, I was at home sleeping, as the faculty group I was participating 
in organized in 12 hour shifts to protect the students. As I approached the campus in 
the early dawn, I noticed commotion and roar of voices, hurried to the campus, and 
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encountered my Philosophy professor Sidney Morgenbesser with a bloodied head, 
holding white bandages to stop the blood flow. Sidney described how the police had 
stormed Low Library, how he and other professors attempted to stop the police, and 
how they proceeded to beat up and arrest students and faculty alike.

Classes were suspended for the spring semester at Columbia in 1968, and we were 
happy to receive A’s even though we didn’t have to write final papers; many of our pro-
fessors joined us in the demonstrations, so a closeness between students and profes-
sors, rare in U.S. academia at the time, emerged. Yet, one of my Professors, Paul Oskar 
Kristeller, said he was worried about the student demonstrations because he had seen 
Nazi student demonstrations previewing the rise of fascism in Germany in the 1930s, 
but I assured him that the Columbia students were neither fascists nor communists. 
Kristeller also told me that Martin Heidegger had gotten him a scholarship to study 
Renaissance philosophy in Italy during the Nazi period, which saved Kristeller’s life be-
cause he was Jewish.

In the euphoria of the accelerating protests of 1968, we had the feeling that we were 
at the heart of revolutionary upheavals in the U.S. and globally when a representative 
from France came and told us of the French student and worker uprising that was 
shutting down the whole of Paris and briefly was erupting throughout France in May 
1968. The gym in Morningside Park which offended the Harlem residents and black 
radicals was never built, Columbia severed its relations with the IDA, and many of us 
experienced the euphoria of radical upheaval, and were radicalized by the experience.

During this time, the Vietnam War was raging and many of my generation were be-
ing sent over as cannon fodder for a cause that we did not understand or support. 
One day around 1968 I went over to Barnard College and heard a packed lecture by 
Noam Chomsky. Chomsky, at the time a Professor of Philosophy at MIT, was known to 
philosophy students for his controversial philosophy of mind and linguistic theory, but 
proved himself a brilliant public lecturer, providing an entire history of post-World War 
II Vietnam, the National Liberation Movement that drove out the French, the raging 
Civil War in the country, and how the US intervened against the Communist North in 
support of a corrupt South Vietnamese government, providing a sharp critique of U.S. 
interventionism and imperialism. I walked away with a much deeper understanding of 
the dynamics of Vietnam and great respect for Noam Chomsky who I would later meet 
and whose writings had an impact on my view of media and politics.

The next year in 1969, there was an abortive attempt at a replay of the 1968 demon-
strations which quickly dissipated and some of the disillusioned SDS members formed 
the Weather underground which became notorious after some bombings in which 
their leaders literally went underground. During the student occupation of Columbia, 
we organized reading groups where some professors, graduate students like myself, 
and others proposed courses organized around topics or books, and I organized a read-
ing group focusing on One-Dimensional Man. I remember sitting outdoors on the lawn 
at Columbia with a small group of students, including Nancy and Steve Fraser (Nancy 
became famous later as a leading Feminist-Marxist philosopher and a close comrade 
of mine, and her then husband Steve became a successful editor for a big publishing 
house). Anyway, the close reading and passionate discussion of the text One-Dimen-
sional Man sealed the deal convincing me that Marcuse had the most radical 
and pertinent critique of contemporary US culture and society of the era that 
best captured its dynamics.
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At Columbia in May 1969, I heard Herbert Marcuse lecture one evening, and talked 
with him for the first time the next day during a reception in the Philosophy Depart-
ment. We were asking Marcuse about Heidegger and his study with him, and what he 
thought of Heidegger today. Marcuse joked that he heard Heidegger was chiseling 
his philosophy in stone in Germany, highlighting what he took as the reactionary and 
archaic nature of Heidegger’s thought which he expounded upon for a whole. We then 
asked him about Adorno, and he replied that “Theodore W. Adorno is one of the most 
important thinkers of our time,” and expounded upon some of Adorno’s ideas. None of 
the philosophy professors showed up at the reception, and at one point Marcuse asked 
me and other graduate students to escort him to the West End Bar where earlier Alan 
Ginsberg and the Beat poets and writers like Jack Kerouac hung out, and where at the 
time my fellow graduate students also ate, drank, and discussed philosophy, politics, 
and other issues of the day, constituting a form of leftwing intellectual counterculture.

As I crossed with Marcuse the campus in front of the Philosophy Department, some 
major militants in the Weather Underground approached me and said “we want to rap 
with Marcuse.” So I asked Herbert and he agreed, and we all sat down on the grass, and 
one of the Weather Underground dudes explained that they planned to burn down 
the office of a Columbia Professor who was doing research for the US government that 
facilitated certain heinous practices in the Vietnam war. Almost immediately, Herbert 
said that he thought this was not a good idea, that it would probably backfire and 
bring on major repression, and argued that the University should be used as a site to 
recruit and train revolutionaries, going on to say that the University was a relative uto-
pia in U.S. society where one could read and study, develop critiques of US capitalism 
and imperialism, could organize radical groups, and prepare for the revolution. He was 
quite passionate and convincing on this point and after a brief discussion, the Weather 
Dudes got up, thanked Marcuse for his advice and got up to leave. As they were part-
ing, Marcuse joked, “Now if you were planning to burn down a bank, I might not be so 
negative” — and shortly thereafter, the Bank of America in Santa Barbara was burned 
down, the subject of a Newsreel documentary, and the Weather Underground took 
credit.

In conclusion, I want to discuss how subcultures participate in the mainstream cul-
tures in which they are embedded and are often coopted, absorbed, and brought back 
into the mainstream culture in which they were participating. Dick Hebdige went from 
being a member of the rebellious punk culture of the UK to becoming a Professor 
and even head of arts schools in the U.S. and is now a Professor of Media and Cultural 
Studies at the University of California at Santa Barbara – as I became a Professor at the 
University of Texas and University of California at Los Angeles.

It was widely discussed how mainstream culture absorbed the style of 1960s coun-
terculture as businessmen and women grew long hair, smoked dope and did other 
drugs, listened to Bob Dylan, the Grateful Dead, and Rolling Stones, and went to their 
concerts, as did I and my friends. Sexual mores loosened up and in U.S. University cul-
ture in the 1960s and 1970s, and sexual mores were as open as liberated as in the 
University of Copenhagen and other European Universities. Hollywood absorbed New 
Wave and radical filmmaking and the music industry made fortunes promoting the 
most radical and rebellious music. Even advertising and television absorbed counter-
cultural motifs so by the 1980s the U.S. counterculture was part of the mainstream 
culture, just as I was a Professor at the University of Texas at Austin and becoming a 
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member of the academic establishment.
Also, many members of the subculture I knew in New York didn’t make it through 

the University and disappeared. After several years studying at Columbia, I got schol-
arships to study two years in Germany and one in France, and when I returned in 1972, 
I found that many of my comrades had dropped out of school and that some were vic-
tims of drugs and other excesses of the 1960s. Hence, some countercultures have their 
victims as well as those who found countercultures nurturing and productive.

Yet, as I noted before, subcultures that were subversive and oppositional can be 
absorbed by mainstream culture, although I like to believe that those of us who partic-
ipated in 1960s counterculture and managed to survive, continue to advance, live, and 
teach its most progressive values, and continue to oppose war, militarism, and repres-
sion in all its guises while defending civil liberties for all and the values of a progressive 
democratic society and polity.
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Researching Youth  Subcultures:  A Rights Based Approach
Dr. Steve Gennaro 

For Dick Hebdige, in his seminal 1979 Subculture: The Meaning of Style, what makes 
something a subculture is its opposition to dominant structures of powers, its exis-
tence inside of the core while occupying the margins, and its opposition and active de-
fiance through fashion, art, music, etc. to social norms and dominant ideologies from 
the periphery. Hebdige himself, and many of those to use his theories since, have long 
subdivided youth into a series of smaller subcultures, but childhood or youth itself is 
a universal category that is by its very existence –a binary and oppositional term to 
adulthood and therefore the lives of young people, the representations of these lives, 
and the inherent power imbalance that structures their lives necessitate a recognition 
of youth culture as subcultural a priori.

 A glaring omission from Hebdige’s work are acknowledgements of intersec-
tionality and how observing subcultures without a lens for gender, race, sexuality, eth-
nicity, disability, and age (among other social variables) obfuscates the depth of ineq-
uity in power relations. And since subcultures exist primarily as a response to unequal 
power relations, as an organic channel of feedback to ideology, intersectionality as a 
research method cannot be over stressed.  The same is true for any universalization of 
childhood, youth, or other category of classification.

 If we begin from the premise that youth can be viewed as a subculture, what 
problems are immediately presented to us as researchers who wish to observe youth 
culture? 

Problems of choosing a research path in studying youth as a subculture.
The most obvious problem that arises from adults conducting research with chil-

dren, is that as adult researchers we are immediately outsiders to youth culture and 
this limits our ability to hear youth voices. Hearing youth voices requires access to con-
temporary children’s culture. But what is contemporary children’s culture? I would ar-
gue that contemporary children’s culture is the subculture of youth.

No actual definition of contemporary children’s culture actually exists.  Dr. Carole 
Carpenter coined the term when she first conceived of the idea of a Children’s Studies 
as a degree option at York University around the turn of the millennium.  Since then, 
within the Children, Childhood and Youth Program at York University we now use the 
term to refer to a very particular moment in time and space, giving that moment struc-
ture, and its inhabitants a voice. As the phenomenon gathered steam, it became clear 
that “contemporary” need not be recent; that we can explore the characteristics of that 
moment and then make comparisons to where else it shows up across different times, 
spaces or places along a historical trajectory.  Taking a holistic approach in terms of 
relative disciplines, contemporary children’s culture is the exploration of children’s real 
lives, at the present moment, in a very particular geographic space (noting that this 
space can also be virtual), while at the same time recognizing the real impact of the 
social construction of childhood on the lives of young people. In a mainstream domi-
nated by adult narratives with respect to “who” and “what” children are or can be, con-
temporary children’s culture provides youth-centric spaces and/or voices.  

Forever located within existing adult culture, youth culture is largely deemed be-
holden to its older, more dominant counterpart – even in formative ways.  Exploring 
stories that young people engage with provides us a sense of the cultural literacy, me-
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dia literacy, and social literacy of young people’s lives distinct from adult proclivities.  
All three of these literacies are vital to understanding contemporary children’s culture, 
in tandem with an exploration of what I deemed back in 2008 to be: the three voices 
of CCC (contemporary children’s culture):  

1) institutional voices, such as governments and NGOs (and how they talk about 
children)

2) media texts (and how these institutional ideas are explained to children)
3) children’s own voices (what children themselves have to say about their own lives).  
I will return to these voices and explain in more detail later. However, what is import-

ant to note is that contemporary children’s culture — or youth as subculture —  exists 
at the nexus of these voices, as well as at the cross-over point between the real lived 
experiences of children and the social construction of childhood. 

As researchers, we must overcome the problem of only hearing adult dominated 
voices and not accessing children’s own voices. Hearing the voices of young people 
requires research methodologies where the focus is on young people as subjects and 
not as objects. This of course is in directly opposition to a century plus worth of re-
searching young people in disciplines such as adolescent psychology. Adolescence 
was deemed by psychologists such as G. Stanley Hall and Sigmund Freud to be a time 
of turbulence, where competing selves needed to be re-organized, where a young 
person came of age, and where competing sexual urges needed to be controlled in or-
der to function properly in society. With this, adolescence became defined as a period 
of destabilization and adolescents became categorized as individuals in need of guid-
ance.  By this very definition, the subjectivity of young people is removed and replaced 
with an objectivity where adults dictate norms, expectations, behaviors, practices, and 
ideals that are deemed acceptable in any given social moment. 

The classification of young people’s lives into distinct categories further objectifies 
the lives of youth.  Although terms such as adolescent, child, teenager, and youth have 
been used in academic disciplines, corporate plans, and medical fields to refer more 
directly to a category of individuals who have a specific set of attributes and functions, 
The United Nations defined children in its 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child as 
anyone under the age of 18. 

The categories of age and development that such terms associate with childhood are 
social constructions that have become so widely used and represented that they have 
become what Stuart Hall would call “naturalized codes.” Following Louis Althusser‟s 
ideas of “obviousnesses” and Antonio Gramsci’s explanation of how ideology is most 
dangerous when it becomes invisible, such that it is seen as normal, silly, or stupid, 
Hall uses the term “naturalized codes” to refer to the representation of an ideology that 
has become so widespread in our culture that we no longer process and analyze the 
symbol and instead simply accept it at face value. Under this schema, terms like ado-
lescent, teenager, child, and youth all represent an implicit ideology that has become 
so normalized that we no longer see the dangers inherent in them, structures of power 
they contain, and the ways in which they not only colonize children but deny them 
any access to channels of power. What I have written about on several occasions is that 
each of these categories, adolescence, teenager, youth, child, etc. are mirror reflections 
of the fears and anxieties of adults in a society, reflected in discourses about childhood 
and it is the hopes, dreams, and desires of adults in a society that are reflected too. 

Childhood is a social construction however discourse and representations of youth 
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have real consequences in society. Adolescence is a category of discrimination in that 
a person’s age and life positioning immediately reveal a whole category of subjective 
beliefs or stereotypes in the same way that a person’s gender immediately implies a 
whole set of power relations. Although childhood is different from other social vari-
ables because it is a temporary space, the extension of this temporal space to a lifelong 
process is precisely the objective of the culture industries in the marketing discourse of 
perpetual adolescence. Traditionally, research in this field has tended to be on children 
rather than with children, again, removing the subjectivity of young people from the 
very research process.  Added to this has been an emphasis to conduct this research 
through “adult eyes” and therefore impacted by the nostalgia of a “rear view mirror” 
understanding of young people’s lives. As a result, adolescence, youth, and childhood 
become socially constructed categories of distinction where relationships of power, 
domination, and inequality are continually contested.  This process makes youth a sub-
culture, and is why a rights-based approach to research with young people is required.

Plan of researching a subculture: What is a rights-based approach?  
A rights-based approach is a framework that seeks to place the child and the “Rights 

of the Child” as defined by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child at 
the center of all interactions with young people.  In much the same way the Article 3 of 
the UNCRC, referred to as “the best interest principle,” articulates the need for adults to 
support young people by acting with their best interest whenever possible, a rights-
based approach extends beyond this to ensure that as adult allies we act with an an-
ti-oppressive, anti-racist, child-centered, and intersectional frameworks when working 
with young people.  

In 2010 I published an article “Globalization, History, Theory, and Writing” for the 
Society of the History of Childhood and Youth, which asked scholars of childhood and 
youth to consider how the forces of globalization have impacted our understand-
ing of young people’s identities, and their experiences as family members, students, 
workers, consumers, activists, vulnerable bodies, and citizens.  Drawing on the work 
of Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s first chapter “Imperialism, History, Writing and Theory” from 
her groundbreaking text  Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peo-
ples (1999), I argued that any research on the lives of children must take a rights-based 
approach, which attempts to contextualize children’s lives in a global framework of 
power, economics, and culture framed and dominated by Western Imperialism.   In 
order to participate in any research with young people requires adults to take a rights-
based approach and to use the “most adult status.”  This “most adult status” was in direct 
contrast to popular research methodology in the field at the time, which encouraged 
researchers to take the “least adult status.” The goal of the least adult status was to 
balance uneven power dynamics by removing one’s self as the adult researcher and 
their bias from the research process. In contrast however, a rights-based approach 
does not remove the adult, unequal power relations, or bias from the research process. 
Instead, a rights-based approach pushes social relations and inequity directly to the 
forefront, acknowledges it, and then actively works to overcome these obstacles to 
ensure the child, the child’s voice, and the child’s rights permeate the ideological 
apparatus that too often silent youth voices.  

Therefore, a rights-based approach is an interdisciplinary approach to the study of 
children’s lives globally and stands as a reminder that exploring young peoples’ lives 
requires a working through the three different voices of CCC. 
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1. Institutional voices about children (IVACs)
• Describe who children are at any given social moment. 
• Primarily occupy institutional spaces of government, education, health care or oth-

er social organizations. 
• They order and classify. 
• They describe what the social roles or functions of children are (including what 

social spaces children can or cannot occupy and the rules for participation in these 
spaces) at any given social moment.

• Young peoples’ voices are largely absent from IVACS.  
2. Institutional voices for children (IVFCs)
• Take the institutional ideas about children and tell them or explain them to young 

people. 
• Primarily occupy popular culture.
• They are didactic in nature.  
• Whether it be books, television, social media, movies, literature, or video games, 

they are the conduit through which INSTITUIONAL IDEAS are disseminated to children. 
• These do not define children’s lives, instead they are how the world and their roles 

in it are explained to young people. 
• Contested children’s voices can sometimes be present here. 
3. Children’s Own Voices (COVs)
• When children take up the ideas of INSTITUTIONAL VOICES, they participate in their 

social world. 
• The voices of young people are play based and largely dependent on media. Play 

is the actual rituals, practices, and actions, where young people engage with popular 
culture and media to name their world and in doing so speak back to the dominant. 

• As a result, play is always by its very nature subversive.  
• In digital spaces, this includes texting, apps, games, social media. It is through play 

that the actions of young people agree with or contest ideologies about their realities.
A rights-based approach requires adults and young people to work together as 

co-constructors to ensure that children’s voices are also heard and that the research 
does more than perpetuate social norms and imbalances of power that dominate in-
stitutional voices for and about children. In Decolonizing Methodologies, she notes how 
research with indigenous communities posits a number of insider/outsider issues for 
research. Tuhiwai Smith argues that research is not simply an innocent and academic 
pursuit but always a reflection of the social and political ideologies of the institutions 
(and individuals) who design, request, support, fund, oversee, participate in, and ulti-
mately publish the research project. This is why a rights-based approach is necessary. 
We can’t erase the barriers of distinction and the social expectations and myths that 
accompany these.  Therefore, as researchers, we must acknowledge them, make them 
overtly known, and work to create a space of dialogue in spite of difference that ac-
knowledges the inequity of power, and the imbalance of representation versus reality, 
instead of working through a research paradigm that seeks to hide these in the pursuit 
of a more “truthful” or “expressive” research environment. Insiders are just that — those 
with direct access to the community or subculture as active members. Outsiders, like 
all adults who research with young people, remain always on the outside. This is why 
we must take “the most adult status” and work as allies to co-construct the research 
process with young people when exploring youth subcultures.
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So what does a rights-based approach look like?  Again, drawing on the wisdom of 
Tuhiwai Smith, here are the questions she suggests belong at the beginning of any 
research design for projects with Indigenous Peoples – all of these belong at the be-
ginning of any research with young people for it to be rights-based: 

• Whose research is it?
• Who owns it?
• Whose interests does it serve?
• Who will benefit from it?
• Who has designed its questions and framed its scope?
• Who will carry it out?
• Who will write it up?
• How will its results be disseminated?
• We need to hear children’s voices. We need to conduct research with young people 

not on young people. We need to have research that make visible the imbalances of 
power and power dynamics. We need a rights based approach for researching youth 
subculture.
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Frederick Lawrence’s drawing as the purpose of (sub)culture research. 
Can we consider a subculture as a machine that shapes a personality?

Prof. Elizabeth Haas Edersheim 

Part of the drawing is based on the concept that culture is a root, rather than a branch 
and I want to come back to this, to try to get my arms around what fits today’s world. 
I’m going to start by talking about a few moments of the situation as it fits with culture. 
A nurse on a night shift in a busy urban hospital notices that the dosage for an exper-
imental drug doesn’t appear right. Fleetingly she considers calling the doctor to check 
on the dosage, but just as fleetingly she remembers the last time she called him and the 
discouraging comments he made about her abilities. All but certain it’s going to be fine, 
she goes to the cart and gets the medicine. Quite far from the hospital a young pilot is 
at a critical moment on a maneuver and he thinks the senior officer might have made a 
misjudgment. He lets the moment go by. Far from both of these stories is a new senior 
executive on the board of Amazon, who has grave reservations about a plan there’s a lot 
of excitement about. New to the team and feeling like an outsider, he chooses not to say 
anything. 

These are three instances where a voice would matter. Now you might think if I were in 
their shoes I wouldn’t do that or you might be thinking it happens all the time. Why does 
it happen? It happens because no one wakes up in the morning and jumps out of bed, so 
that they can go to work and look ignorant, incompetent, intrusive or negative. On aver-
age they’re afraid to ask questions because they’re going to look ignorant. They’re afraid 
to admit weaknesses or ask for help because they’ll look incompetent. They’re afraid to 
offer suggestions because they may be intrusive. They’re afraid to criticize the status quo 
because they may appear negative. It happens because organizations were designed for 
a time that maintained steady state. That’s not where we are today. For us to succeed we 
need everyone to become part of it. And the only way that can happen is if we have the 
right culture, one that embraces both psychological safety for individuals and a culture 
that lets people understand that it’s not all about money, we are human organizations. 
It’s not data all about data, we have to balance all the factors.

Going back to the nurse the patient died, going back to Amazon—they lost a billion 
dollars, but the airplane pilot corrected, of course. Culture has been important from the 
beginning of time but I do not believe there has ever been a time it has been more im-
portant than now. The reason it’s so important is because lines are being redrawn today 
like they’ve never been redrawn before. The old world won’t stay still and if we don’t help 
redraw those lines in a healthy way, we won’t survive. Sometimes we can correct our 
mistakes, but we can only correct them if we recognize that the world is uncertain and 
that we’re changing and we’re learning. I always ask myself what Marvin Bower or Peter 
Drucker would say. Marvin would say: institutional values are the most important thing 
that define an organization. Peter Drucker would say: without values and culture it’s a 
mob. And if you don’t change you’re outdated and if you change too fast it’s chaos. The 
ability to manage that balance is absolutely what culture is about.

Coming back to a question, is culture a root or is it a branch. Roots are fundamental to 
what it is branches are built on. If culture is inherent and part of what we’re building on 
from history, you can go forward. So it is both. Can a subculture eat the roots away—yes. 
When I asked Marvin Bower, what is culture? He said, culture is the way we do things. 

To figure out if it can be a machine that defines personalities, the cultural matter we’ve 
talked about, context is it more a root or a branch, so now—is it a machine? Thomas Wat-



69

son said: “There’s nothing more important to sustainability”. Elon Musk says, “If I weren’t 
asking the right questions we would not succeed”. So it doesn’t matter what time you’re 
looking at, but where you’re looking at it absolutely matters. We’ve talked about the 
moment in time where we have to manage human data, the human side, but really is it 
a machine that shapes personality? Marvin would say “yes there’s an identity that comes 
from mission and compass”. When you think about what a brand is, do the values of the 
organization matter? If I went to a hotel that was supposed to be about sustainability 
but they hired people that didn’t have these values, and I saw this when I talked to them, 
would it matter? Would it fit their identity, is it who they are as an organization? Does an 
organization have an identity that we’re part of? I think the answer is yes.

We spend more hours in our organization than we do almost anywhere else. Peter 
Drucker would say, “the chief job of leadership is the creation of a human community 
held together by a work band for a common purpose”. Organizations and their leaders 
inevitably deal with human nature, which is why values, commitments, convictions and 
passion are basic to any organization. Today we think we’re dealing with data and ma-
chines but we’re dealing with people. Leadership without value conviction is inhumane 
and not a personality. If culture doesn’t help create that personality we won’t get any-
where. Others have said we also have personalities. Are we shaped by our organizations 
or do we shape those organizations? If you ask yourself—does the organization you’re 
part of reflect your values, are you proud to be part of that subculture—let’s say in the 
motorcycle world? Can you influence their values? Can you role model the values? What 
are you going to do about them? When you think about organizations as machines you 
can think about the values. You can read Jeff Immelt’s new book about why he failed 
in General Electric. He embraced a culture that valued McKinsey and Goldman Sachs 
above the people. That’s what he writes.

And that’s death. If you look at why organizations are living shorter and shorter lives. 
It’s because their cultures are not embracing the change in the people and their need. If 
you look at organizations that have managed through that: Microsoft, it was living in the 
world of yesterday until it embraced the people and modified its culture to fit tomorrow. 
Is that a machine? How did it accomplish this? Was it by embracing what people could 
do and by letting them “become Microsoft”? What side is that, was it the machine or was 
it just created by an environment where people could create and be the machine. It is 
very circular. If you look at Ultimate Guitar, one of my favorite companies, everybody 
there can access affordable price music, but the founder basically found that nobody 
was enjoying their work. So he basically said “we are all going to have breakfast togeth-
er”. And he started listening to people and they started becoming part of it. Danfoss is a 
company that totally changed itself. It did it because it let the people inside define the 
machine they wanted to be in, in an ever-changing manner. Can culture create death? Is 
culture a machine? Only if we all let it be so.

Prof. Elizabeth Haas-Edersheim 
New York University, USA
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The difference between subculture and religion. 
What are specific elements that shape each institution?

Prof. Massimo Introvigne

 Some time ago, I was visiting a sort of New Age community, I told them they were 
part of a subculture, and then realized I had committed a gaffe. They had been deeply 
offended, because they regarded a subculture as something bad, perhaps even crimi-
nal. It was the “sub” in “subculture” that sounded to them like “substandard,” or perhaps 
“sublegal.” They were not entirely wrong, because the first important books on the sub-
ject of subcultures produced in the United States were about marginal and sometimes 
criminal subcultures. The word “subculture” was born under a cloud, to identify groups 
on the margin of the society. But on the other hand, this is an old-fashioned use of the 
word “subculture,” because today we use “subculture” in the field of Sociology without 
any value judgment.

Of course, there are criminal subcultures as well, but we talk of a great number of 
subcultures, some of them playing a very positive role in society. Definitely, there is 
nothing wrong or disreputable in being part of a subculture today.

I believe a subculture is still defined by the majority of sociologists as something 
non-institutional. Religions are mostly institutional so it would not be appropriate, for 
example, to say that Roman Catholicism is a subculture. It is a well-organized institu-
tion. If you have been baptized into the Roman Catholic Church and you are in the 
registers of your parish, you are not part  a subculture, just as a political party is not a 
subculture, you become a member of the party by buying a card of the party. Or Mic-
rosoft as a modern company is not a subculture. But within a religion there are subcul-
tures. E.g., within Catholicism, which is a very large institution, some people may net-
work between themselves because they are interested in a special mystic, they come 
together they discuss informally, and they acquire certain habits and a lifestyle which 
is important here. So, there may be a subculture of followers of a certain mystic within 
Catholicism, as part of those religious phenomena that are non-institutional.

The New Age, on the other hand, is not an institution, you are not baptized into the 
New Age, you do not buy a card that makes you a New Ager, so we can say that New 
Age is a subculture. I will conclude this short answer by insisting again on the word 
“lifestyle.” I have worked with Luigi Berzano, a sociologist at the University of Torino, we 
have co-authored several books together, and he has insisted in most of his books on 
the connection between subculture and lifestyle.

What is a subculture? According to Berzano, it is a group of people sharing a cer-
tain lifestyle. Lifestyles are increasingly important in our society. Not all Catholics or all 
Muslims or all Protestants or all Russian Orthodox share the same lifestyle, these insti-
tutions are just too big, but within these institutions there may be groups of people 
who come to share a similar lifestyle and constitute a subculture.

Subculture and religions are different, but there are forms of “religiosity,” not of “re-
ligion,” including the New Age, which may be regarded as subcultures, and under the 
larger umbrellas of religious institutions, subcultures characterized by a specific life-
style can flourish.
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Use of religion by other social institutions (business, politics, etc.) for their own 
purposes. Religion transformation: from divine transcendence to the universal 
society based on techno-ideological principles.

Dr Maltsev is totally right, when he says that it is ridiculous to regard as a subculture 
the people who have long hairs or a strange face, but that was just the beginning of 
the American study of subcultures in the 1950s and the 1960s. It was called the Chi-
cago School. Today nobody studying subcultures in the United States would try to 
find the physical appearance of members of subcultures, that is old stuff, it has been 
abandoned long ago. However, and perhaps somebody else would disagree with this, 
surely the American scholars of subculture would maintain even today, to put it in 
very simple words, that a subculture is comparatively small. Why Catholicism is not a 
subculture? Because it is too big.

Joe Biden, the President of the US, is a Catholic and a conservative parish priest in 
Sicily is a Catholic, but they do not have a lot in common, they do not share the same 
lifestyle. They only belong, each in their own way, to the same institution, but they do 
not really share the same culture. Within Roman Catholicism, which is too big to be 
a subculture, there are many subcultures, which are comparatively small. Or so the 
American scholars of subculture would say.

We can agree or disagree, and these are just labels. First, we should decide what is 
a religion, and there is an enormous debate about whether we can define religion. 
Recently, I was debating with people who claim that perhaps we should no longer 
use the word “religion,” because we do not know what it means. There is a recent book 
about Judaism by my colleague Boaz Huss arguing that perhaps as scholars we should 
abandon the word “religion”. And my answer was, we cannot abandon the world “re-
ligion” most of all for legal reasons, because there are laws and international conven-
tions protecting religion in a different way from how they protect philosophical opin-
ions. So, we still need to use the word “religion.”

Back in 1999, I was part of a project supported by the European Union to arrive at a 
shared definition of religion, and we produced a very nice book, we were compliment-
ed, but the conclusions of the book were that there is no shared definition of religion 
in Europe, there are many of them. So, to answer your question first of all we should 
be able to know what a “religion” is, and it is a very difficult question. But, putting this 
problem aside, I still believe that your question makes a lot of sense, because there has 
always been, and there still is in modern secular societies, a subtle interplay between 
political institutions, economic institutions, and religion.

Let me give a very much debated example. Some would say that the Putin adminis-
tration is using the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) for political purposes, to generate 
consensus and to receive electoral support. But somebody else could say just the op-
posite, that it is the ROC that is manipulating the Putin regime to be granted certain 
economic and cultural advantages. It is not a Russian problem only. One can say that 
Trump, who is probably not a deeply religious person in his private life, was manipulat-
ing the Evangelicals to get their votes, but somebody else can say that the Evangelicals 
were manipulating Trump to advance a certain agenda.

It is certainly true that religion is used as a tool by the powers that be, by political 
powers, by economic powers, and is manipulated by them to achieve their own aims 
and to further their own agenda. But it is also the case that some religious institutions, 
which are large, powerful, and skilled enough, sometimes are able to  manipulate the 



72

political powers to further their own agenda. It is  a two-way process. We cannot say 
that poor, naïve religions are manipulated by the very skilled and sinister politicians or 
businesspersons. Sometimes, it is also the other way around: religion is in the role not 
of the manipulated but of the manipulator. I believe it is an important problem of our 
society, but it should be seen in its different dimensions.

 

Prof. Massimo Introvigne
Managing Director, CESNUR 

(Center for Studies on New 
Religions)
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Though knowledge itself increasingly ignores 
boundaries between fields, professors are apt to organize 

their pedagogy around the methods and history 
of their academic subculture rather than some 

coherent topic in the world. 

Steven Pinker
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The difference between subculture and religion
Prof. Liudmyla Fylypovych

In the framework of this conference, we try to find that methodological basis to dif-
fer subculture and religion. I agree with Dr. Maltsev, that till now we only describe the 
phenomenon but do not yet have the methodology of research. Before my previous 
acquaintance with this area of knowledge, I even found a list of subcultures in Wikipe-
dia. I tried to understand what is the basis for the inclusion or exclusion of some phe-
nomenon to this list which is defined as a subcultural one. For example, we could find 
here different movements or societies from many spheres of our life. There is only one 
representative of religion - amish, the most famous religious group in America. It is not 
clear why there are no mormons or old believers from Ukraine and Russia, and other 
religious groups who are the powerful representatives of the religious subculture. It 
is obvious that these groups have created their own religious subcultures, different 
from the culture of the majority, and have maintained their religious identity for many 
years. Arbitrariness of inclusion in subcultures of these or those phenomena testifies 
that science has not answered this question exactly and clearly: what is the difference 
between subculture and religion?

I think that the elements that shape each institution are the same: the system of 
worldview, system of ritual activity, system of behavior and many others are very sim-
ilar. And what is being clarified? That we have more common things than differences. 
The common element for subculture and religion is mechanism, algorithm of their 
occurrence - it is the same for religion and subculture. The reason for the appearance 
and motifs could be different, but the algorithm of the occurrence is the same. 

For example, to improve the doctrines or maybe they change the leadership or raise 
the welfare for the community to be rich or something else - they are very close. The 
other common thing for religion and for subculture is a specific system of view or ritual 
activity. But it is not enough to confess something in common, because all subcultures 
need to be presented, they need to be revealed, to demonstrate, to manifest them-
selves. I’m not sure that for religion it’s necessary but subcultures are communities 
consisting of people who share common experience. 

In my opinion, this is the dominant word to describe this difference between reli-
gion and subculture. For religion it’s not necessary, because you have your direct con-
nection with God and you need not this common experience. As I understand as a 
general not every subculture is a religion but every religion especially at its origin is a 
subculture. This is not the last point of my understanding this phenomenon but I think 
that it’s very difficult to identify the difference and to find features that differentiate 
subculture and religion. Why? Because every subculture, even the most secular, can 
acquire the characteristics of religion: worship, confession, belief in the supernatural 
- phenomenon or person, the secularization of poorly secular things, giving earthly 
things the qualities of the universe. There is also a religion, a religious minority, a sex, 
separated from the main religion, which was cut off, excommunicate from the moth-
er’s body or by a council decree, recognized as a heresy or decision on the head of the 
church. 

Continuing research on subculture and religion, we could find this difference be-
tween these two phenomena.
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 Use of religion by other social institutions (business, politics, etc.) for their 
own purposes.

In the context of the formulated question I would like to discuss the relationship 
and even cooperation between religion and social institutions. For example, we need 
to remember that the church was originally engaged in business, for example selling 
indulgence or some church needs. The first politicians who were believers begged the 
Gods to help achieve political goals and then they simply re-subjugated the church 
(such type of relation fixed in the principle of Caesaropapism) or later in the form of 
state church. Religion changes but it never broke away from the earthly, everything 
was perfectly controlled and influenced. Religion is transformed. I think that through 
contextualization, but not from divine transcendence, it is always in religion (if it is re-
ligion) and as a core of any religion to the universal which has always been seen in any 
religion. It is not a question of transition, not of the change of divine into the human, 
but of the reasonable balance of divine and the human proper. 

Now this balance is very important because we could not divide the secular and 
religious life. These two very important parts of our life and we need to find a balance 
between sacred and secular. And this is our way – the way of scientific investigation of 
religion, subculture and their interrelation.

Prof. Liudmyla Fylypovych
Institute of Philosophy 

by G.S. Skovoroda



76

The model of an “inverted tree” for researching subcultures 
 Frederick Lawrence

Since the end of World War II, countries in Europe and North America, along with 
many other countries in the world, have witnessed a significant transformation, sig-
naled by the emergence of groups whose representatives have their own worldview 
and culture that is often contradictory to the declared policies of their states. Groups 
as such are called subcultures in sociology. Subcultures as a phenomenon are not un-
varying, subcultures have changed and retransformed in fluctuating environments; 
some of them disappeared, but new forms arose or became a synthesis of pre-existing 
ones.

Any study of social development requires a particular model first, that could guide 
the researcher in his work by acting as a “navigation system” in the course of his intel-
lectual work. I believe the most suitable model to study subcultures is an  inverted 
tree, but first the historicity of this tool should be noted because the idea of the tree 
is not novel.

Philosophers and thinkers have repeatedly used the tree model since the Middle 
Ages. For example, a regular tree model (not inverted) was used as a visual aid for 
demonstrations and explanations. This approach was typical of the representatives of 
southern Italy’s criminal structures and Norman culture, among others. Following the 
model, the tree structure can exhibit a single world order and the organization’s de-
sign simultaneously. Speaking of a rarer model of the inverted tree, that exhibits tree 
roots are at the top and the crown at the bottom,  is inherent to a secret science about 
the universe. Historically, this model takes its origin in European mysticism.

On the next stage of mystical illustrations, models, and drawings, one can see straight 
and inverted tree models on the pages of old European scholarly works and treatises. 
Various scientists have attempted to analyze differing systematic phenomena through 
the model of a “straight tree.” There are cases of applying this model in the modern day 
to understand and conceptualize the specialties and characteristics of a business’ or 
company’s constitution.

A tree as a symbol has been frequently used, in particular, by psychologists to de-
scribe memory as an arrangement of memorization; it was also used as a decision-mak-
ing tool and for various other means. Also, on the example of non-fiction studies, it can 
be concluded that our forerunners in science were guided by the model “tree” as a 
prototype in their research projects for comprehending different kinds of phenomena. 
However, I haven’t seen the application of an inverted tree to explain the phenomenon 
of a subculture.

The model of the inverted tree involves the vertical structure of history. Today, quite 
often, history is presented in the form of a horizontal line (the so-called “arrow of time” 
in sociology which combines the concepts of “past-present-future”). Thus, according 
to the inverted tree model, the past is at the top, and the present is at the bottom, in 
the crown. The logical model of the tree allows us to conclude the fact that a subcul-
ture can change, which is similar to the properties of a tree: the crown grows, it might 
become more voluminous, branches and leaves might fall; the crown might become 
thin, all leaves disappear, and in the spring, the sprouts appear again… In other words, 
the social body itself is in the constant dynamic. 
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The model of the inverted tree

Such a tree can represent the dynamics and evolution in a subculture because the 
subculture’s roots always lie in the past and tend to retransform. When considering the 
period of the initial formation of subcultures, several important points should be cov-
ered. First, the number of “roots” of subcultures is always limited; the amount of “roots”, 
or the origins of subcultures comes to a total of 10. Therefore, modern subcultures 
have five permanent roots and five variables. The trunk represents a common field of 
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environment, and branches of subcultures come out of one trunk; in other words, it 
forms a common knowledge domain of ideas. For example, the field of environment 
can be represented in the form of Zen Buddhism, Monroe Doctrine, Carlos Castaneda’s 
teachings, etc. Accordingly, it is possible to analyze the subculture’s core idea and the 
roots of a particular formation. It must be noted that not only a single idea shapes a 
subculture, but it might also be the case when it is a synthesis of several ideas. New 
subcultures can emerge through the synthesis of existing ideas, and new branches 
appear based on the roots and the information domain of one trunk. In some parts, 
branches diverge by producing different trends of a subculture. The same model of an 
inverted tree can be adopted in the examination of a single subculture. For example, 
each subculture has a root (or several); the same environment field; new branches may 
appear and diverge within a subculture—that is how radical trends occur. They are 
part of the subculture, but not an entire subculture. New trends or systems profess 
a somewhat distorted view or, on the contrary, they are ” a pure subculture.” Radical 
systems are branches of one subculture—within such formation, there may be sever-
al different lines or directions. There are cases when even radical formation develops 
within the subculture.

By constructing a model of the inverted tree, it becomes possible for a researcher 
to trace the history of a subculture’s development: what was the starting point, what 
became popular, what is considered adequate in the subculture, what is deemed to 
be in demand today, also, as a result of analysis, to identify “withered branches”— i.e., 
trends in the subculture that have not been recognized in the world. Instead of the 
former withered or fallen branches, new branches emerge through the method of syn-
thesis. The synthesis of existing and new ideas form new currents. Different changes 
naturally occur over time in diverse subcultures. Just the way sap circulates in a tree, 
properties of the subculture (its sap) go through evolution and change multiple times, 
for instance, starting from the 70s to the present. Transformations take place as a con-
sequence of the development of neo-movements, literature, and cinema.

This “subculture tree” model allows the researcher to draw a subculture, and  per-
forms the role of a guiding vector in scientific research. In particular, the researcher 
goes through several stages while comprehending a subculture based on the exam-
ple of its drawing. To understand a subculture or a group of subcultures, it is recom-
mended to focus first on the tree’s roots, then a trunk (environment), then the trends 
or divisions, and a particular distinction of the subculture’s characteristics. Finally, a 
researcher analyzes the “fruits,” that is, what was generated by a specific subculture.

The fruits of the subculture are expressed in three components:
people who belong to the subculture;
literature produced by representatives of it in an attempt to convey its ideas to the 

global information sphere;
acts of people and their activities.
The model of an “inverted tree” allows one to contemplate and reason about the 

subculture’s structure, its formation, and stages of development. This model also vi-
sually represents a scale of human thought, as it organizes human consciousness in a 
way that allows one to research and make unmistakable conclusions effectively. The 
visibility of the results of conducting subculture research is essential, and this pattern 
in the form of an inverted tree at the end of the study guarantees that the research-
er understands the subculture s/he investigated; s/he can accurately define its roots, 
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environment, synthesis, the internal structure of the design, trends and fruits. It is not 
necessary to start looking into the roots; one might analyze the fruits first and gradual-
ly move towards the roots, or begin with the “environment” and subsequently contin-
ue to walk up and down the tree.

Additionally, the given model gives researchers a clear understanding of where and 
at what stage of the study s/he is at the given moment, and what else needs to be 
done scientifically to draw a complete subculture. In practice, it becomes sufficient to 
have this model in mind without keeping paper and pencil—the researcher can think 
without paper and quickly and easily navigate in his study. This model can also be used 
to study many other social formations, such as religions, and it is a powerful philosoph-
ical tool that allows you to explore any organization. However, it is exceptionally useful 
in exploring subcultural associations. Many other models allow exploring organiza-
tions, such as the block model or the dynamic model (defining the interaction of orga-
nizations’ systems and subsystems). Yet, it is impossible to use the latter for subculture 
research—the tree model allows us to solve this scientific problem.

As noted earlier, the model of the tree presented for analysis is not new. From my 
perspective, this model has not gained much popularity because modern religious 
scholars and researchers of subcultures are alien to the methodical basis and under-
standing of the parameters of research. Unfortunately, modern scholars often do not 
use research tools, as if they are not required. The practice of routine referencing and 
rewriting the works of others is becoming widespread. Instead of executing research, 
scientists synthesize each other’s knowledge and do not conduct their own research. 
I dare to express this trend in an affirmative tone because if studies were in fact orga-
nized and conducted, the associated scientists would have been in need of the ap-
propriate tools and methodical apparatus to conduct highly sought research. Consid-
ering that the scientific task’s solution requires awareness and the development of 
the research model initially, sooner or later, provided there is solid scientific research, 
researchers would have also come to the model of an inverted tree.

Frederick Lawrence
Lancaster University, UK
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Prof. Frederick Lawrence: The model of an inverted tree for 
studying subcultures
Prof. Matthew Worley 

Professor Lawrence’s theory is certainly interesting and it is always useful when peo-
ple offer means of understanding what are quite loose or amorphous subjects. Subcul-
tures – by their very nature – are nebulous and, quite often, ill-defined. Cultures form 
organically and change over time, even as they become recognisable and determined 
by particular modes of practice, language or presentation. In the sphere I am most fa-
miliar with - youth subcultures - their understanding and boundaries typically become 
points of debate or contestation from inside (as well as outside) the cultures. So, while 
trying to define ‘subculture’ specifically or generally may feel a bit like nailing jelly to a 
wall, formulas such as that presented by Lawrence are useful in terms of gaining both 
a sense of how cultures coalesce and develop. And while I don’t recognise Lawrence’s 
depiction of the ‘modern scholar’ reproducing existing work rather than conducting 
research, the need for a research plan or process or methodology (my preferred terms 
to ‘model’) is manifest. 

Not surprisingly, Lawrence’s tree motif immediately reminds me of Deleuze and 
Guattari’s use of the ‘rhizome’ as an ‘image of thought’ suited to understanding the 
multiplicities of cultural and social development. This, of course, was posited against 
hierarchal and chronological models – including that of the tree which, as Lawrence 
notes, has long been presented as a visual aid for understanding social, political, cul-
tural etc structures. But the biological analogy remans. Lawrence adds a mystical twist 
to this by inverting the tree – revealing the roots and subverting the image to, in turn, 
reveal the subculture. Quite whether this overcomes the problems of hierarchy and 
chronology that motivated Deleuze and Guattari is an open question. That subcul-
tures often contain (host may be a better word) their own structures of hierarchy be-
comes clear once attention turns to how they function and self-realise in cultural form 
or groups. Likewise, founding myths and competing chronologies suggest that a need 
for narrative informs cultural perception. And yet, such hierarchies or chronologies re-
main forever unstable and are oft-contested, raising concern as to whether Lawrence’s 
model remains too rigid to work with effectively. That it has a distinct beginning and a 
designated present/end raises questions as to how subcultures come into being and 
then continue to evolve, mutate and dissipate. Indeed, the boundaries and rigidities 
that give form to a tree (whatever way round) do not – to my mind at least – lend 
themselves to the unstructured and often ill-defined existence of subcultures. As for 
the section on having a maximum/minimum number of roots: I really do not under-
stand this idea and would have to read more of Lawrence’s work to properly grasp it. 
In the summation we were given, that makes no sense to me. The theory becomes too 
formulaic – as does the comment towards researching a ‘complete subculture’, which 
seems to rub against the idea of continual evolution/development. Are subcultures 
ever complete?

The subverting of the tree does underline another point – or perhaps a presump-
tion. Lawrence suggests that subcultures hold a worldview that is ‘often contradictory 
to the declared policies of their states’. But is this so? It suggests subcultures are inher-
ently oppositional and feeds into the idea that they must signal a form of resistance. 
This tallies with a crude reading of the CCCS’ thesis. To be fair, he does say ‘often’ – so 
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I’m being a little crude myself – but it raises a question as to why and how subcultures 
are ‘often’ read or understood in this way. [The answer may be found in subcultural 
research stemming from sociological investigations into deviance]

The areas where I am more sympathetic with the model presented here, is in terms 
of:

• Subcultures continuing to evolve and diverge; of old and new ideas synthesising. 
The tree motif – like the rhizome in some ways – allows for this to be visualised and 
understood, albeit within certain bounds

• The analogy of ‘fruits’ appeals as I do tend to see subcultures as creative spaces and 
often linked to creative processes. It also allows those within the subcultures to be 
active: they have agency. 

• I think, too, in VERY general terms, conceiving of roots, environment, ‘growth’/de-
velopment and ‘fruits’ can serve as a useful way of approaching how to research sub-
cultures: all are key areas of study

Overall, then, Lawrence’s inverted tree might serve a useful purpose in helping to 
visualise subcultural development and the scope of research needed. But the model is 
by no means absolute and remains too rigid to complement the subject is pertains to 
help study. I might use his tree to lean on, but not to climb.

As to whether I think one idea informs a whole subculture. Quite the contrary, in that 
cultures coalesce around and develop from an array of ideas, people, spaces, moods 
and impulses. I’d go further and say that that is how and why subcultures – or most of 
them – continue to evolve and mutate over time. Subcultures are contested spaces: 
their meanings and origins are often sites of debate and tension. In particular, you see 
tension across generations as subcultures evolve. A constant debate/complaint within 
subcultures revolves around ‘what went wrong’ or ‘what is diluting’ or ‘distorting’ some 
kind of pure – authentic – cultural essence.

I’ve been looking at punk and punk-related fanzines recently, from the 1970s–80s.
In them you see an interesting pattern. The fanzine writer embraces the culture, writes 
enthusiastically about and becomes submerged in it. In time, the enthusiasm wanes 
and reasons are sought for what ‘things are not the same’ – maybe commodification 
has taken hold? Or people who don’t understand punk are getting involved? Perhaps 
people getting involved for reasons fashion, so superficially. Or perhaps codification 
has taken place and people are acting out cliches and stereotypes …and so ruining 
the scene. Maybe egos have taken hold? I’d suggest variations on this repeat across 
most if not all subcultures [hence my world being populated by old punk-bores saying 
it was all better back-in-the-day]. Arguably, of course, subcultures need to evolve to 
survive in any creative sense - to not become ossified. 

Back to the question: Nick Crossely’s work, using Network theory, is interesting in 
tracing how scenes coalesce. He basically argues that for a scene – and associated 
subculture -to form you need a certain amount of people to populate it, hence their 
tending to an urban/city focus. As such, he joins up the connections between people 
to shows how cultures formulate. I’m doubtful about how definitive this is. Missing for 
me, is consideration of just what it is that connects the people in the Network. What 
are the shared interests, ideas, sensibilities? Once you begin to explore theses, then 
you find commonalities but also variations and points of difference that allow for syn-
ergies and divergence. For me, this is why punk – as a cultural term - means different 
things to different people and evolved across so many sub-strands. 
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As a caveat, I’d not be so confident in saying this has to be the pattern for all subcul-
tures. I think subcultures vary in their formation and development and that research 
methodologies need to be flexible in their approach and multifaceted in their applica-
tion. I’m not convinced there is a definite model or ‘pathway’ through subcultures. As I 
said earlier, they are necessarily amorphous and any understanding needs to sensitive 
to an array of contextual factors. And, to finish, I think this a good thing – it helps keep 
subcultures and our readings of them alive and in motion.

Prof. Matthew Worley
University of Reading, UK
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Religion and Subcultures
Marco Andreacchio, Lucien Oulahbib 

Intorduction. 
At the dawn of modernity, a new way of thinking gave rise to the systematic proj-

ect of converting Christianity into an apolitical vehicle for the construction of a new 
«atheological» world.  The Christian God was supposed to nourish, so to speak, a hu-
manity gradually weaned from any reference to divine transcendence, in favor of the 
realization of a universal society and morality based on purely techno-ideological prin-
ciples.  And yet more and more Christians (in Africa, Asia and the Near East, no less than 
in “the West”) seem to be ill at ease with at least some of our innovations, remaining 
rather unimpressed by the great strides our societies have made in the direction of 
anti-humanism.  However, there is more to the story.

Today the fundamental terms of all religious discourse are cut off from their origi-
nal theological-political context, fueling the dichotomy that we, as heirs of modernity, 
have learned to accept and no longer question, between a supposedly «subjective» 
or «private» Faith (which is increasingly gasping for air) and a Politics that risks at any 
moment consolidating into a «socialist» ideology (Dostoyevsky) opposed to all human 
interiority.   Whence, for instance, our habit of speaking of religious faith as if it per-
tained to whether a divinity exists or not, as opposed to being a matter of trust; so 
much so that today believing in God seems to be only a question of «wagering» that 
He exists, rather than trusting in His presence confirmed by a Revelation.  Whereas in 
the first case, we choose to establish a link with the divine, in the second, we respond 
to the permanence of the divine as a given.

Hence the question that traditional religions implicitly invite us to ask ourselves: is 
the divine ultimately superfluous to the constitution of a properly human, or political 
world?  The religions suggest a negative answer, of course, but how can any help us, 
today, understand the relationship between politics and divinity?  Is it still desirable for 
us to seek out mutual compatibility between politics and religion?

Would any traditional religion be able to help us understand even the ultimate and 
irreducible nature of political action?   Could any help us to better understand, not 
to say overcome the contemporary crisis of our civilization (its loss of confidence) on 
both the fronts of politics and theology?  Would any traditional religion, as it has been 
represented by the literary heroes of its history, still hold an important lesson for us 
regarding the problem of mediation between those two ends or modes of happiness 
(one earthly, the other otherworldly) that the poet Dante, as spiritual father of the Re-
naissance, proclaimed as proper to man?  Or are religions destined to be «secularized» 
and thus instrumentalized as mere fables?

The difference between subculture and religion.  What are the specific ele-
ments that shape each institution?

The modernist attempt to “domesticate” religion by encaging it within the narrow 
confines of a “subculture” has failed: not only does traditional religion keep trying to 
ground secular institutions incapable of accounting for their own formal legitimacy; 
secularism itself begs for a justification it fails to provide before the tribunal of public 
opinion.  The failure of modern secularism amounts at bottom to modernity’s failure to 
establish a world founded on the allure of power in its multiple guises of finance, arms, 
“Faustian” technical expertise, seductive grandiloquent propaganda (progressive 
dream-spinning ideologies), everyday rhetorical flattery and a plethora of strategies 
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of extortion, covert or otherwise, both breading and leveraging popular fear in the 
attempt to drain our moral resources once and for all.   Indeed, the problem of fear 
stands at the heart of modernity’s present-day crisis.

Machiavellian modernity has yet to tame the fear it has long sought to channel by fu-
eling it, rather than by simply moderating it (as classical philosophy), let alone quench-
ing it (as theocrats of old).  Fear has proven resilient, even as it has been systematically 
packaged for mass consumption, as the consummate merchandise purchasable, not 
with money, to be sure, but with our own very lives, both physical and moral: we re-
nounce ourselves for it, even as human nature keeps protesting.

Our merchants of fear are at once our providers of antidotes, echoing an old Vincent 
Price classic of black humor, where murder is lucrative business for the wiliest of un-
dertakers.  Prophets of salvation straight out of Dr. Seuss’s Sneetches parable promise 
us remedies feeding off of collective delusion.  And yet, fear remains untamed, forcing 
tyrants to admit to themselves that they are in the dangerous business of playing with 
fire.  The demand for fear threatens to overload a global industry engaged in both the 
production and “undoing” of a worldwide web of fear—in both the masking and un-
masking of fear as the two poles of a diabolical cycle defining the ongoing steadfast 
degeneration of civilization into outright barbarism.

Compelled to produce a fear greater than it could ever fathom, the fear industry 
might very well explode even prior to exhausting our inherited civil resources.  That 
is where old religion resurfaces with untamed force, reminding modern man that his 
flight from fear was at best a childish way to camouflage the unavoidable, though at 
worse (and more likely) a masochist exercise into reducing ourselves to a state of the 
most hapless or radical vulnerability to fear.

Despotic exceptions notwithstanding, old religion distinguishes itself from mod-
ernism by presenting fear as, in principle, open to question—or by introducing us to 
divine mystery as fundamental alternative to the triumph of absurdity  lurking 
behind every corner of the labyrinth of modernism’s progressive endeavors.  
There where our fear-industry has depleted and reduced  Culture  to 
“subcultural” debris, religion exposes itself from beneath the homogenizing 
veneer of subculture to confirm its true colors, the colors of a fear fostering 
civilization via moral  cultivation, a fear stilling all thought-numbing, free-floating, 
Chimeric fears; in short, a primordial fear naturally exposed, as a permanently open 
window, to an Original Blessing.  The Religion “resurrected” from beneath the ashes of 
consumerism, does not sell us new fetishistic fears, but reminds us of the first, the one 
marking our entrance, nay fall, into this world—a fear prompting us to ask “why?” from 
the bottom of our souls, instead of leaping endlessly from one fear to another, as if 
what we really dreaded was the reason why we fear in the first place.

Use of religion by other social institutions (business, politics, etc.) for their own 
purposes. Religion transformation: from divine transcendence to the universal 
society based on techno-ideological principles.

No doubt religion has been made use of throughout the centuries.   Yet, the use 
religions are made of has long been understood as deriving from an original end, a 
proper telos of religion.  To wit, a priest could be a wolf in sheep’s clothing, as long as 
he appeared as a reminder of the God of sheep.  His “job” was to point back to eternal 
ends, rather than to embody them.   So, for a long-time religion was made use of in 
conformity with religion’s own raison d’être, the reason why the People begged for re-
ligion—a reason pertaining to our common need of being reminded, if not of remind-
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ing ourselves, that politics is at its best a mirror of theological secrets, as opposed to 
constituting a flight away from all divine mystery.

Now, today we are systematically taught that institutions have no original meaning, 
but merely a meaning defined “historically,” by the use people make of them.  We are 
raised to reject the very notion of a religion that transcends the use we make of it by 
exposing us to the unassailable limits of all “use,” which is to say, to divine ends.  Yet the 
contemporary formal reduction of religion to the plaything of global market forces 
has not eradicated the transcendent dimension of religion from our societies; it has 
merely obscured it, making us forgetful of it, even as we remain drawn to it, if only as 
we are inspired by our collective failure to build a world of means grounding ends, or 
of means (that which we use) thriving by projecting themselves into unprecedented, 
innovative, progressive hypotheses.

Once we will have overloaded the market with our fears and desires, religion will 
once again appear to us as the vessel of a Right (viz., a right way of life) in the light of 
which the techno-ideological principles of our “universal society” will be forced to melt 
as waxwings having ventured far too close to the Sun.

We have, in the final analysis, good reasons to doubt the global market’s capaci-
ty to manage human nature, especially where, given the secular opposition between 
Caesar and God, Caesar parades as God, while his adepts posture as Caesars.  On such 
Machiavellian premises, our theater of pretensions appears doomed to succumb to its 
own logic.  For over our Golden Calf swings inexorably a sword of Damocles, to wit, the 
explosive resentment of an idolatrous people who hate their “God” at least as much as 
they pretend to love him.

How are we to understand and live the dialectic between Caesar and God without 
falling prey to the suicidal madness of contemporary secularism?  Leo Strauss pointed to 
the permanent tension between Athens (politics) and Jerusalem (divinity), suggesting 
the impossibility of a “World Citizenship” that demands the terminal effacing of the vis-
age that Emmanuel Levinas invoked as indispensable element of any life worth living.

Marco Andreacchio 
Independent scholar,

educator, author.

Dr. Lucien Oulahbib 
Writer, lecturer, 

sociologist, political scientist. 



86

The Subculture of Motorized Two-Wheels. 
And how it could be significantly better and larger

Nick Ienatsch

Fun. Freedom. Transportation. Thrills. Therapy. Competition…just a few reasons we 
join the subculture of motorcyclists. The reasons vary per rider… and even vary per 
ride.Motorcycling can be a practical and inexpensive solution to daily transportation 
in the form of scooters, or a world-level racing class in the form of million-dollar Mo-
toGP bikes. Between scooters and GP bikes are thousands of variations on the two-
wheeled theme, aimed at catching the eye of riders and future riders, no matter what 
their reason to ride.

Increasing Risk
Behind every reason to ride lurks risk. Not the risk of hitting a tennis ball into the 

net or missing the game-winning goal…risk of serious or fatal injury. America has av-
eraged approximately 4900 motorcycle fatalities for the past five years  (Source: U.S. 
Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration; Federal 
Highway Administration), putting a number to the risk most riders know is there.

And this risk puts motorcycling in a relatively unique subculture for several reasons.
1-A motorcycle is inherently unstable and will fall over if unattended by a person, 

wall, kickstand, etc. Once the bike is straddled, the onus of safety falls almost entirely 
on the rider.

2-The faster the motorcycle is ridden, the higher the risks. Distance is covered more 
quickly and the loads on the tires become higher and closer to the tires’ ultimate trac-
tion: the edge of traction becomes narrower.

Champions Riding School instructors “at work”…
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3-The outside influence of poor/inattentive four-wheeled-vehicle driving greatly af-
fects the risk levels of street-riding motorcyclists. When a car and a motorcycle collide, 
the motorcyclist is almost always significantly more injured. 

The Bike and Rider are Poorly Matched
A rider’s risk is decreased significantly by the technology available in the modern 

motorcycle. Current bikes can be purchased with Anti-Lock Braking (ABS), Traction 
Control, Wheelie Control and varying power modes, all adjustable at the handlebar.

As these technologies increase and improve…ABS in a corner, for example…we 
could logically expect a decrease in rider injuries and fatalities.

But we aren’t seeing that logical decrease because rider skills and approaches are 
not keeping pace with bike technology. Most riders learn from a family member or 
friend. Many new-rider schools present theories and approaches that are provably 
flawed and become more and more flawed with speed. Even some large riding schools 
follow riding approaches that vary significantly from expert-level habits. In all these 
scenarios, poor information is passed from rider to rider.

Yes, the motorcycles are consistently improving but rider education has not kept 
pace. Even the best tool is unsuitable for a job if handled incorrectly. Motorcycles are 
a tremendous tool to meet all the reasons we ride, yet risk remains high because rid-
ing-skills knowledge and mastery remain so low. The answer isn’t to increase rider ed-
ucation; the answer is to improve rider education. Bad information taught to more 
people will not reduce riding risks.

A Subculture of Therapeutic Joy
Done well, enthusiast-level motorcycle riding has been described as “helmet ther-

apy”. The rider is alone, sealed off and protected from the world with high-tech gear, 
involved in an all-consuming passion that combines physical action with laser-like 
mental focus.

The awareness of risk heightens the focus. The challenge of controlling a powerful 
and inherently unstable machine to within millimeters of a chosen path leaves the 
rider with a drug-like high at ride’s end. The satisfaction of controlling speed and di-
rection through throttle, brakes and steering addicts us like few sports can. The social 
circle of enthusiast riders is tight and upbeat, sharing the joy and challenge of two-
wheeled travel. It’s one of life’s greatest subcultures, but you’ve got to survive it.

My Personal Heartbreak
Street-bike riding in America is not growing. Sales of street bikes are stagnant or 

shrinking. The experts huddle and blame the kids for not wanting to take risks, discuss 
the aging of the current riders, site bike and insurance costs being too high, that there 
aren’t enough beginner bikes in the showrooms.

I’ll agree with those arguments but add another perspective that I can prove in 10 
minutes with a motorcycle and some room to ride. Motorcycle riding is not growing 
because many riders have a flawed understanding of motorcycle handling dynamics, 
and that misunderstanding is either taught or propagated in our industry. The two 
main locations where riders are dying or being hurt…running wide in corners and 
impacting other vehicles in intersections…are directly tied to the misunderstandings 
that permeate the American riding community.

Who is this know-it-all? You might ask. I can provide a biography but know this: I’m 
the guy who is extremely upset with what his happening to my passion, my livelihood 
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and my social world. We can’t hope to retain new members in our subculture if those 
new members are hurting and killing themselves. Because our subculture includes 
significant risk, the steps to success must be correct or we will continue to stagnate. 
Because our subculture gets riskier with speed, the steps to success must be exact 
from the moment a rider decides to ride.

The necessary changes to improve and increase our subculture are clear, explainable 
and implementable. One might wonder why this implementation isn’t taking place.

Nick Ienatsch
Yamaha Champions Riding 

School, CEO
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The Isle of Man TT and a sub-culture of danger
Simon McGregor-Wood

I am a motorcyclist and a journalist. In 2012 I got to combine my passion for the cul-
ture of motorcycling with my passion for story telling by making a film about the Isle 
of Man TT races. It was called The Isle of Man TT: Addicted To Danger.

I first started motorcycling in my early twenties. I didn’t start out with a fixation with 
speed or danger, or even with the culture of motorcycling. I just needed a better way to 
get to work. But soon, that all changed. Soon I was learning how to ride on race circuits 
and speed was becoming the most important thing. Several years of amateur racing 
followed, most of it spent in the middle of the pack with occasional crashes and zero 
trophies. But it was one of the most exciting things I’ve ever done.

Today I stick to organised track days. Taking a bike onto a circuit with dozens of other 
enthusiasts to relive more youthful moments. The adrenalin rush may be smaller but 
for someone in their fifties, it’s more than enough.

So yes, I have spent several decades immersed in the world of motorcycling, in the 
culture of motorcycling. I wore the clothes, I read the magazines, I watched the races, 
I had my heroes and villains, I talked the talk. I identified with my fellow bikers. On a 
Sunday afternoon ride we’d nod at each other as we flashed by. If there was a problem 
with the bike it was always a biker who’d stop to help.

Then one day I lifted the lid on a motorcycling subculture I didn’t know existed. 
I saw a video clip of people racing on roads in the UK. One road in particular. A 37 mile 
stretch of public highway on the Isle of Man, a small rather old-fashioned place in the 
sea between England and Ireland. Every year they hold a series of races called the Isle of 
Man TT. TT stands for Tourist Trophy and it all started would you believe, back in 1907.

I was immediately fascinated and knew I wanted to know more. This was a motorcy-
cling culture I knew nothing about. It obviously had its own rich history, its traditions 
and personalities. There was a way of life and from the racing point of view, a completely 
different approach. In 2012 we went to make a film about it for Al Jazeera.

The TT, as it’s called, is a dangerous race. It’s often called the most dangerous race in 
the world. Most years people die doing it. And no one is immune from making a fatal 
mistake. Experience and knowledge of every twist and turn of the circuit is an advantage, 
but it doesn’t stop mistakes. On the Isle of Man mistakes are usually fatal. They involve 
lamp posts, and stone walls, the sides of houses or a patch of oil left by the bike in front. 
If you make a mistake on this circuit there’s nowhere to go.

So there’s a culture of danger here that doesn’t exist anywhere else in motorsport. 
Look at Moto GP, the crème de le crème of bike racing. It’s fast and people get hurt but 
these days they rarely die. As a spectacle it’s a huge success but a fine balance is drawn 
between maintaining the speed and excitement and keeping the riders safe. Circuits 
are constantly assessed. If the bikes get faster are the circuits still able to accommodate 
them? Safety culture looms large and most people think that’s right.

On the Isle of Man different standards exist, and for the fans who flock there every 
year this is surely part of the attraction. It’s the same for the riders. For many, “normal” 
racing is too bland. They’re looking for a tougher challenge where danger is ever present.

“Where else can you do this?” they ask. “What other sport can you do, where if you 
get it wrong you’re dead? That’s the buzz.”

The danger is almost celebrated. For the fans it certainly heightens they’re admiration 
for the riders. It intensifies their heroism. No one’s forcing them to do it. Most of the 
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riders are keen amateurs and no one’s getting rich with prize money of £25,000 for a 
win. That’s not enough to give up your day job.

Perhaps there is a pushback against safety culture. The TT used to be part of the World 
Championship. It was the British round of the season. That is until riders started to refuse 
to take part. You could hardly blame them. Riders tell you it takes at least three years to 
learn the TT circuit. How could the world’s best riders be expected to adapt their styles 
and approach for one completely unique race a year. And the death toll was mounting. 
In 1977 the race was moved to Silverstone and never went back.

In this subculture there is clearly a very specific approach to danger and death. It can 
only exist because the Isle Man makes its own laws. Anywhere else and the TT would have 
been shut down years ago. For the fans the riders are like gladiators. They are celebrated 
for embracing the danger and the possibility of death. There is a collective defiance 
against people who would take away their event, and people who seek to make it safe.

This is not a suicide cult. No one goes to the Isle of Man to die but everyone realises 
death is sitting on your shoulder. And if death does come visiting? The race stops. Vol-
unteer marshals and medics attend to the scene, and when all is cleared away, the race 
will restart. The understanding is that the rider who died would want it that way. Where 
else in the world does that happen?

This is a subculture where people take great pride in its history. 1907 is a long time ago. 
There is a list of famous riders who proved themselves multiple winners. The heroes of 
yesterday are respected with great deference. Many of them died doing what they loved.

TT fans are tightly knit and creatures of habit. They come every year and stay in the 
same place. They will have a favourite spot to watch the action unfold, often within 
touching distance of the bikes as they flash past at 200 miles per hour. They will buy 
the T shirt to add to their collection. They will bring their children and grandchildren 
and the tradition continues.

I suppose motorcycling and danger have always gone together. Conquering fear and 
feeling the adrenalin rush has always been part of the attraction. Self-expression and 
rebellion have also played their part, particularly in the post war era.

The subculture of the TT races should be seen in this tradition. The people who take 
part and the fans who watch are stubborn individualists wedded to history. There is a 
rejection of “cotton wool” safety culture. For many riders the TT is a chance to break free 
from the normal constraints of the day to day life.

For motorcyclists the TT represents the ultimate challenge in skill and endurance. 
Any other form of racing is repetitive and controlled. Other riders think they’re mad for 
doing it. But at its heart the TT is about ordinary people doing an extraordinary thing in 
the comfort of a tightly knit and supportive community. And yes, they will all tell you, 
the danger is truly addictive.

Simon McGregor-Wood 
Television correspondent,
ABC News, Reuters and Al 

Jazeera English.
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Researching Subculture through the Lens of Actor-Networking Theory
Dr. Mikhail Minakov

A ‘subculture’ is relatively well-studied phenomenon within the framework of con-
temporary social sciences. Between the 1950ies when a ‘consumerist society’ is shaped 
both as a wide-spread practice and a concept, and 1960ies when human and non-hu-
man collectives visibly react on them (on practice an concept) through new practices 
and concepts, and today the subcultures were objectified, described, and witnessed in 
their multiple changes in many scholarly and journalist studies.

If you look at the most cited researchers of subcultures, one can see a generic under-
standing of a subculture aptly summarized by Herbert Convey (2015):

“This volume refers to culture as a set of beliefs, customs, art, and so on of a particular 
society, group, place, or time. Societies typically have (common) beliefs along with ways of 
life and thinking called culture. Culture is diffuse and not dependent on face-to-face con-
tact between all members. Within the larger societal culture can be smaller subcultures… 
A subculture is a group of people within a culture that separates themselves from the larger 
culture.” (p.2.)

The mentioned separation is a complex act very significant for modern social sci-
ences imagination. One of the pioneers in studying subcultures, Dick Hedbige (1979) 
writes:

“…we are interested in subculture – in the expressive forms and rituals of those subordi-
nate groups – the teddy boys and mods and rockers, the skinheads and the punks – who 
are alternately dismissed, denounced and canonized; treated at different times as threats 
to public order and as harmless buffoons.” (p.2.)

This “dismissal, denouncement, and canonization” is exactly a set of acts that creates 
the object of public reaction and of academic study, — as well as the reason for physi-
cal clashes, legal persecution, and academic debate for one definition of permanently 
changing ‘object’. From all this one can see how the ‘objectifying gaze of social scienc-
es’ works here together with other practices of hegemony and domination.

But today, a research of a subculture can try to have less penetrating and hegemon-
ic approach towards living and multitude reality. This, for example, can be offered by 
Latour’s actor-networking theory (ANT).

Why Latour? In his anthropology of science realistic research Bruno Latour has made 
a series of conclusions that were among the theoretical causes for post-anthropolog-
ical turn (Latour 1999, 2013). A turn, supposedly, toward reality as such. No doubts, 
there is a doubt if this turn is a way to reach out to reality as is. However, it is indeed 
a sincere attempt to refocus science from all-too-much-human and, thus, political to-
ward a context were human and non-human actors are taken into account while mak-
ing research.

In ANT Latour offers to find and deny bifurcations that modern science creates while 
describing (mate)reality (ibid.). And this conceptual game does blur the scholarly un-
derstanding of the phenomena. For example, division between culture (society) and 
nature, according to Latour, is a bifurcation produced because of the focus on human: 
anthropocentrism creates a language that creates inequality among the objects of re-
search and that causes its failure.

What happens with the objects of research are not seen through the modernist bi-
furcations?

Modern science is an example of the modernist dualism between subject and ob-
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ject. Science demands that that active subject cognizes passive object. Science pro-
duces knowledge within the myth of subject-object relations. However, if we do not 
follow bifurcation, in science we get a collective, a common space of people, objects 
and theories that act in a network of affects.

So ANT looks at reality as a collective of human and non-human actors that act by 
changing experience. So instead of subject and object we have affects and results of 
acts, we have actors, and we have their network of co-influence.

ANT can be applied to the research of subcultures, from a perspective that opens up 
not only structures of ‘objects’ like mainstream society and subculture, but also classes 
of features that account for a social, psychological, and economical world. ANT would 
open up a subculture not as ‘real object’, but an object designed to shape human ac-
tion and influence order of non-human actions. By studying a subculture, we see how 
actors mediate human relations and impact our ethics, or sexuality, or aesthetic judg-
ment, or political communication.

For a researcher this means that while describing reality of a subculture, researcher 
equally treats human actors within the separate group and non-human actors that 
may include:

•	rocker’s motorcycle or black leather jacket as rebellious message to ‘ordinary 
citizen’ (the rocker subculture)

•	syringe with ‘chemical instance’ as well as the experience of chemically induced 
happiness (the injection drug users’ subculture)

•	discount coupon and buying as a way to personal value (in the subculture of 
addicted discount buyers)

•	the Leica camera with black & white film (the film-photographers subculture)
This way, the real world and research text come together, get one voice. This one 

voice denies:
•	hegemonic/mainstream – subdued/sub-status
•	norm – abnormality
•	power of consumerism – subcultural resistance
•	accultured behavior – deviant behavior
•	together (mainstream society) – separated (subculture)

It is up to researcher to decide, how thick will the description be. So this research 
design would need to respond:

•	Will it include actors of one subculture, or of several subcultures, or of a subcul-
ture and a mainstream, or a subculture, a counterculture, and a mainstream?

•	By turning modern academic ‘hierarchy of objects’ into topological field, what 
shall be in center, what stays on margins, and why?

•	Does your research respect reality as multitude and divisions, or it produces 
and imposes ‘full picture’?

So ANT-based research of a subculture has to
•	mind the researcher, his/her method, and his/her language
•	treat the object of study as a network of human and non-human co-actors
•	list actors in the network of your research by treating them as a collective of 

co-existence where researcher is included
•	chose the depth of research description.

World is a great place for scholarly inquiry. So let’s research it, not our concepts and 
the traps produced by them.
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Theory and Practice in Subcultural Studies
Dr. Bernardo Attias 

Ways to explore the attributes and symbols of subcultures
I see this first question as a question of method, a theoretical question. For me, the 

richest theoretical and methodological work tends to arise out of critical engagements 
rather than the other way around. In other words, I tend to find scholarly work more 
compelling when the methods are adapted to suit a specific critical engagement with 
a phenomenon, rather than when the scholar begins with a theoretical approach and 
then “applies” that approach to a phenomenon. I find this especially true in the field of 
subcultural studies. So my comments today will try to address this theoretical/meth-
odological question from the perspective of specific subcultural sites of engagement 
(specifically, DJ culture, sex work studies, and conspiracy theory). In general I think it’s 
up to scholars to choose methods that best fit the object of study rather than the other 
way around.

My training is in communication studies; from the perspective of methodology, my 
main approaches are rooted in rhetorical studies, cultural studies, and performance studies. 
I will attempt to illustrate the way each method works for me in relation to each site of 
engagement.

Rhetorical studies, put simply, involves the study of persuasion and identification. The 
field is rooted in the ancient history of the study of persuasive public speaking, but the 
methods drawn from this practice have been applied in modern rhetorical scholarship 
to all forms of communication media and symbolic communication. My own work is 
often animated specifically by textual analysis and argument analysis. So, for example, 
my work on conspiracy subcultures has focused specifically on the QAnon movement 
in U.S. politics. The QAnon group functions in many ways like a political cult, following 
the pattern of religious cults as well as violent extremists, and there is little question 
that the followers can be understood as a subculture (although, of course, it depends 
how subculture is defined; more about that later).

Textual analysis allows the scholar to “read” the speech or communication of key figures 
in such a movement. So, for example, certain speeches of General Michael Flynn, or Con-
gresswoman Marjorie Taylor Greene, would be examined as key texts in the movement. 
The tweets of the U. S. President, or of key influencers in QAnon subculture, or, indeed, 
the “Q-drops” of QAnon themselves, could also be interpreted using the same tools that 
scholars might use to interpret political speeches. Textual analysis might help a scholar 
better understand, for example, the way in which QAnon establishes and consolidates 
ethos through persuasive techniques such as the encoding of mystery and secret knowl-
edge through the use of a tripcode to verify their identity. Or the way in which certain 
slogans and catch phrases often expressed in hashtags tweeted by followers help the 
community build a collective subcultural identity—”trust the plan”; “follow the white 
rabbit”; and “WWG1WGA” aka “where we go one we go all.”

In its classical forms, basic argument analysis can be useful simply for examining the 
structure of arguments made by QAnon adherents, but for me this type of analysis has 
grounded a particular approach that incorporates Kenneth Burke’s analysis of rhetoric 
as a theory not just of persuasion but of identification. In this case I’m interested in the 
psychological dimensions of the arguer’s satisfaction as well as the structure of the ar-
gument. As an example, I’m looking into the way in which QAnon adherents utilize the 
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pleasure of textual analysis as itself a kind of proof — all of the Q “decodes” become a way 
of engaging the adherent in a depth hermeneutic that equates the enjoyment of the 
game itself with persuasion. In other words, the excitement (and endorphins) released 
through the process of puzzling out bizarre (and nonsensical) connections between 
the exact second a Trump tweet is posted and the number of a Q-drop, for example, 
is experienced by the adherent as itself a kind of “proof” of the truth of the conspiracy.

Turning to cultural studies, a commonly utilized method is historical discourse analysis 
of the sort that you might find in the classic work Policing the Crisis. My work on sex work 
culture approaches the subculture from this perspective, although just as Policing the 
Crisis is not about the subculture of muggers, my primary focus is not subcultures of 
Asian sex workers in the North America per se but rather the discursive constraints in 
which they operate (and, in particular, the way in which those constraints render them 
far more vulnerable to violence and exploitation). Discourse analysis allows the scholar 
to “read” not only specific discourses of activists or political figures with a stake in sex 
worker subculture (law enforcement, mass media, and the “sex traffic rescue industry”); 
it also allows the scholar to explore the way in which the general discursive climate 
around a term like “sex traffic” or “rescue” consolidates in this case a larger discourse of 
white supremacy that treats actual migrant sex workers as pawns.

Finally, performance studies methodologies have been instrumental particularly 
in my work on DJ culture. Performance studies, at least in communication studies, is 
rooted partly in anthropology. Consequently, ethnography and participant/observer 
studies tend to be a primary approach in performance studies. For me, active engage-
ment with the subculture as a participant allowed me to forward observations about 
the subculture. In particular I was interested in the relationship between technology, 
geography, and identity. I was interested in the ways in which DJs and fans created and 
based identities in many ways around the technologies that DJs used; whether they 
were a vinyl DJ or a CD DJ or a computer-based DJ was very important to both DJs and 
fans, often even to the extent of creating “us vs. them” dichotomies. But also I’ve been 
interested in the way geographical location functions in a similar manner; as a partici-
pant/observer, I spent some time going to music festivals and engaging dancers, fans, 
and DJs. To be honest, I started this research with a set of questions that I planned to 
ask everyone I interacted with, but I almost immediately threw the prepared questions 
away and simply engaged people — more, then, as a participant than an observer — 
because the conversations were more organic and natural that way. It allowed me to 
engage in a more honest and genuine fashion.

I was also interested in the way geography emerges in the music; with Detroit techno 
in particular, for example, there is a strong sense of identity and commitment to the city 
among fans of the music. This resonates in many ways with Paul Hockenos’ comments 
regarding Berlin; it’s very interesting because if you listen to the music for a sound sig-
nature that signifies Detroit, you find it in Berlin techno as much as in Detroit techno, 
and vice versa. And there is in fact some real interchanges and interactions in between 
these specific cities and the emergence of techno at the time, so all that stuff is there. 
(Indeed, there’s even a great Detroit techno record label called Sound Signature). But the 
essence of “Detroit techno” in fact turns out less to be about the sound signature and 
more about the sense of community and identity that forms around the sound. (Sarah 
Thornton’s work elaborating the notion of “authentication” is instructive here). For me, 
getting at that sense of identity, this ethnographic work really helped that. I found a 
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similar situation interviewing Cuban techno DJs in Havana. While there might be less 
of a worldwide understanding of the existence of a “Havana techno” identity for vari-
ous reasons (including the overshadowing of techno by the immense historical wealth 
of other musical forms on the island), there is clearly a strong sense of identification 
among the DJs and fans themselves, which is consolidated not only by their sense of 
community and proximity but also their shared relationships to the peculiar constraints 
of engaging in an international art form such as techno under the conditions of the U.S. 
economic blockade, travel restrictions, etc.

The phenomenon of “Subculture in Subculture” and characteristics of its study. 
The synthesis of ideas in the subculture, reasons for the existence of subcultures, 
invisible internal mechanisms that maintain their continuance.

Very interesting conversation here. There are at least three key terms here that circle 
around the term subculture that I think are worth exploring: resistance, commodifica-
tion, and appropriation. I think the speakers today have all touched on these terms a 
little bit today. Starting with resistance, when we talk about subculture, and ask what is 
subculture, we have to talk about the “sub”; what does it mean? There’s an idea that it 
is subordinate, or even subterranean, it’s underground, it’s hidden, but also subversive.

Certainly subcultural studies has tended to identify work on subcultures in relation 
to Hebdige’s text Subculture The Meaning of Style, which is itself rooted in the notion of 
“culture” as a distinct “way of life of a people” that is grounded in British Cultural Studies. 
A group becomes a culture when they develop distinct pattern of life, and when they 
express that pattern through some kind of identifiable symbolic form. Hebdige takes 
a semiotic approach to subculture, reading it through signs — he argues that groups 
become “cultures” at the moment where they “develop distinct patterns of life” and give 
their experiences “expressive form.” What makes a culture a subculture is not just that it is 
a smaller part of the culture; it is specifically its resistance to dominant cultural norms. It 
is this reaction to dominant cultural norms and the conversation subcultures have with 
those norms that helps consolidate its identity as specifically subcultural.

For subcultures, these experienced contradictions and objections to ruling ideologies 
are expressed through style. This is what we call “lifestyle”, and in fact there is scholarship 
that identifies itself as “lifestyle studies,” though that work tends to focus on more dom-
inant cultures. (I would also mention that the term “style” has a specific set of meanings 
in my own field and in the rhetorical tradition in particular, and I think not enough work 
has been done incorporating ancient Greek and Roman discussions of oratorical style 
into subcultural studies).

A key question in subcultural studies, then, is the question of how the subcultures 
handle what Hebdige called the “raw material of social existence” — in other words, 
from a performance studies perspective, the way in which the group uses the means 
available to it to articulate and perform a (subcultural) group identity. Of course this 
term “raw material” is misleading. As Marx wrote, “men make their own history, but they 
do not make it just as they please, they do not make it under circumstances chosen by 
themselves, but under circumstances directly encountered, given, and transmitted from 
the past.” The social relations and the stock of symbols available to a subculture is thus 
never truly “raw”; they are mediated through (and in symbolic reaction against) specific 
histories and ideologies. The way a symbol is appropriated and used by a subculture 
makes meaning, and that meaning can be very different for the subculture and for the 
dominant culture.
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This doesn’t work with every kind of symbol, of course. Appropriation has its limits. And 
here I’m not even talking about the cultural implications of appropriation as a matter of 
“stealing identity” or such. In Ross Haenfler’s comments he talked about the use of the 
swastika, for example, and we all know that the hooked cross has a long and rich history 
in various cultures long before it was appropriated by the Nazi Party. But arguably the 
Nazis made it difficult if not impossible, at least in European and American contexts, to 
use that symbol in any way that doesn’t signify racism, anti-Semitism, and genocide. In 
the late 1970s, of course, punk rockers thought they could do something different with 
it, appropriating the symbol in order to express what Hebdige called an “emptying out” 
of meaning. They didn’t want the swastika as a racist symbol; they wanted it as a symbol 
that would kind of offend everybody and express a certain nihilism and distinction, 
but it was too meaningful a symbol to the dominant society that it really didn’t work. 
So you had this moment for example where Siouxsie (of Siouxsie and the Banshees) 
had to apologize for using the symbol, saying we really didn’t mean it that way, and of 
course that really saps the strength of whatever they’d hoped to communicate with the 
symbol in the first place. There was no way in 1970s London to separate the meaning 
of the symbol from its ties to Nazi Germany.

So lifestyles develop at least in part in relation to (and in reaction against) dominant 
cultural norms. Does this mean subcultures are “anti-cultures”? Not at all. In fact a theme 
that arises in much research in subcultural studies going back to the 1950s found that 
many subcultures that seemed to be against the dominant culture (e. g. street gangs) 
actually shared and even reinforced the value systems of those dominant cultures. What 
seems like subterranean value systems, at least as expressed symbolically, are often 
quite supportive of the dominant value system. This is where I think a multidimensional 
approach to subcultures might help reveal these things that might not be so obvious 
on the surface.

In this light many scholars reserve the term counterculture for subcultures whose 
resistance to the dominant cultural sign systems take on a far more explicitly political 
and ideological form. It is arguable that even such countercultures legitimize and sustain 
the dominant cultural ideologies through their explicit opposition. In this light Cohen’s 
research on “moral panics” and the immense wealth of subcultural studies scholarship it 
has influenced, including, of course, Hebdige’s work, is particularly instructive: Hebdige 
noted that the moral panic that surrounded punk rock helped allow punk rock to be 
commercialized and for its “threatening” or resistant force to be muted.

In this light some of my own work on subcultures has focused on the way in which 
subcultures, through style, manifest ideologies that both challenge and reaffirm domi-
nant systems at the same time. I’m also interested in the way subcultures’ use of the raw 
materials available to them take the form of cultural appropriation, sometimes from other 
subcultures. In this light the story that Gavin Watson was telling about the skinheads 
and their appropriation of Black music is particularly enlightening; you wind up with 
these racist skinhead groups appropriating skinhead subculture, including the music, 
and developing racist narratives, perhaps without even realizing that the music they’re 
appropriating was itself appropriated from Caribbean/West Indian Black cultures, the 
very cultures they’ve been calling for expelling from London. They are at that moment 
engaged in a kind of dialogue with Black culture without realizing it.

While the model of cultural appropriation tends to be studied from a binary perspec-
tive — seeing appropriation as either celebrating or commercializing and trivializing the 
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culture it appropriates — I am trying to work towards an approach to such appropriation 
as cultural dialogue. This dialogue is not between “authentic” cultures per se, but rather 
in the spaces between imagined cultures, which are authenticated not through refer-
ence to some cultural essence but rather through performance. In such performance, 
the dynamics and methods of curation, which is another term I’ve been working with 
in relation to DJ culture, which developed in very specific ways in certain musical styles, 
play a critical role.

So in my work I am trying to understand some DJ subcultures as cultures of curation. 
The act of curation — collecting, selecting, organizing, and sharing (whether it is art 
in a museum or a DJ putting together a musical set — is approached as a narrative 
endeavor in which the DJ tells a story and engages in a mode of performance through 
which cultural meanings and identities are negotiated. Currently I’m aiming to explore 
this relation through two case studies: first, Jamaican dancehall music’s appropriation 
of British rock music in the extremely popular “Sleng Teng” riddim (which journalists 
have identified as coming from a pre-programmed electronic keyboard that used a 
1970s British rock song); and second, the rise of hybrid electronic dance music styles 
sometimes sardonically referred to as “global ghettotech”, illustrated by pop stars who 
are themselves culturally hybrid but who have emerged from European dancefloor 
contexts (e. g. M.I.A., Jahcoozi, and Sevdaliza; these are artists who have appropriated 
various global musical elements that they identify with to varying degrees in order to 
create a certain dancefloor sound). The notion of “curation”, and specifically of the cura-
torial performance, can help scholars better understand the emergence of these hybrid 
styles and practices. Such artists are curating their own music collections (or even their 
collections of tidbits of recorded sound) in order to express themselves in relation to a 
specific subcultural community. That appropriation for me can signify a cultural dialogue 
rather than a “stealing.”
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Skinhead’s life and thinking from photographer 
Gavin Watson

I was a shy child, living in my own fantasy world, one which was a lot more exciting, 
and in a way more real, than my reality, which wasn’t much cop. Dyslexic, painfully 
shy; trouble at home, unhappy parents. When I talk about my childhood to some of 
my mates their instant reaction is, “It can’t have been that bad,” and they tell me what 
a brilliant childhood they had, and how the many abuses society passed on to our par-
ents and then down to us haven’t affected them at all, as they drag on their spliff, take 
a swig of their beer and tell me of the latest relationship that has broken down. 

When I look back to the days of my childhood, the times I remember being the hap-
piest (and it is the same with my friends,) are those I spent with friends away from the 
house, and the heavy atmosphere of home. It was on one of those nights that this 
whole Skinhead story begins. I was out with my friends, causing mischief and mayhem 
in High Wycombe on a dark October evening, ransacking the bins of Woolworth’s and 
playing “He” (also known as “Tag” or “Tin Tan Tallyo”) in the multistory car park in the 
centre of town.  There were about twenty of us, all mongrels from a pretty grim estate 
called Micklefield to the east of High Wycombe. Being only fourteen I had to be in fairly 
early during the week. 

Little did I know that this evening something was to happen that would change 
my life for good. I came in as usual, took my shoes off at the back door (one of Mum’s 
iron rules), and came into the front room where my mum was in her favourite chair, 
my dad in his. Top of the Pops was on and there was a band playing, a group of young 
guys jumping around to a tune the likes of which I had never heard before.  I was 
transfixed and then blown away, the affect of this band on me was incredible.  Who 
are they?  What’s their name? I must have that record now.  I must have it.  The band, I 
found out, was called Madness.  The next morning I think I nicked a pound from some-
where in the house before leaving for school.  There, all my friends were talking about 
“Madness.”  Rumors and conjecture about who they were abounded.  Were they Mods? 
Yanks? Punks? Nobody knew.  I went straight to Woolworth’s after school and bought 
the single that was to completely change my way of life and set me on an unbelievable 
journey.  I played that record to death, until the grooves practically wore away, and I 
was on the verge of being hung, drawn and quartered by my family.  The record was 
“The Prince”; the year was 1979.

The debate on where “Madness” fitted in continued.  Eager teenage researchers 
gleaned countless sources, and slowly a composite picture of the group emerged.  Al-
though part of the Two Tone/ Mod revival scene, their influences and image strongly 
echoed late Sixties Skinhead culture.  “The Prince” was a tribute to Jamaican bluebeat 
legend and Skinhead icon, Prince Buster.  The alternative A-side of the single was a 
cover of Prince Buster’s song “Madness”, which had inspired the band’s choice of name.  
It began to emerge that Madness were really more of a Skinhead band than any other 
kind of band.  

I certainly felt this, and became a Skinhead very soon after discovering them. I be-
came a Skinhead because of the music, and the attention I received, especially from 
girls.  I loved dancing, music and girls, and the Two-Tone scene seemed to have it all.  It 
totally spoke to me, spoke to me about my environment in which a new multicultural 
generation of kids was coming of age: Pakistani, Polish, Jamaican, Irish etc. etc. 
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 Being a Skinhead also drew me to Oi! Music because it was directly geared towards 
the Skinhead movement.  

The first exposure and I am sure the first time I had heard about Oi! Music was on one 
Saturday hanging out downtown.  I was wandering about when I bumped into one of 
my friends (Sean Taylor I think it was) who excitedly informed me of the latest musical 
addition to the Skinhead playlist, he took me to OUR PRICE the small record shop. The 
record shop was full of my mates excitedly surrounding one of the record racks and 
passing around an album with a yellow cover.  I demanded a look and that was the 
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first moment I was introduced to  OI! THE ALBUM with a picture of Stinky Turner of the 
“Cockney Rejects” giving an energetic two fingered salute to the world.  Here was a 
whole album of music dedicated to being a Skinhead, and street urchins bands that 
were unashamedly Working class and proud of it.

In a world where nearly every close friend and the whole neighborhood and what 
looked like the whole country was affected by Skinheads there was hardly ever a men-
tion of the cult in any of the media.  If Skinheads were mentioned it was in an ex-
tremely negative light. I feel this sort of attitude to deny anything that is a little hard to 
understand was prevalent throughout the whole of society from top to bottom. If you 
had a fight you were out of control, if you wanted sex you were a pervert, if you wanted 
to be a little different you were a freak.  There seemed to be Skinheads everywhere, 
buying records, buying clothes, hanging about in gangs, pairs, females, young kids to 
adults.  From my angle the cult seemed to have penetrated every part of my world and 
more likely than not contributing somehow to society (I had a Skinhead friend Chris 
who is now a very rich inventor, he invented a contraption to make life a little easier for 
the physically handicapped when he was still a Skinhead.) But at the time Skinheads 
were given as much attention by the media as prize marrow growing contests in Scun-
thorpe.  Here was a music and a movement that was totally dedicated to this massive 
underbelly of youth that were being totally ignored by the mainstream in the hope 
that if they disregarded it we might just all go away like good little children.  But we 
didn’t and the Oi! Movement grew to become a worldwide influence.

Photo by Gavin Watson
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When you have bands like Dinosaur JR quoting little known OI! Bands as their great-
est musical influence it makes you think there are these kids in some backwater town 
in the States eagerly awaiting the next OI! Album to be sent over from England.  OI! 
Was looked down on from a great height by the music press, considered the laughing 
stock by music journalists, so much so towards the mid eighties if it was not for the 
fanzines and the die hard supporters of OI! You may have been mistaken that Skinhead 
and street punk just did not exist.  But it did, and a few independent record compa-
nies supplied the still growing demand especially abroad. When these kids in America 
decided to get out of their bedrooms and start their own punk and OI! Bands then 
matured, grew their hair long and came over to England in the guise of bands like 
Dinosaur JR, the same Journalists were spunking in their pants over the new sound.  It 
just sounded like the OI! Music that I had been listening to for years.  If you want to suc-
ceed go abroad give your material to a bunch of scruffy yanks and watch them come 
back with the same stuff a few years later and make a million bucks

“Buster Blood Vessel” from the group “Bad Manners” was the only singer in a success-
ful chart band to mention the word Skinhead in his songs “I’m just a Skinhead YOB.”  
Because of the likes of bands like the “Cockney Rejects” I remember being terrified 
of going to the East End for years thinking you were bound to get your head kicked 
in if you as much got off the bus in Bethnal Green.  “The Business” educated us in the 
joys of drink driving and introduced us to such savoury characters as HARRY MAY with 
his shooter in the boot.  “The Four Skins” Sung about all coppers being bastards and 
leaving school with f*ck all prospects.  “Cock Sparrer” demanded that the kids needed 
more than just masturbation to pass the time.  And let’s not forget that truly class band 
with lyrics Bob Dylan would die for and tunes Andrew Lloyd Webber would have been 



103

proud of, you guessed it the one and only “LAST RESORT”… “Smashing every thing up 
in sight, making old ladies die with fright” It became a disappointment to my friends 
and me that at the time “Madness” denied their Skinhead roots out of fear of bad pub-
licity.

Photo by Gavin Watson
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As time went on I left school and became part of an even tighter gang.  I felt our Wy-
combe mob was different from a lot of Skinhead gangs, as we were quite isolated from 
the rest of the Skinhead world, which in the early to mid Eighties was largely focused 
on the more right wing side of the Oi! Movement.  The reason we probably remained 
Skins longer than most was we were good friends with one Aiden Sterling, who played 
a very large part in bringing Skins together at the time.  Originally from Bedford, he 
moved to Aylesbury and, due to the force of his personality, was highly respected by 
all who met him. One of my strongest memories of Aiden was before I really became a 
fully-fledged Skin, and how he influenced me.  I’d had my haircut, it was growing out 
and my dress sense left a lot to be desired.  I loved “Madness” but I also was deeply into 
- wait for it - “Gary Numan”.

I remember walking home from town one sunny summer’s day, and passing the 
magistrates’ court.  On the other side of the road, standing in the midday sun, were 
three men striking a contrast against the brown glass entrance to the courthouse. Two 
were tall, immaculately dressed solicitors in expensive suits, and in the middle stood a 
Skinhead, shorter than the two solicitors, dressed in a red Ben Sherman shirt, immac-
ulate white Sta-Press, Crombie and cherry red Doc Marten’s.  What struck me strongly 
was how proud and dignified the Skinhead looked between these two obviously very 
professional, confident and successful men. 

How he stood his own in his chosen lifestyle. He was a Skin, but also a man in his own 
right and at that moment he seemed to preside over these two men. There were no 
intrinsic differences between these men despite the obvious, superficial contrast. They 
all looked brilliant in their respective worlds.  This memory is one of the most distinct 
from my early Skinhead days, a scene, which was lasered onto my memory as surely as 
light onto a negative. 

I remember meeting some older Skinheads from London at the Royal Wedding, 
(Charles and DI) and asking them why they weren’t Skins any more.  They said they had 
been Skins in ’78, and now it was all over for them.  In their eyes it was old hat.  I was 
shocked.  Being a Skinhead was still so new to my friends and me and we believed it 
was for life.  I was so intense about being a Skinhead to me it was final.  Anybody who 
grew their hair for work, school, their girlfriend, whatever, was severely mentally im-
paired.  I would be downtown and would see an older Skin who was growing his hair 
for some reason.  I would feel very disappointed and could not understand how one 
could ever not be a Skinhead once the step had been taken. I truly believed that it was 
a way of life. Being a Skinhead was not just about clothes and style, but something 
that went unfathomably deep.  I feel this even today.  After years spent trying to under-
stand myself, my actions and life, I still have not got a clue as to what the indefinable 
meaning of being a Skinhead is.  Sociology, anthropology and psychology might offer 
some answers, but I still believe there is a spiritual and mystical part of being a Skin-
head that is inexplicable.  It’s like being in love: you just can’t explain it or put it into a 
nice neat little definition in order to feel more in control of yourself.

I always felt being a Skinhead was far beyond my personal choice. Frequently over 
the years I used to catch glimpses of myself in shop windows and think, ‘Who the hell is 
that thug? The way I felt about myself inside contrasted greatly with my outer appear-
ance.  I still viewed myself as a shy, sensitive human being, but, looking back, I was also 
deeply insecure and very angry.  Always on the defensive, intense, with enough energy 
to start up a power plant.  I despised all authority, yet was also pretty authoritarian 
myself.  Full of complexities and contradictions. 
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 All of this had to come out somewhere.  I thank God I had the sense to take pho-
tos and pour at least some of this angst into an art form, and not just aggro, getting 
into trouble with the Old Bill, gang fighting, rowing with my girlfriends and generally 
being a sociopath.  It wasn’t always that bad, really.  Much of the time spent being in 
a Skinhead gang meant just sitting around drinking beer and taking the piss out of 
everything and everyone, talking shit and boring our girlfriends to death with old war 
stories that happened years ago - and some that never happened at all.     

Londons East End was the Skinheads spiritual home.  We were carrot crunchers from 
the countryside and we believed that the Skins in London were the Hardest Mother 
f*ckers ever to walk the Earth.  I remember going to the Last Resort, London’s only pure 
Skinhead shop at the time, with my Mum and Dad and Neville.  The sight of all those 
Monsters coupled with the Last Resorts’ sales methods (buy something, or you may 
not walk out of this shop Alive, Vibe) will stay with me for the rest off my life.  My broth-
er and I being tourists bought Skinhead T-shirts and were ecstatic at visiting a Skin-
head Mecc full of The real East End kids, the ones in Nicks Nights’ book “SKINHEAD”. 
A book I never really liked because I felt I had taken better photos even though I was 
only fifteen. Also he wasn’t a real Skin, just jumping on the bandwagon.  Sour grapes 
on my part really. But looking back his book “Skinhead” was the only modern reference 
point that me and my mates and any other Skinhead had at the time.  Without Nick 
Nights book there would have been even less literature about our chosen path.  Until 
he published that book it was just negative news clippings and archive stuff from the 
late sixties.  I don’t think I even saw a copy of Richard Allan’s ‘Skinhead’ till I was about 
eighteen. What amazes me is how insecure we all were, I mean all of us, girls, boys, 
Blacks, whites.   No real role models very few wise adults that could offer guidance.  I 
always had a very strong feeling from the age of fourteen that I was on my own when 
it came down to it.  

Photo by Gavin Watson
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 The world I was living in was so incredibly different from my parents and the adults 
around me that I SEVERELY RESENTED being told what to do by people who to me had 
no experience to speak of.  A line in a “FOUR SKINS” song goes “You could be a laborer 
or an office clerk, you wouldn’t believe the things I’ve seen and I’m only seventeen, 
what a wonderful world, what a wonderful world this is.”   This line really spoke to me, I 
always had the feeling that by the time I was eighteen I had lived a pretty unusual and 
intense life.     

Gavin Watson
British photographer
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Ways to explore the attributes and symbols of subcultures
Derek Ridgers

I should state up front that when I started what turned out to become my photo-
graphic investigation of British youth subcultures, it was completely unplanned and 
very informal. To begin with, it was no sort of a study or project. I’m not an anthropol-
ogist or a sociologist. At that point, I wasn’t even really a photographer. I was simply 
an office worker with a 35mm camera. Not, at that point, even a particularly keen ama-
teur. To be completely honest, when I started photographing British youth subcultures 
in 1976, it was just an opportunity to take some photographs. An easy option. It could 
just as easily have been any social subgroup that tolerated me photographing them - 
city bankers, construction workers, the homeless, Morris dancers or virtually anyone. 

For me it just happened to be punks. And the reason it just happened to be punks 
was that I was a big music fan. I was going to gigs around London every week, photo-
graphing some of the bands I saw and in 1976 punk happened. Punk rock bands and 
their punk fans had started to appear at many of the gigs I was going to. So really, it 
was just photographic opportunism. I didn’t have the gumption to photograph the 
punks to begin with. I was far too shy and I didn’t know how they would react. I sup-
pose, like most people, I assumed they would be aggressive and that it might be hard 
to get them to agree to being photographed. This turned out to be not the case at all, 
far from it. I sort of forced myself to work up the courage to do it and the punks I ap-
proached reacted well. I took some photographs of them and it set me off on what has 
become a photographic journey spanning six decades. 

Nevertheless, I’m sure that the initial apprehension I felt was why not so many other 
photographers chose to shoot them in the early days. By 78/79, the shock element of 
punk had worn off, many other photographers joined me on that particular bandwag-
on and it was even possible to see small groups of punks in Piccadilly Circus and in the 
Kings Road cadging money off tourists who wanted to photograph them. I was lucky 
I suppose, to have got in there early. Quite a few of my photographs of the early punk 
rockers got exhibited and published and, after that, I started to take my photography 
a little bit more seriously. I decided to consolidate my new ‘career’ and look for anoth-
er youth subculture to focus my camera on. At first I didn’t choose the skinheads. At 
that point, I didn’t even know they existed. Of course, I’d known of the skinheads of 
the 1960s. As a teenager, who wore glasses, I’d done my level best to avoid them. In 
the 1960s they were initially called ‘Peanuts’ not skinheads in the part of West London 
I grew up in. But I hadn’t actually seen any bone fide peanuts/skinheads since about 
1969. I thought it was an aspect of youth subculture that had totally died out. 

One night, I was in a small Soho nightclub taking photographs of a bunch of co-
lourfully dressed up kids that were part of a group that would soon go on to become 
known as New Romantics. Another small group of young men saw what I was doing 
and came over and asked me if I wanted to photograph them too. I did. They were 
dressed up almost exactly like the skinheads I’d seen in the late ‘60s. Braces, big boots, 
Sta-Prest trousers or Levis, Ben Sherman or Fred Perry shirts and, obviously, very short 
hair. They seemed friendly enough. A little boisterous but not at all aggressive. (First 
photograph below). 
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I did think at this point that they might be a group of fashion or art students dressing 
up as skinheads. I couldn’t have been more wrong. In chatting to them they asked me 
if I wanted to accompany them on their next bi- annual Bank Holiday jaunt to the sea-
side. They told me there would be hundreds of their skinhead friends there and I’d be 
able to get some great photos. Great photos was certainly what I was looking to do so I 
readily agreed. It wasn’t until I met them and their friends that day at Fenchurch Street 
station, in London’s East End, and began to really converse with them, that I realized 
they were not arty, fashion students at all. These were the real thing. On the journey to 
Southend, many of them were eager to proselytise and let me in on their political and 
social views. 

I was shocked. Actually ‘horrified’ would be a more accurate word. I very clearly re-
member thinking “OMG people need to hear this some of this stuff”. This was real-
ly when my project was born. At that moment. I hadn’t intended to interview any of 
them but by now I knew I had to. I suppose, they might have assumed, because of my 
obvious interest in them, that I was a reporter or a member of the media. I certainly 
didn’t mislead them on this point. They really didn’t seem particularly curious about 
who I actually was. 

The skinheads I met and chatted to on that day, and in the six months or so after-
wards when I made my taped interviews, all had very bleak and negative social views. 
They made it crystal clear to me, right from the off, that they didn’t like gays, immi-
grants, foreigners, people of colour, jews, politicians, the police, the media, the mid-
dle classes and or even sometimes their own parents. They most definitely didn’t like 
punks, mods or any other British youth subculture. The only people they really seem to 
like were other skinheads. Within about ten minutes, in one of my first conversations 
on the train to Southend, I heard about “dirty, lazy immigrants coming over here, tak-
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ing our jobs”. I should state right here, for the record, that in the years since I took my 
photographs (which ultimately stretched out over the years 1979 - 1984) and made my 
interviews, I’ve learnt that not all skinheads had these kinds of extreme views. I know 
this now. From many one-to-one discussions and also from listening to people like 
Don Letts and Gavin Watson. I’m very happy to acknowledge that this was the case. 

However, it’s also important for me to say that that wasn’t how it seemed to me at 
the time. Furthermore, once one was able to scratch the surface a little, one found 
BAME skinheads, skinheads who were white but very obviously not British, gay (but 
not necessarily out) skinheads, middle class skinheads and even a one or two Jewish 
skinheads. They seemed to be accepted by the other skinheads. What seemed like the 
crucial thing was that they were skinheads and they shared (most of ) the same ide-
ology. I spoke to a few BAME skinheads and asked them about racism. Their attitude 
always seemed to be that they themselves were okay but it was the others. There was 
always someone of different ethnicity or pigmentation that they didn’t like. Someone 
further down the social pecking order, as they saw it. The first time I met a skinhead 
who was avowedly non racist and politically left wing was in 1983. Whilst working for 
the music magazine NME, I met Chris Dean of the band The Redskins. I have no real 
doubt that I had probably met others with a similar perspective before but they, for 
whatever reason, chose to keep their views to themselves. 

No one has to take my word for any of this because almost all the skinheads during 
the period I was shooting them would announce their view point non verbally via their 
clothing (mainly t-shirts) badges and tattoos. These can be seen in my photographs. 
And the Sieg Heil salute was ubiquitous. I edited out a lot of the Sieg Heiling from 
the photographs I allowed to be published over the years but it’s all over the contact 
sheets. I would guesstimate that a large majority of skinheads I photographed dis-
played some sort of non verbal expression of their opinions. Many times this would 
be to do with their musical affiliations as well, not only their social and political views. 
Eventually I made about a dozen taped interviews, excerpts of which were transcribed 
and printed be displayed alongside the photographs at my show ’Skinhead’. Chenil 
Gallery, Chelsea 1980. (I’ve included a few of these at the end). The visitor books for that 
show (which I retained), exist as further evidence of how things were presented at the 
time. There was no security at the ’Skinhead’ show and attendees were free to write 
or draw whatever they liked in the visitor book. One and bit visitor books were filled 
up. The messages are mostly very one sided but there are also some very sad and poi-
gnant ones. 
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In the years since, I’ve had my share of criticism of this work. Although, I have to say, 
seldom from the skinheads themselves. People’s criticism falls two ways. They either 
think that I’m an apologist / advocate for the skinheads and, at the very least, sublim-
inally promoting their racist and violent ideology. Or they think that I was very much 
against the skinheads and I was just trying to show them up in the worst possible light. 
Neither of these views are correct. I was simply trying to be objective and tell the truth. 
I wanted my photographs and associated material to speak for itself without undue 
interference from me. It’s only in the years since that I’ve learnt true objectivity is im-
possible. I just didn’t realise this then? I have already said, I was a rank amateur when I 
was doing it. 

A few words about my approach, which seemed to work well and keep me safe (al-
though I’m duty bound to say that there was more than a little luck involved in the 
latter). My approach was quite low key but always very direct. I’d always walk straight 
up to someone and speak to them in exactly the same way I’d speak to anyone else. I 
was always polite and I’m softly spoken and I wanted the skinheads to see that I was 
genuine and sincere. Whenever I was asked by any of the skinheads why I wanted to 
photograph them, I told them that I wanted to do a show. I never added much to that. 
I always told them the bare minimum I thought I could get away with because I didn’t 
want them second-guess me or give me what they thought I might have wanted. 

A few of them would ask me if I was working with the police or for the newspapers. 
I disabused them of that and they always seemed to accept my word. Whenever any 
skinhead asked me about my own political or social views, I answered them honestly 
but as briefly as I thought would be acceptable. My politics at that time were firmly of 
the Left. I was a paid up, active member of the Labour Party throughout the time I was 
photographing the skinheads. Very few of the skinheads I met were stupid. I think they 
could broadly tell what my views were without me needing to spell it out. I’m not by 
any means an alpha male but I’m not easily intimidated. In any group conversation I 
spend 95% of the time listening. I don’t have any tattoos, I wear glasses and during the 
winter months I wear a duffel coat. In the summer, an open neck shirt, cardigan and 
jeans. I was like that then and I suppose I still dress the same way now. 

I don’t swear much. Some skinheads said that I was not like them because I didn’t 
swear “enough”. 

I was always friendly to the skinheads I met but I didn’t actually want to become 
anybody’s friend. I wanted to keep my wits about me and keep a professional distance. 
I’m not the clubbable type and I know that I don’t smile enough. 

I mention my own character and appearance here only because my approach 
seemed to work. 

The photographer Nick Knight, when he was photographing the skinheads at 
around the same time as me, dressed as a skinhead. Gavin Watson was a skinhead 
when he was making his work too. Those approaches must have worked for them. So, 
horses for courses, I guess. As a photographer, one’s own personality is an important 
part of the equation too. 

Personally I think it’s important to not allow your presence to affect the situation 
too much but you do have to be straightforward and very clear about what you want. 
There will be times when you can stand on the margins and try to become invisible 
and other times when you have to get right up close in someone’s face. You have to 
always judge the right moment. 
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When I wanted to take photographs, I’d almost always ask first if it was okay. They 
never seemed to mind. If I wanted to take more candid type photographs, I’d still be 
fairly obvious about it. My approach was never sneaky or furtive. I was never crouched 
behind the furniture. 

The rest of the time, I kept my camera in my bag. The few times when I was in a pub 
or club and I sensed danger, I would just leave immediately. I never hung around long 
enough to learn if my sense was correct or not. I always tried to keep a keen sense of 
what was going on around me and what was happening behind me or outside of the 
immediate group I was photographing. If I saw anyone who I thought might be look-
ing at me or talking about me from across the room, I would usually see that as a signal 
to leave. If things started to get too rowdy or too drunken, this would also be my going 
home time. That said, whilst I was with the skinheads, I saw virtually no fighting and 
certainly no serious violence. A lot of larking about and rowdy behaviour but then all 
teenagers can be that way. The only fighting I saw was on the Bank Holidays at the sea-
side and it was usually over very quickly. I came close to being beaten up by skinheads 
on only a handful of occasions and in all but one time, I was helped out and rescued 
by other skinheads. I liked some of the skinheads despite their appalling views. Some 
were very hard not to like. I thought most of them were basically decent kids who been 
misled and badly misinformed. Kids who’d grown up in very difficult circumstances 
and either been failed by the social services or expelled or in other ways marginalised 
by the school system. I couldn’t have spent so much time with them if I hadn’t liked 
some of them so much. I can’t really explain this aspect. Maybe I felt sorry for them. 

I would not recommend my approach to others. When I started, I was very naive and 
had no idea what I was letting myself in for. If I knew then, what I know now, I wouldn’t 
have started. 

I hope the material has some validity but that’s now for others to decide. 
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A small, edited selection of the original interviews:

The interview at my show “Skinhead”. Chenil Gallery, Chelsea 1980.
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Derek Ridgers
British photographer
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A term related to culture, which has received a great 
deal of attention by psychologists, is subculture. 

This term is frequently used when referring to groups 
of people who have had experiences (which can and do 
affect behavior) different from those of most people in a 

given country of society.

Encyclopedia of Psychology
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The New Berlin: Offbeat, disruptive, and imperiled 
By Paul Hockenos

Berlin’s creative industries1 and the city’s hip, countercultural branding enabled the 
metropolis on the banks of the Spree to pick itself up and prosper after a long, agoniz-
ing post-Wall transition period. But, to its detriment, the city has neglected to aid its 
creative class—artists and artisans, designers, musicians, filmmakers, writers, perform-
ers, small club owners—in the ways that matter most, namely by preserving the con-
ditions conducive for artists and other original not-exclusively-for-profit enterprises 
to thrive. While tapping its cool, the city undermines its source with a growth strategy 
that offers up to investors and developers the very ground beneath the creative set’s 
feet. Gentrification, population growth, commercialism, and mass tourism threaten to 
undercut the processes that invigorated and shaped the city, making it attractive to 
professionals and tourists in the first place. If these trends continue unabated, Berlin 
will find itself in the same condition as Europe’s overpriced, glass-and-metal clone cit-
ies, the innovators pushed out of the very neighborhoods, and perhaps even the city, 
they imbued with zest in the first place.  
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The disappointment of the developers and city planners, investors and politicos with 
post-Wall Berlin’s economic washout in the 1990s and much of the aughts was pro-
found and bitter. In the aftermath of the Berlin Wall’s breach in November 1989, and 
with Berlin’s metamorphosis into one city again—as capital of a united Germany— a 
league of development professionals envisioned a sweeping transformation of the city 
that would quickly pay off big. Without consulting the people of Berlin, a total of 3.43 
million freshly unified easterners and westerners, the city set in motion plans to make 
Berlin a world capital of finance and commerce. Berlin would have skyscrapers in a 
completely rebuilt city center. Big urban blocks of office buildings, congress halls, and 
high-end apartments would stand where the Wall had been. The modernist eyesore of 
Alexanderplatz in former East Berlin would become “Berlin’s Manhattan.” There’d be a 
new mega-size airport like Frankfurt’s, and all of it would be ready by 2000 when Berlin 
could, if chosen, host the summer Olympics.   

As it happened, very few of these high-flying plans ever materialized. Certainly, there 
was head-over-heels construction in the years following the Wall: the malls, cinemas, 
and high-rises of Potsdamer Platz, for example, rose from the 150-acre no-man’s land 
that the Wall had bisected. Nearby, Berlin built a towering central train station, Europe’s 
largest, and ultra-modern light-flooded buildings to house the federal government as 
well as the MPs of the Bundestag, which itself was completely retrofitted for the pur-
pose and adorned with a striking glass cupola. Yet the leagues of anticipated investors 
with deep pockets stayed away. And with the exception of winning recognition as the 
world’s biggest and noisiest construction site, the city couldn’t settle on an image and 
development strategy for the new Berlin. 
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In fact, after designing and then ditching one plan after another for the city, it was 
about a decade after unification that the city finally awoke to the nature of its unique 
cachet, something missing from Frankfurt, Hamburg, and Munich: a gritty, inventive, 
do-it-yourself underside that the city itself had done nothing to nurture and, paradox-
ically, had even tried to conceal. Around the year 2000, planners realized that Berlin 
was attracting droves of young, innovative, educated people who sought out the city 
explicitly because of its rough edges, low rents, and unconventional flair. Tourists came 
in ever greater numbers for the clubs and night life. Commercial interests followed: 
Some bolstered the creatives, such as record labels and publishing houses, but many 
others, too, that just wanted a place in this hip, new Berlin, such as media ventures, IT 
companies, and real estate developers, among many others.

The city leapt onto the wagon with the zeal of the converted, boasting about the 
Berlin’s untended crannies, which could be used for all manner of self-styled projects 
and small businesses. “The ‘creative city’ mantra was integrated into Berlin city mar-
keting,” writes sociologist Claire Colomb, “with various campaigns selling the constant 
change, experimentation, and trend-setting taking place in the city as significant at-
tractiveness factors. Some of the ‘off-beat,’ alternative, or underground cultural and ar-
tistic scenes were officially integrated into place, marketing strategies, for example the 
techno and clubbing scene.”2
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The planners couldn’t have guessed that the torrent of cultural enterprises and vis-
itors streaming into Berlin had only just begun. By 2002, the creative economy had 
breathed life into 18,000 businesses that supported 90,000 jobs, 8 percent of the city’s 
workforce. By 2012, there were nearly twice as many such enterprises and jobs, and an 
astounding gross of $21.5 billion, 10 percent of Berlin’s total. Two years later, the branch 
had grown by 20,000 more jobs. Something about Berlin was prompting startups in 
diverse sectors, which by the 2010s vaulted Berlin to startup champion of all of Europe. 
Meanwhile, Berlin had overtaken Rome as tourists’ third most desired destination in 
Europe, behind only Paris and London. These visitors weren’t coming for the hoch cui-
sine (indeed, there is none in Berlin) but to browse through the sprawling flea market 
on a Sunday morning in Mauerpark, explore the art galleries on Brunnenstrasse, or just 
wander the streets of Kreuzberg and Prenzlauer Berg. Gay tourism in Berlin constituted 
a world and industry unto itself, as it long has.

Berlin as the fertile site of this inspired upsurge and magnetic draw has explanations 
that reach back into its distinct past. The city during its division and then in the decade 
following the Wall offered iconoclasts and demimonde two crucial elements that en-
abled them to thrive in its environs: Freiraum (free space) and Freizeit (free time). The 
new generation that has flocked to the city since then might not know it, but it was 
this wealth that had made both East and West Berlin redoubts for free spirits and the 
artistically inclined, enabling them to grow extraordinarily inventive subcultures in the 
late 1970s and 1980s, well before German unification. 

A bizarre irony, the phenomenon integral to the unique biotopes of East and West 
Berlin was the Berlin Wall, the most prominent symbol of a divided Europe and Soviet 
communism’s brutal logic. Although it was the Soviet-backed Communist regime of 
the German Democratic Republic (GDR) that threw up the cinder block and barbed-
wire partition in 1961, West Berlin found itself the city surrounded by the Wall. The 106-
mile trip from the mainland of the Federal Republic, known as West Germany, went 
through East Germany along special “transit highways” from which one was forbidden 
to stray. In order to enter West Berlin, one had to pass the East German border guards, 
which could take minutes or hours, one never knew, and usually longer if your pass-
port read “United States of America.” 

Such a high negative, among many others, made West Berlin an unlikely place for 
the cautious or career minded. In fact, West Berlin’s disadvantages challenged the 
city’s administrators to just keep the city populated, which it addressed largely by sub-
sidizing almost everything in the city, including its bohemia, most of whom/which har-
bored staunchly left-wing political views. By the 1980s, even I knew about West Berlin’s 
reputation, and arrived in autumn 1985, a twenty-two-year-old college grad looking 
to escape upstate New York, Reagan-era America, and the pressure to choose a career. 
After all, David Bowie and Iggy Pop had produced some of their finest work there in 
the 1970s. I had seen the fighting between house squatters and police on the evening 
news. I knew about the Free University’s reputation as a hub of critical social thought. 
And, perhaps best of all, I didn’t know a soul there. 

But what I didn’t realize was just how many others there were in West Berlin fleeing 
something: be it conscription in the West Germany army, provincial hometowns, or 
East bloc spy services. And by the end of the 1970s and through much of the 1980s, 
a vibrant subcultural scene flourished in this environment, word of which leaked out 
through the militarized borders attracting even more talent, such as Nick Cave, De-
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peche Mode’s Martin Gore, photographer Nan Goldin, Lou Reed, and many others. The 
world-famous fashion designer Claudia Skoder began in West Berlin, as did some of 
Germany’s most renowned modern artists, among them Jörg Immendorff and Mar-
tin Kippenberger.  Moreover, the 1960s student movement and the New Social Move-
ments of the seventies that followed in its wake – the environmental, anti-nuclear en-
ergy, women’s, and peace campaigns – had also stamped their imprint on the city’s 
western zones. And the “alternative movement,” a mishmash of dropouts and idealists 
committed to off-the-grid projects and lifestyles, had established a parallel economy 
ranging from organic food co-ops to basement movie theaters. Their projects com-
bined innovations in everyday life, politics, and culture that were tightly interwoven. 

In the 1980s, West Berlin’s most gifted artistic innovators moved in the circles of the 
Brilliant Dilettantes,3 an informal group of artists and musicians who took punk rock’s 
do-it-yourself ethos to heart. (Evidence that Berlin’s experiments in daily life, politics 
and culture go back even further that the 1960s, the Dilettantes name and much of 
their inspiration hailed from the post-World War I Dada movement.) Perhaps the most 
celebrated of the many projects and endeavors – or at least the most spectacular – 
was the industrial band Einstürzende Neubauten (literally: collapsing new buildings), 
which served as an inspiration for industrial bands forever after from Nine Inch Nails 
and Marilyn Manson to Rammstein. The Neubauten made music with sledgehammers 
and concrete slabs, buzz saws and a mélange of industrial refuse. The seeds of elec-
tronic dance music were sowed in West Berlin, too, not least by musician and club 
owner Hegemann’s Atonal Music Festivals, a pioneering project in electronic music. 
The Dilettantes and others in their adopted home had freizeit and freiraum that cre-
atives today can’t imagine. 

Many West Berliners didn’t know it – in fact, many could/couldn’t have cared less 
about East Berlin –  but across the Wall existed another truncated city in which richly 
imaginative projects had taken root in the old turn-of-the-century apartment build-
ings and abandoned factories there, too. Like West Berlin’s creations, they interwove 
everyday life, politics, and subculture.  But in a state ruled by a no-nonsense dictator-
ship, their activities and products constituted sedition and were punishable by law. 
Indeed, the stakes for its protagonists were inordinately higher than for their peers in 
West Berlin, and their extreme means of innovation and improvisation reflected this. 
In the GDR, innovation outside the parameters of that prescribed by the state was un-
derstood as a threat.

The possibilities of expression for independent-minded citizens who not only bris-
tled under the dictatorship but sought to speak out against it was extremely limited. 
Par for the course in the Soviet bloc, all parties other than the communist party and 
its satellites were banned, and freedom of assembly and other forms of organization 
were tightly controlled by the state. There had been nothing like West Germany’s stu-
dent movement or the New Social Movements in East Germany. (In fact, there were 
attempts to organize around similar themes in the GDR, but they were either crushed 
or more subtly undermined.) There was no easily accessed freiraum in a paternal state 
that believed it have the last say on everything. The one institution that had managed 
to carve out some freiraum was the Protestant church, and indeed under the wing of 
its more intrepid pastors a counterculture and a free art scene managed to wage op-
position to the regime – and have a hand in eventually overthrowing it.   

Culture was particularly tricky terrain as it was much harder for the state to control 
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than overt political activities, and its message always open to interpretation. Thus it 
was through counterculture that the GDR’s political opposition in the 1980s sought 
to pry open intellectual space and make politics. East Berlin had its own bohème that 
boasted experimental bands, visual artists, sculptors, and even an underground film 
scene. Punk rock was particularly important, especially for the GDR’s youngest, ur-
ban-based generation of radical critics. (This was never more than a tiny splinter of the 
youngest generation at large, but its spirit and intent scared the communists enough 
to prosecute them, sending their protagonists to jail, into the army, or into exile across 
the border.)

 “The state said that you’re nothing and can do nothing without it,” explains Heinz 
Havemeister, a musician born in East Berlin and co-author of a book on the GDR’s in-
dependent music. “The do-it-yourself thing circumvented the hierarchy of the GDR’s 
music sector, the whole system of the youth clubs and censors and everything.”

When the Wall toppled, the subcultures from East and West Berlin collided into one 
another in the ruins of East Berlin, producing something completely new in a burst 
of eccentric experimentation. The East German officials, their authority undermined 
or annulled, stood aside while over two hundreds buildings were squatted: by East 
Germans, West Germans, and protagonists from across Europe. For the first time since 
the early 1930s, Berlin was open to the world again. There was freiraum for just about 
anybody with a crowbar and a good idea. The eleven months between the Wall’s top-
pling and unification was aptly dubbed the “miracle year of anarchy,” which for many 
of Berlin’s impresarios, like those behind the giant electronic dance music clubs – such 
as Tresor, Planet, WMF and E-Werk – extended into the late 1990s. The off-grid coun-
tercultures exuded powerful, intensely political currents that inspired newcomers who 
came in their wakes, even those too young to remember a divided city. 

Keeping Berlin Unique
Berlin today is the respected capital not only of the unified Germany but, arguably, 

of Europe itself. Germany’s muscular economy stands second to none on the conti-
nent, and it is to Berlin, not Brussels or Paris, that U.S. presidents and other world lead-
ers look when crises strike between the Atlantic and the Urals. Far beyond Potsdamer 
Platz, Berlin’s manic growth has smoothed over many of its edges, spackling its once 
ubiquitous feral lots, and erasing all signs of the East Germany’s infamous wall, too. The 
developers and real estate brokers who survived the punishing 1990s are finally seeing 
their dreams of wealth fulfilled.

The quandary facing Berlin is whether a world-class metropolis so buff with gravitas 
can remain idiosyncratic, sharply critical, and experimental—inviting to nonconform-
ists as well as IT professionals and statesmen. So far, Berlin has pulled it off, though just 
barely, and not without casualties. Many of Berlin’s defining projects of the post-Wall 
era—such as the squatted ruin called Kunsthaus (Art House) Tacheles, the dance clubs 
Planet and Bar 25, the indie locales IM Eimer and Knaack, to name just a handful—have 
fallen to gentrification and are now gone forever. The electronic dance music clubs 
are overrun with party tourists. The list of subcultural landmarks, Mauerpark included, 
currently fighting for their lives is long and heart-wrenching. Rents have skyrocketed 
in the former bastions of the subculture—the districts of Prenzlauer Berg, Kreuzberg, 
and Friedrichshain—so much so that many artists can’t possibly afford to live there. 
The district of Mitte, one of the post-Wall years’ hubs, is now the playground of Ber-
lin’s well-off professional class; flashy cocktail bars and boutiques having long since 
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replaced the hole-in-the-wall cafés.
Among the developing world’s cities, this trajectory is not exclusive to Berlin, as any-

one who experienced New York, London or San Francisco in the 1970s knows. As it 
climbed out of its 1990s trough, rents in Berlin inched upward. Although higher rents 
were probably inevitable, the city possessed the means to curtail excesses and aug-
ment social housing. Instead, it sold off most of the social housing on the east side, the 
revenue from which it loaned back to the new owners to renovate the housing stock. 
Block upon block of the historic buildings benefited tremendously from the full-scale 
renovations that they’d been denied since the war. The reconstructed facades and 
fresh paint did the neighborhoods wonders, but privatization meant leaving the hous-
ing of the poorly paid, and the inventive minds among them, to the fate of the market.

The gentrification cycle
I experienced Berlin’s gentrification from the front lines as it rippled outward from 

the city center. Downtown Mitte was hit first, which is where I lived in the early 1990s 
on Friedrichstrasse, the grand shopping mile of the 1920s. I sublet a ground-floor 
apartment with the luxurious features of central heating and telephone (amenities 
one did not take for granted on the east side). The spot was set back from busy Frie-
drichstrasse in an enclave that had been built by the Huguenots, French Protestants 
who’d fled 17th-century France. Outside my balcony was a wild thicket through which 
I could hear elephants, horses, and other animals at the Charité’s veterinary clinic next 
door. The Huguenot Quarter was so desirable in the GDR decades that the party re-
served it for prominent East Germans, among them the Dadaist artist John Heartfield 
and philosopher Ernst Bloch (both long deceased by the time I arrived).

My cushy setup there was typical of the times. My “landlord” was a GDR-born engi-
neer whose name was on the lease. Having left for a job in Bavaria, he let his subsidized 
apartment to me, padding the rent (against the law) by a hundred dollars or so. But at 
$235 a month, I couldn’t complain. I left two years later as the storm of construction 
crept up Friedrichstrasse in my direction.

My next abode was in one of the old five-story tenements on Immanuelkirchstrasse 
in Prenzlauer Berg, about a 10-minute cycle from Friedrichstrasse. The cobbled street, 
lined with pear trees, sloped gently upward from the base of Friedrichshain Park to 
the Immanuel Church on Prenzlauer Allee. When I moved into a three-person apart-
ment collective in 1994, the street only had a couple of businesses on it, one of which 
was the peaceful café Briefe an Felice (Letters to Felice) at the address to which the 
Czech-German writer Franz Kafka sent his famous letters to  his fiancée, Felice Bauer. 
Across the street from my flat, a small coal yard operated out of a gap in the cityscape 
left by an Allied bomber. At my desk, I’d watch this scene straight out of the 1930s as 
the coal schleppers, black as ravens, stacked their back boards with briquettes and 
lugged them to the delivery truck. The gap let sunlight shine in all day long and afford-
ed me an unobstructed view of the bulbous TV tower on Alexanderplatz. The neigh-
borhood was still largely populated by its 1980s residents: low-paid workers, destitute 
types without formal employment, seniors, students, and the local bohemia. Since the 
Wall fell, outsiders like me had moved in too. 

Throughout the 1990s, the street evolved slowly, if imperceptibly at first. Small busi-
nesses came and went quickly, such as shoe-repair shops, cafés, bars, erotic massage 
parlors, tiny artist studios-cum-galleries, liquor stores. Some of the poorer families mi-
grated to the cement-paneled high-rise estates on Berlin’s periphery, while better-off 
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families headed for Berlin’s green suburbs. As young singles gravitated to the neigh-
borhood to replace them, local kindergartens and schools shut their doors. Quality 
nightclubs such as Knaack and Magnet dotted the map, as did the late-night Kom-
mandantur at the base of the old water tower, a dive that the neighborhood piled into 
around midnight.

Barely two years later, gentrification was in full swing. Briefe an Felice and the coal 
yard had closed, the latter eventually replaced by a modern apartment building that 
blocked my cherished sunlight. The construction hullabaloo had crossed from Mitte 
into Prenzlauer Berg, commencing a 10-year process of refurbishment that prompted 
a relentless, top-to-bottom demographic turnover, which would change the Kieze, or 
neighborhoods, beyond recognition. I turned one of the bright, high-ceilinged front 
rooms of my spacious walkup into an office. But I couldn’t enjoy it. The jackhammers 
started at 6:30 a.m. and didn’t taper off until dark. At no point during the aughts was 
there not a renovation site in earshot.

In the meantime, my building was sold to eight parties living in the house. Although 
they weren’t collectivist-minded types, they wanted to run the house for the benefit of 
everyone in it. Their monthly meetings lasted for hours, but not as long as those of our 
next-door neighbors, who had turned their building into a cooperative, the structure 
itself owned by a nonprofit building association, every member of the co-op with one 
vote. This ownership model, with case-by-case variations, was the form that most of 
Berlin’s legalized squats eventually took.

The demographic shift in Prenzlauer Berg was unmistakable as young professionals 
and small upper-middle-class families moved into the handsomely refurbished build-
ings, by then some of the most coveted real estate in all of Berlin (and, by then, all with 
telephones and central heating). The newcomers’ cars clogged up both sides of the 
narrow streets. And the singles of the ’90s hooked up with one another to become the 
families of the aughts. Kindergartens reopened and playgrounds sprouted like dande-
lions as Prenzlauer Berg acquired the reputation as the family-minded fertility capital 
of Germany. Nowhere in the country—where for years deaths outnumbered births—
were Germans having more children.

Almost all of my acquaintances were employed in the creative sector—as journalists, 
translators, musicians, designers—and most of them chose to sacrifice the security of 
nine-to-five for the freedom of flexible contract work. In addition to Berlin’s general 
affordability, this is possible thanks to a venerable institution called the Künstlerso-
zialkasse, the Artists Social Insurance Fund, which offers a broad category of artists, 
including writers and translators, health and disability insurance, as well as matching 
social security payments, for a monthly rate gauged to income. The streets of Pren-
zlauer Berg came to be lined with bookstores, yoga studios, the co-working spaces of 
design firms and IT startups, translation collectives, and new media outfits. I currently 
share an office with a computer programmer, a professor of cultural anthropology, and 
a freelance film critic.

I, too, was a Prenzlauer Berg single who found a life partner and settled down. Our 
child attends one of the area’s kindergartens between the Kulturbrauerie—a former 
brewery that now houses cinemas, clubs, and a theater troupe—and super-trendy 
Kollwitzplatz. Typical Prenzlauer Berg, all of the kindergarten’s kids and their parents 
are white, educated, and gainfully employed, a striking contrast to the old West Ber-
lin neighbourhood of Kreuzberg, for example, where ethnic diversity (mostly in the 
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form of Turkish-background inhabitants) has survived even though the rents there 
have shot through the roof there too. The parents of my son’s pals come from eastern 
and western Germany, and across the European Union. But not from Turkey or Eastern 
Europe. And, of course, there are the North Americans. We’re a sizeable minority here. 
Some make no effort whatsoever to learn German. Why bother? Nowadays, nearly ev-
eryone speaks English.

As comfortable as patrician Prenzlauer Berg is for families, there’s no denying that it’s 
lost its edge. If you want to go out on the town, you usually have to leave its streets for 
Kreuzberg, Friedrichshain, or Neukölln. Knaack club, which had survived a dictatorship 
and jarring post-Wall transition, had to close shop because its neighbors in a newly 
constructed building couldn’t deal with the weekend noise. Every empty lot is being 
filled, some of them by gated communities, such as the blindingly white Swiss Gar-
dens on the edge of Friedrichshain Park, built on a plot where a caravan community 
had dropped anchor in the early 1990s. One can only assume that these newcomers 
behind their locked gates want to keep Berlin out.

So pricey is the neighborhood now that it has come full circle: The artists and the ar-
tisans face displacement. Indeed, the owners of my building now have an immensely 
valuable asset in their hands. Like many of our acquaintances with older leases, we’re 
fighting tooth and nail to stay.

Undead city
Yet Berlin has clung to its quirky demeanor, and its flair today owes a huge debt 

to the unpredictable, contrarian currents that course through it. There’s still freiraum, 
or free space, though it’s harder to come by; today’s brilliant dilettantes have to jug-
gle and skimp to eke out freizeit for their projects. But it’s possible. The Kreativen, or 
creative class as they’re called today, are integral to the new Berlin. With the choicest 
downtown addresses out of reach, many of the non-conformists, and along with them 
the U.S. college grads doing the Berlin thing for a year or two, head toward Wedding 
and Neukölln, two districts of former West Berlin that back in the day had been popu-
lated by proles, migrants, and students. Today those are the neighborhoods we go to 
for craft beer and live music.

The outré in Berlin hasn’t been eradicated—but rather displaced. The dance clubs, 
for example, that once lay on the fringes of Potsdamer Platz, the very center of Berlin, 
journeyed east several miles in the aughts to the banks of the Spree between Kreuz-
berg and Friedrichshain. While the techno clubs aren’t the otherworldly sensation they 
were in the 1990s, they remain on the cutting edge of electronic music, aided by the 
many producers in Berlin, and have expanded their repertoire to include concert gigs, 
performances, and art exhibitions.

Many artists have migrated beyond the historical city, where they still have a vast 
pick of freiraum. A 12-minute S-Bahn trip from Alexanderplatz, the old working-class 
district of Schöneweide has disused industrial warehouses and long-shuttered red-
brick factories that now house 400 artists—and with room to spare. 

There was a stretch during the 1990s when no one of right mind chose to enter the 
GDR’s prefabricated cement high-rises, once the modernist pride of the communist 
state. Yet today, a sunny three-room apartment in Marzahn, Hellersdorf, or Hohen-
schönhausen goes for about $500 a month—roughly a quarter of the going price in 
Mitte. There’s not an exodus underway but rather a trickle that could well tick up if in-
ner-city rents continue their rise. In 2012, when the city shut down Kunsthaus Tacheles 
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after investors bought the property, a handful of its exiles, such as the French sculptor 
Kerta von Kubin and her Italian partner Claudio Greco, transplanted their studio to the 
high-rise suburb of Marzahn (which is closer to downtown Berlin than Greenpoint, 
Brooklyn, is to Penn Station), where they joined others escaping gentrification. Now in-
trepid tourists even make their way out to Marzahn to check out their Kunstwerkstadt 
and marvel at the living remnants of real existing socialism.

The mainstreaming of Berlin may have elbowed its politics toward the center, but 
Berlin remains politically charged and home to a sweeping array of activist cabals.

Reclaim Your City (RYC) is a loosely organized outfit that grew out of Berlin’s street art 
movement—and treads in the footsteps of the great Situationist Henri Lefebvre, au-
thor of the classic The Right to the City. RYC understands itself as a network for diverse 
Berlin campaigns that agitate for affordable living, direct democracy, and the open-
ness of public space to art. The young men and women engage very much in the spirit 
of Berlin’s squatters and the 1980s Wall artists, but with a contemporary twist. RYC leds 
protests—including the squatting of public spaces—against the city’s selling off of 
open-space downtown property in a desperate move to replenish its coffers. Among 
RYC’s allies are groups such as Kotti&Co, a tenacious tenants’ rights group, in which 
old and young, German and Turkish, have bonded together to contest the eviction of 
locals and their shops from the old Kreuzberg neighborhood around Kottbusser Tor, 
which Berliners refer to as “Kotti.”

One high-profile campaign involving both groups revolved around the Cuvry-Brache, 
a three-acre plot of wasteland along the Spree in Kreuzberg where assorted nomads 
had set up a tent-and-hut settlement in the mid-2010s. The lot bordered on two brick 
tenements whose high windowless firewalls proffered a perfect canvas for two of Ber-
lin’s most iconic murals: the gigantic white creatures of the Italian artist Blu. The first 
evinced the early struggles of eastern and western Germans in the years after reunifi-
cation by depicting two floating, vaguely human figures in the act of unmasking each 
other. The second image, a businessman, his hands cuffed by golden watches, had 
adorned as many postcards as the floating creatures.

Yet the empty lot and the muraled buildings were central to Mediaspree, a city ini-
tiative to turn the banks of the Spree between Jannowitzbrücke and Elsenbrücke into 
a hub for the media and communications sector. RYC was just one of dozens of civic 
groups that protested Mediaspree. Nevertheless, the city cleared out the Cuvry lot’s 
tent city in December 2014, fencing off the property. The next day, in solidarity with 
the ousted squatters, Blu painted over the giant murals with black chalkboard paint, 
scandalizing the city and drawing livid op-eds. One of his helpers, street-art aficionado 
Lutz Henze, explained the surprise move in The Guardian:

Gentrification in Berlin lately doesn’t content itself with destroying creative spaces. 
Because it needs its artistic brand to remain attractive, it tends to artificially reanimate 
the creativity it has displaced, thus producing an “undead city.” This zombification is 
threatening to turn Berlin into a museal city of veneers, the “art scene” preserved as an 
amusement park for those who can afford the rising rents.

If squatters and artists couldn’t occupy the Cuvry-Brache, then Blu wasn’t going to 
lend the city or the lot’s owners his artwork—and contribute to the zombification.

Today, Berlin businesses and even local officials hire graffiti artists to decorate their 
walls for the purpose of stimulating business. Some artists gladly accede, which Blu 
and his allies argue gives fake, commodified art a prominent place, while open public 
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spaces, where real art can happen, are developed by the very same business interests. 
Probably the greatest victory of people power following the torpedoing of the 

Olympics bid was the preservation of Tempelhof Field. The sprawling 877-acre proper-
ty—the size of Central Park—in the middle of old West Berlin had been an inner-city 
airport, the cavernous, polished-marble main hall built by the Nazis. It won interna-
tional fame as Berlin’s lifeline during the 1948–49 airlift, when over nearly a year some 
200,000 flights landed on its runways with supplies for the sealed-off West Berliners.

When in operation, it was always a treat to fly from Tempelhof because it was so 
easily accessible on the U-Bahn and, because of its diminutive size, quick and easy to 
navigate. The Nazi architecture, all symmetry and Roman kitsch, lent it a Leni Riefen-
stahl feel, much like the 1930s-built Olympia Stadium does today. The noise and its size 
doomed it, though at first Berlin’s politicos had no specific plans for the prime real es-
tate and historic building. But while the city mulled over it, Berliners turned the runway 
space into Germany’s biggest public park, employing the abandoned tarmac to bike 
and rollerblade, the grassy field to picnic and fly kites. Neighbors would haul an old 
sofa and beach umbrella into the park for a day of reading. Baseball diamonds mate-
rialized, as well as urban gardening tracts, a self-made mini-golf course, and sculpture 
gardens.

Unsurprisingly, the choice real estate came into developers’ sights, and the city pro-
posed turning about a third of it into housing and commercial buildings. Since the 
plans envisioned hundreds of acres for recreational space open to the public, the city 
was incredulous at the fuss over its blueprint. Nevertheless, so incensed were the plan’s 
opponents that a civic initiative called 100 Percent Tempelhof Field kickstarted a refer-
endum on the fate of the land, which culminated in over 60 percent of Berliners voting 
to keep the property intact. The hangars have since been used for concerts, exhibi-
tions, and even the national press ball. For over a year now, the building temporarily 
houses refugees from Syria and elsewhere. The tens of thousands of migrants—from 
the Middle East, Africa, and Asia—settling in Berlin will transform the city over the 
next decades more than anything else. If their presence seasons Berlin’s jambalaya as 
vigorously as the Turkish migrants did West Berlin in the 1970s and ’80s, the city will be 
much the richer for it.

Can Detroit Be Berlin?
Long before 2011, when Detroit inquired about simulating Berlin’s resurgence from 

postindustrial trainwreck to cool-but-safe-for-capital capital city, other cities had 
picked up on Berlin’s do-it-yourself ethic and upcycling of urban detritus. Yet Detroit 
looked like a particularly good match: a once proud industrial city reduced to eco-
nomic disaster zone with sprawling graveyards of vacant factories. In its ruins, artistic 
energy still flowed, such as in its electronic music scene, a flash of genius back in the 
1990s that Berlin borrowed to its own advantage. Thousands of buildings stood empty 
in the depressed Motor City when Dimitri Hegemann the owner of the legendary Ber-
lin disco Tresor, initiated Detroit-Berlin Connection, a project that aims to inject some 
of Berlin into its American soul mate. Hegemann zeroed in on two features that Detroit 
lacked, namely around-the-clock drinking hours and temporary use provisos for dere-
lict properties. The lessons from Berlin: embrace the night and reconfigure space.

But there’s more that other cities can cull from the German capital. Berlin illustrates 
that cities err to their own misfortune when business interests smother the taproot of 
urban culture. The creations of artists and outsiders reverberate far beyond their little 
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studios and clubs. Their circles have a value that can’t always, in the short term, be 
calculated in dollars and cents. City governments may create funds for culture or even 
farm out studios to artists, as Berlin now does, but more to the point are the conditions 
necessary to do it yourself. The eccentric and the truly original require space and time. 
Cities can do most for creatives by preserving low rents with laws that bolster tenants’ 
rights and cap rent hikes. They must keep neighborhoods livable, and maintain afford-
able social and health insurance for artists and writers. Berlin’s new as of 2016 left-wing 
administration in city halls has pledged to do this, but so far we’ve seen very little.

As for creative civil society itself, it has to roll up its sleeves, too. Berlin’s creators have 
to take up the fight against gentrification, instilling campaigns like RYC and Kotti&Co 
with the kind of passion that distinguished from-below movements of the past, such 
as West Berlin’s 1980s squatter movement. The iconoclasts of street art, like Blu, are out 
in front, battling the commercialization of Berlin—and its art—from the trenches. The 
movements of bygone eras that mixed subversive politics with subculture and living 
experiments weren’t one-off flukes of the day. They challenged the status quo—and 
changed it, inspiring others along the way. With such a wealth of innovative talent in 
the city, in terms of quantity greater than ever before, today’s international Berliners 
can make this happen if they take up the fight. If not, they’ll have only themselves to 
blame when Berlin looks just like Frankfurt, Hamburg, or Munich.

References
1.In Germany, the creative industries are broadly defined to include broadcasting, 

music, film, design, publishing, media, advertising, art, the performing arts, architec-
ture, and software development. I do not consider advertising, broadcasting, and soft-
ware development among the cultural mediums that could constitute critical culture.

2. ‘DIY urbanism’ in Berlin: Dilemmas and conflicts in the mobilization of ‘temporary 
uses’ of urban space in local economic development. Workshop ‘Transience and Per-
manence in Urban Development ’University of Sheffield, 14-15 January 2015

3. In German they were the Geniale Dilletanten, the word “dilettantes” spelled incor-
rectly to underscore their amateurism.

Paul Hockenos
Writer, fellow at the American 

Academy in Berlin
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Frederick Lawrence’s drawing, the theory of subculture formation, 
application of prototype method to understand phenomena

Dr. Athina Karatzogianni

The drawing of Subculture Inverted tree by Prof. Lawrence was studied by me before 
this conference. It reminded me of the position between the tree, the rhizome and the 
Guattari’s work of a Thousand Plateaus. In that sense the tree trunk description is more 
of a hierarchical description of knowledge and how ideology works. You have a certain 
core idea, it might be a certain ideology, for example. Then in the position you have a 
more network forms of knowledge and non-hierarchical decentralized formations.  I 
would think that currently in that opposition to the tree formation and the core trunk 
of fixed ideas and hierarchical forms in relation to digital technology, you could say 
that the last 20 years there has been techno utopianism about how the internet has 
created more horizontal decentralized forms of governance. Maybe subcultures that 
are important today in that environment that unfortunately are more dystopian than 
utopian at the moment. You have cultures and subcultures online on Reddit, such as 
“Peppered the frog” and other communities, Trump supporters, these information ar-
chitectures that stormed the Capitol and etc.

 You have in a way a more dystopian moment of subcultural communities that are 
anti-vaxxers, they don’t believe that the coronavirus works and in that sense those 
subcultures are very interesting because they do produce new visual forms. For ex-
ample, if we think about “Pepper the frog”, if you analyze that particular community 
and how it relates to specific traditions in American history, you see how stark forms of 
visuals being used in a racist manner in a very white supremacist way.

Looking at Lawrence’s drawing I thought maybe that sketch needs potentially some 
update in the sense of the network cultures that we are in today, that they might not 
be as vertebrate arborescent as a tree. In authoritarian regimes when it’s illegal to have 
protests and mobilizations, memes are used to protest in softer forms. So there’s a lot 
of meme culture in countries where you have a crackdown on physical protestant mo-
bilization. We’ve seen that in China and Russia. There you have all this meme culture 
producing criticism. Some of it is humorous or sarcastic. Recently we were discussing 
tanki subcultural meme, some of it has to do with using Stalin memes. And that is quite 
interesting. Now in Greece the Prime Minister brought the Stalin meme into the Par-
liament and talked about it. It is interesting in terms of how some visual memes and 
memefication works in political rhetoric and digital rhetoric and digital writing today. 
So this Lawrence’s drawing exploded so many things into my mind.

  Is it true that one idea forms a whole subculture? The pathway in subculture: 
fatal and successful.

There is a lot of scholarship about the charismatic leader or the charismatic individ-
ual relating to social movements. I’m interested in subcultures that are political, some 
of them are explicitly political, others have some political elements. There is theory 
about the deviance of subcultures, so there is some kind of criminal element in this, 
they have their own secret codes and symbols, etc. This might relate to special class 
categories or race and gender categories. Specific subcultures are tied to these ideas 
of race or gender difference and so on. If you go back to the leadership idea in the 
60th -70th some of the subcultural elements in that era are reconceptualization of 
what politics should be about, how society, the norms of society, so they broke 
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through from being subcultures of some form of deviation from the normal so-
ciety to opening up new ways of being, of being accepted for your sexual differ-
ence or the civil rights movement. In the 60s the big movements might have started 
from communities that were criminalized, that were segregated or they were seen as 
not the norm of the nuclear family or accepted bourgeois society. Now the leaders of 
that era were in some way challenged also in terms of the leadership by individuals 
that did not belong to the white male heterosexual category. The form of centralized 
leadership was challenged by other forms of leadership, of participatory leadership or 
shared leadership, about recognition of the women’s invisible labor, in emotional labor 
in these movements as well. So you can see that these subcultures that are in a way 
situated there and the break into the norm, they are co-opted in a way they’re revital-
izing the spirit of capitalism.

If you look at where we are now with movements such as US rebellion and Black 
Lives Matter for example. How some of the seeds of that era continue today. If you look 
at the left today and you see a complete failure with this insistence of decentralized 
architectures, decentralized leadership, this fragmentation in the left because of the 
obsession with decentralization.

 To come to the point about how subcultures are organized, it is key in relation to 
whether they are successful or not. So the organizational communication and strate-
gies that subcultures might have to be able to attract a great part of the population 
and to become successful, so do not be considered terrorist, criminal or whatever else 
to be able to have a force to change society, to transform society in various fields, that 
just transform it has to do with organization. Now if there is an ideological obsession 
about horizontalism and we saw the problem with that obsession during the occupy 
movement where you have this consensus building. People talk about it as the mod-
el of occupy because you have these long-winded processes and Black Lives Matter 
movement leaders said that there has been a misapplication of decentralized leader-
ship, where it takes so long to decide anything that people get to burn down, they get 
fed up and that might even leave movements because of this constant process. That 
might be considered horizontal and participatory and inclusive and whatever and 
more democratic but in reality decision making is very difficult. So instead of having a 
diversity in the organizational model, for some things you would have more horizon-
tal decision making in organization. For other decisions you need to intervene faster 
you would have other models or a combination of models. In my opinion, the key 
to success or failure of subcultural movements in the political sense is organizational 
communication.

Dr. Athina Karatzogianni
University of Leicester, UK
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The Global Techno-ideology as Religion
Paul Rhoads

Not only do l reject the concept of ‘sub-culture’, l reject the very notion of culture 
itself. The phenomenon of ‘sub-cultures’ l would define more traditionally with such 
terms as:

‘Movement’ (a group dedicated to an artistic style or political cause. ‘Demi-monde’: 
people clustered around sex and drug trafficking,

‘La boheme’: certain artists, sexual deviants and misfits who reject or fail to integrate 
society nonetheless interacting with it harmoniously at certain points while maintain-
ing  separate moral standards and values.

‘Faddists’: people sharing an inordinate concern with some passion, style or atti-
tude: a type of pop music — e. g. heavy metal or punk — or manner of dress and atti-
tudes — e. g. hippies or goths.

Such terms suffice for defining the essence of these groups while avoiding the scien-
tifically pretentious and metaphysically grandiose associations of ‘culture’.

As for the more serious use of the term, to designate alleged ‘horizons of discov-
ery’ — nations, languages, religions — that there is, and has always been, dialogue 
and cooperation, as well as misunderstanding and conflict between them, to say noth-
ing of certain uses of the concept destructive to such important things as the arts 
and international relations, seems sufficient to condemn it. After all, even the relations 
of husbands and wives, products of an identical social milieu, interact in exactly the 
same modes (dialogue, cooperation, misunderstanding, conflict) and we do not refer 
to such individuals as ‘cultures’.

Furthermore, as recently as the 1960s, at least in the New York bohemian ‘sub-cul-
ture’ in which l was raised, the term ‘culture’ referred only to what a person had who 
was well read and familiar with western painting, music and history, and, if possible, 
foreign languages and knowledge of the arts and history of other civilizations. ‘Cul-
ture’, according to this definition, was the result of cultivation, just as vegetables and 
flowers are the result of cultivating your garden, and not closed systems of being.

The new, the present use of the term ‘culture’. and the metaphysics it expresses, 
which l call neo-fascist, has led us into the nihilistic individualism which prompts this 
conversation.

Our civilization is collapsing: are there surviving fragments of the old society, Chris-
tianity in particular, still living in the hearts and minds of some groups (‘sub-cultures’), 
which might be looked to for a civilizational renewal, an antidote to the nihilistic indi-
vidualism which has rendered us vulnerable to the incoherent neo-fascist authoritar-
ianism swiftly drowning out the remaining echos of western civilization with racialist 
and chemical noise?

Islam is providing such an antidote, hovever adiquately, to a segment of the world’s 
population which can certainly not be labeled a ‘subculture’. From the perspective of, 
say, the 1920s, this is surprising. Who, among those Muslims ungifted with prophetic 
vision, foresaw the enthusiasm their sleepy religion, then reduced to a charming and 
toothless local color in a western dominated world, would inspire a century later? So 
it may be with Christianity. There are yet in existence remnants of noble families who 
still draw pride from the participation of their distant ancestors in the crusades. The 
struggle with Islam, though hardly the only source of Christian vigour and creativity, 
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certainly was one of them; and here we are, once again, living in cities still, often, dom-
inated by the towers of a cathedral or a church’s spire. Similar causes provoke similar 
effects; movements (‘sub-cultures’ if you prefer) such as white identarians, however 
small, are springing up. Their enemies have identified them as ‘islamophobes’; it is im-
possible to say, but such things are at least a possible beginning of a new crusade. The 
‘war on terror’ is a miserable failure. It might eventually be felt by growing numbers 
that a Christian response should be tried.

But such an eventuality would not be the influence of a sub-culture on whatever 
that roiling, incoherent mass of nihilistic individuals some may refer to as ‘our culture’ 
(think how Hegel would cringe to hear them!), but a welling up, a recoloration, a reor-
dering of those things which, in perverted, diluted and twisted forms, still constitute 
the bedrock of our civilizational heritage.

That heritage is more than just a set of particularities which might as well be anoth-
er. It is a series of profound understandings of reality itself, poured into the communal 
basin by the guiding spirits of our civilization over millennia. This civilizational water 
of life is not a racial prerogative, it is a western privilege, open to, and accepted by 
uncounted easterners and southerners over the centuries. Nor is it not a paradigme or 
precursor of a ‘global culture’ because it is not a straight jacket of rules and rituals, but, 
as Jesus said of himself; the way and the life; movement that is neither escape nor de-
struction, a gathering of experience that is neither frivolous nor wanting in gratitude.

Paul Rhoads
American painter, conceptor 

and editor-in-chief of 
the Vance Integral Edition
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Subcultural meanings: emergence, divergence, and persistence 
in straight edge
Prof. Ross Haenfler

When Washington, D.C., hardcore punk band published the song “Straight Edge” 
in 1981, they could not have anticipated spawning a global subculture that persists 
forty years later. This 46-second punk song written by an unknown 19-year-old in an 
obscure band and meant for a tiny scene continues to inspire people to abstain from 
alcohol, drugs, tobacco, and “conquest” sex. Minor Threat did not have (and did not 
want!) the backing and promotion of a major label; vocalist Ian MacKaye and drummer 
Jeff Nelson operated Dischord Records out of their house, hardly knowing what they 
were doing; they were DIY (Do It Yourself ) out of necessity as much or more than some 
ideological commitment. The first pressing was 1000 records, the first four pressings 
totaling 5000. Radio DJs were not lining up to play “Straight Edge” and even if the 
band had made a music video for the newly emerging MTV, the channel would not 
have aired it. The record came out over ten years prior to the widespread adoption of 
the internet, when punks still wrote each other letters and bought ‘zines, records, and 
tapes through the mail. And, straight edge dared question drinking, drugs, and sex, the 
supposed hallmarks of youth rebellion. Yet somehow the music and message spread, 
resonating and persisting across the world. “Straight edge” has long since transcended 
its origins as a punk song from a US scene, with participants in Brazil and Argentina, 
Sweden and Germany, Israel and Russia, Japan and Korea, Australia and New Zealand, 
and nearly every other country. 

Straight edge raises a variety of questions related to subcultural meaning making: 
How do subcultures emerge and articulate ideas in response to something missing or 
unsatisfying in their cultural context? After emergence (which is itself a process, not a 
moment), how do new meanings diverge from initial understandings? In other words, 
how do participants contest, challenge, and reinterpret early meanings, unsettling the 
scene’s origin story as they respond to new circumstances? And finally, given divergent 
meanings across time and place, how do some subcultures persist over time, while 
others fade into obscurity? 

I have studied straight edge in a variety of contexts since 1996 as a participant ob-
server (Haenfler 2006). In that time, I have conducted dozens of in-depth interviews, 
listened to hundreds of records, scoured lyric sheets, and attended over 100 hardcore 
shows featuring straight edge bands. Additionally, I conducted a survey of approxi-
mately 900 straight edgers and created an archive of social media posts. My approach 
is thus a multi-sited ethnography, including digital ethnography, through which I seek 
to understand the emergent meanings and experiences from participants’ point of 
view. I coded and analyzed data using a grounded theory approach (Charmaz 2014), 
guided by symbolic interactionist understandings of meaning making. Meaning – the 
purpose, understanding, or significance of a thing – emerges from how we respond to 
or make use of that thing (Mead 1934). In other words, the meanings of social objects, 
practices, and texts are neither inherent nor fixed but created by humans in interac-
tion. Humans act towards things on the basis of their constructed meanings rather 
than passively perceiving the world “as it is” (Blumer 1969). Likewise, meanings change 
through an interpretive process; meanings are social, learned, contested, modified, 
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and always plural. As a long-standing global subculture, straight edge provides an ide-
al case-study in which to study meaning making.

Emergence - Origin stories 
If “Straight Edge” gave the subculture its name, the song “Out of Step” (1983) provid-

ed its credo: “(I) Don’t smoke, (I) Don’t drink, (I) Don’t Fuck, At least I can fucking think.” 
MacKaye tired of the incessant social pressures to drink, including from punk peers 
who opposed “mainstream” society. For MacKaye, being “straight” – abstaining from 
drugs and alcohol – gave him an “edge” over people who went through life intoxicated; 
clean-living enabled people to achieve their goals without those distractions. Absten-
tion was a personal choice and an assertion of autonomy. The ‘X’ that would become 
the movement’s symbol emerged from venue owners’ practice of marking under age 
kids’ hands with a large X to signal bartenders not to serve them alcohol. Yet, soon 
punks marked their own hands with the X to signal their defiance to alcohol culture 
and their allegiance to the straight edge identity. The symbol gained further promi-
nence via the image of a punk with Xs on his hands on a record cover of MacKaye’s 
previous band the Teen Idles. 

Even if MacKaye and his comrades did not intend to generate a subculture, the no-
tion that one could be a punk without intoxicants quickly took hold in scenes across the 
US (Reno, Los Angeles, New York, Boston, etc.) and soon the world. Boston band SSD 
and, later, New York’s Youth of Today transformed straight edge from a personal choice 
into a movement, actively displaying Xs and singing about the virtues of a drug-free 
life. Over time, straight edgers framed abstinence as resistance to alcohol and tobac-
co companies that profit from people’s suffering, often deliberately targeting minors. 
Many straight eders had negative personal or family experiences with alcohol or drug 
abuse, so they used the identity to highlight the personal and social harms of sub-
stance use and abuse. Others believed that alcohol culture blunts broader resistance 
to the status quo. A deceptively simple slogan, found on t-shirts and in the Uniform 
Choice song “No Thanks” (1986) professed, “It’s OK not to drink.”

By the mid-1980s, widely-shared meanings of straight edge evolved, with many 
practitioners believing that the decision to “claim” edge meant a lifetime commitment 
to abstinence and that any transgression, even one sip of alcohol, forfeited any claim 
to the identity. Not even a drink to celebrate a birthday or to bring in the new year. 
Persistent adherents labeled those who began using as “sellouts” who “broke edge.” 
Staying “true” to the identity preoccupied many straight edgers as some of their fore-
bears moved on. Chain of Strength wondered in the song “True Till Death” (1989), “Has 
the edge gone dull?” This stark, no-exceptions attitude seemingly provided a shared, 
clear, uncontested value system, despite MacKaye’s declaration on a re-recording of 
“Out of Step” that “this [straight edge] is not a set of rules.” 

Yet even then straight edge began taking on meanings in addition to abstinence. 
For many, straight edge became part of a more generalized resistance to perceived 
dominant norms (Haenfler 2006). This resistance implied meanings shared amongst 
many subculturists, in many scenes: there are outside forces compelling us to live our 
lives in ways that are unhealthy, for ourselves and for our communities; and what we 
do as individuals matters, to ourselves and to our larger social worlds. Our choices can 
make a difference, as captured in the Insted song “We’ll Make the Difference” (1989). 

Straight edge demonstrates that subcultures do not emerge in a singular moment 
or place, perfectly original and fully formed. While straight edge takes its name from 
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a song published at a specific point in time, the subculture coalesced over a period of 
years and in several places, drawing upon the previously established punk and hard-
core ethos. Moreover, the meanings and practices associated with the identity, while 
seemingly clear and sacrosanct to many, varied (Wood 2006). As the “youth crew” era 
of the ‘80s and early ‘90s wound down, those meanings would diverge in many direc-
tions, showing that straight edge “unity” was more an aspiration than a reality.

Divergence – Contested meanings
Many contemporary straight edgers insist that the meanings of straight edge are 

clear, consistent, and even obvious, handed down from a previous generation for 
whom abstinence was absolute and (ostensibly) a one-chance, lifetime commitment. 
Yet meanings are always contested, even those that at first glance seem unquestion-
able and widely-shared. Early straight edgers were often less rigid in their understand-
ing of the identity, less concerned with “selling out” and boundary making. They were 
punk first, edge second, and many were suspicious of the moralizing undertone of 
straight edge. However, new subcultural and historical circumstances prompted ad-
justments, and charismatic subcultural entrepreneurs brought fresh perspectives to 
the scene, as they do for any subculture that lasts.

In the early ‘90s, straight edge bands increasingly incorporated politics into their 
music (Peterson 2007). This trend continued into the middle of the decade when a trio 
of bands on Victory Records – Strife, Snapcase, and Earth Crisis – became immensely 
popular with a heavy metal-influenced sound. Earth Crisis, especially, gained legend-
ary status, advocating an uncompromising message of veganism and animal libera-
tion packaged in bandanas, camouflage trousers, and sports-team jerseys. Increasing 
numbers of straight edgers became vegan; by the late 2010s, over half practiced a veg-
etarian or vegan diet (Haenfler n.d.). However, even as Earth Crisis invigorated a politi-
cal consciousness, a rift developed between “positive” and so-called “militant” straight 
edge. The former took a laissez faire attitude, leading by example, while the latter was 
more confrontational. Militant edge had an undeniably hypermasculine tone, attract-
ing a variety of heavily-muscled “tough guys” who resembled the athletic “jock” stereo-
type that earlier punks had often despised (Mullaney 2012). “Crews” – groups of mostly 
male-identifying straight edgers who expressed their loyalty to one another through 
tattoos and other shared symbols - became known for their intimidating presence at 
shows and, occasionally, for their violence (Purchla 2011). This crude split between 
positive and militant straight edgers exposed rifts in the scene, prompting some par-
ticipants to abandon the identity, if not always the lifestyle, while attracting others 
drawn to the hypermasculine image. 

Yet subcultural meanings are never static, and just as Earth Crisis disbanded (tem-
porarily) in 2001, a new generation of bands made their mark on straight edge. From 
2002-2009, Massachusetts band Have Heart brought an introspective and welcoming 
attitude to straight edge hardcore, making an enormous impact on the global scene. 
By the 2010s, the ubiquity of social media made the identity more accessible, enabling 
people to even more easily discover straight edge and connect with likeminded peers. 
However, these platforms also allowed for renewed debate around the meanings of 
straight edge. 

One point of fierce contention is whether straight edge must be connected to hard-
core. Increasingly, participants have adopted the label or have had the label thrust 
upon them without knowing its roots in punk and hardcore. Debates rage on Face-
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book and Instagram, between purists who staunchly believe straight edge is insepara-
ble from punk and pragmatists who celebrate that the identity has spread beyond the 
scene. For example, popular straight edge professional wrestler CM Punk introduced 
some adherents to the idea. 

While hardcore had been and remains the primary gateway into straight edge for 
most participants, the identity – or at least the term – has long since escaped the con-
fines of punk. “Straight edge” has increasingly become synonymous with “sobriety,” 
much to the chagrin of adherents more rooted in hardcore. Some people unconnect-
ed to hardcore claimed straight edge as part of their recovery from addiction. Nearly 
all straight edgers celebrate others’ sobriety and recovery, but most also seek a clear 
delineation between straight edge and being “drug free.” Again, this debate raises 
questions about the meaning(s) of straight edge; is straight edge simply an adjective 
describing anyone who does not drink, smoke, or do drugs, or is it a subculture with 
countercultural motivations? A variety of my participants reported being drug-free 
prior to claiming straight edge, sometimes before even knowing of the subculture’s 
existence. Other people may apply the label to them, leading them to research the 
subculture on their own. 

Also up for debate is whether straight edge is a one-chance, lifetime opportunity. 
Can people slip up, make a mistake, or begin drinking for a while after claiming edge 
and then “re-claim” edge once they stop again? An old straight edge slogan attests, 
“If you’re not now, you never were.” But not everyone accepts this. Repeatedly claim-
ing and “breaking” edge may be nearly universally condemned, but some participants 
can rationalize a one-time “break” while others cannot. Is strict adherence to the code 
more important than the practical outcome of someone not using and wanting to 
claim the identity?

The growing legalization of medicinal cannabis in the United States raises further 
questions. Asked to explain the “no drugs” tenet of straight edge, most participants 
would qualify that drugs, in this case, constitute illegal drugs used for recreational pur-
poses. Cannabis, cocaine, heroin, MDMA/ecstasy, opioids, and so on. But can one still 
claim straight edge while using medicinal cannabis products if prescribed by a doctor? 
Or psilocybin, the hallucinogen component in magic mushrooms, to treat mental ill-
ness under the supervision of a mental health professional? Opinions vary. 

So what is at stake? While these debates about meaning may seem trivial to outsid-
ers or overly particular to straight edge, they highlight conflicts present in many if not 
most subcultures. Who belongs? What must one do to belong? Who is an authentic 
participant, who is a poseur? What are the boundaries around identity? If anything 
goes and there is no shared definition of the situation, a subculture may not be a sub-
culture. If subcultures become a rigid application of rules, they risk becoming even 
more exclusive and unwelcoming, mirroring the very institutions they intend to resist. 
As straight edge has persisted and knowledge of the subculture has spread, these on-
going debates demonstrate how meaning-making in an ongoing process.

Persistence- Enduring meaning 
Despite the very real conflicts over the meanings of straight edge, the power of a 

community that celebrates drug-free living continues speaking to new generations of 
young people around the world. Moreover, many straight edgers have persisted into 
their fifties and sixties, showing that participants do not necessarily grow up and out 
of the scene. Several factors contribute to the persistence of straight edge as a mean-
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ing system, factors that may be more or less present in other subcultures. 
As I just alluded, straight edge has become an intergenerational subculture. While 

many, perhaps even most, youthful adherents eventually move away from the identi-
ty, enough have persisted to be able to share knowledge, experiences, and resources 
with newer participants. While these interactions are not without conflict, the bonds 
forged within and between cohorts, in local, global, and virtual scenes, offer support 
for subcultural meanings. Older straight edgers run record labels, book venues, mod-
erate social media groups, and in some cases continue to play in bands. All of this con-
tributes to the cultural infrastructure of straight edge as a meaning system.

Straight edge speaks to a powerful countercultural desire, but is also compatible 
with dominant meanings in important ways. Abstinence and self-control have strong 
religious roots in many cultures. That straight edgers’ most consistent message ques-
tions the more harmful aspects of drugs and alcohol may prompt some authorities to 
look past the tattoos, abrasive music, and connections to radical politics (Linnemann 
and McClanahan 2016). While straight edge can mean “radical sobriety” (Kuhn 2019), it 
may come off as fairly harmless or mundane as compared to more stigmatized subcul-
tures. (Although many straight edgers do report facing stigma for their choices.) 

The combination of flexible and rigid meanings I discussed above also contributes 
to the identity’s longevity. Adherents may incorporate other concerns and interests 
(e.g. animal rights, activism, anti-fascism, etc.) and tailor straight edge to their local 
contexts, while still sharing in a collective meaning system. That participants see some 
degree of clarity about the drug-free meaning of straight edge – even if they overesti-
mate consensus – provides relative stability. 

Finally, straight edge, and many other music-based subcultures, provide a powerful 
combination of music, message, and community. Live shows, especially, create a col-
lective effervescence (Durkheim 1912), power powerful, collective, embodied feeling 
of togetherness which reminds individuals of their connection to something greater 
than themselves. Straight edge is embodied, interwoven into everyday life, combin-
ing self-actualization with social transformation. It can be a central reference point in 
adherents’ sense of self, or a peripheral choice that is just “who I am.” Either way, the 
music and the message bring people together, in embodied, virtual, and imagined 
community.

Conclusions
In this piece, I have used straight edge to demonstrate the power of subcultures 

in offering a lens through which participants interpret the world. I have shown that 
meaning making is an ongoing, interactional process; even when participants’ express 
certainty about core, or essential subcultural meanings, in practice those meanings are 
always negotiated and contested. The subcultural lens does not standardize or unify 
participants’ vision, but does provide some basis for shared meaning.

Accounting for the diversity of meanings in any subculture requires research meth-
ods that capture insider (emic) understandings from participants’ points of view. Eth-
nographic, participant observation has served me well in this regard. Combining inter-
view, observational, and textual data allows for continual cross-checking, as I compare 
what people say to what they do. When possible, longitudinal study opens a window 
into how subcultural meanings shift and change, especially as participants age. Social 
media research will be crucial going forward, as will comparative work studying differ-
ent locations.
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“Ideas about a person’s place in society, his role, lifestyle, 
and ego qualities will lose their hold as the cohesive forces in 

society disintegrate. Subculture values will proliferate to such 
a bewildering extent that a whole new class of professionals 

will arise to control them. Such a Transmutation Tech-
nology will deal in fashions, in ways of being. Lifestyle 
consultants will become the new priests of our civilizations. 

They will be the new magicians.”

Peter J. Carroll
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Youth Life Course Framework
Phil Cohen

In my research I have identified four connective frameworks: vocation career, inheri-
tance and apprenticeship. Their origin and development can be correlated with specif-
ic historical conjunctures. For example the rise to prominence of the ‘public man’ and 
the professional middle classes in late Victorian society was linked to the establish-
ment of ‘career’ as a dominant paradigm, while vocation was marginalized and increas-
ingly confined to certain  feminine, intellectual or artistic pursuits. The history of these 
codes is thus bound up with concrete social developments, but it is not reducible to 
them. The grammars of apprenticeship and inheritance, have taken on a life of their 
own quite apart from their origins in the   indentured labour form, or the transmission 
of material assets and wealth.

The grid of inheritance originally evolved within a moral economy governed by pa-
triarchal authority. The life cycle is unfolded as a more or less congenital link between 
fixed origins and destinies. You can only become what you always and already are, by 
virtue of the special patrimony which has been entailed in your life, from the moment 
of conception onwards. This closed reproduction of fixed positions may become racial-
ised, or alternatively serve to shore up the boundaries of ethnic identities under attack. 
But in order to accomplish this latter task the code has to be effectively transmitted to 
the up and coming generation. In other words it has to be articulated to particular cul-
tural forms of apprenticeship in which life is unfolded as so many stages in the mastery 
of a patrimony of skill. 

Today growing up working class no longer means being apprenticed at an early 
age to an inheritance of trade or domestic skill passed on from parents or elders in the 
workplace and community. What now counts is how the dispositions of intellectual, 
cultural and social capital are entailed in practices of learning, both physical and men-
tal, mediated through the apparatus of extended scholarisation. For those who have 
to grow up working class without work, and without a language of class to articulate 
their experience, the code of inheritance can provide a sense of life historical conti-
nuity and identity. At the same time, on the other side of the class tracks, its material 
basis in the transfer of assets not only continues to over-determine life chances, but 
achieves even higher salience with the financialisation of the property market. Waiting 
for long living parents to die so the children can inherit their property, and hence be 
able to afford to buy a place of their own before they retire, has re-animated the whole 
psycho-drama of dis/inheritance which was such a staple plot ingredient for Victorian 
novelists in a more Patriarchal age, albeit   now recast in a more narcissistic pre or post 
oedipal idiom associated with the rhetoric’s of ‘generation rent’.       

Apprenticeship, although it scarcely exists in its traditional indentured form, except in 
a few highly specialised crafts, has also had a vigorous afterlife. Uncoupled from inheri-
tance, it offers a generic model of peer-to-peer transmission within informal communities 
of practice both inside and outside the workplace.  In the contemporary  service econo-
my  we find a whole array of coaches, trainers  and  mentors, who have mastered  not only 
specialised work  skills  linked to the just- in-time production of  peak performance but 
the values and attitudes of mind and body that go with them. The apprenticeships they 
offer to their various mimetic disciplines involve forms of living labour which have been 
abstracted from specific workplace cultures and communities and rendered transferable, 
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often being formally subsumed or translated into the middle class idioms of vocation or 
career. You can trace this happening in the contemporary formation of young artists and 
athletes from working class background, not least in the aspirational memoirs they write 
about their struggles to succeed.

The codes of vocation and career have undergone a similar convoluted process of 
transformation. Under the imprimaturs of the original vocation code the self is the bear-
er of a calling which may be moral, spiritual or social in type, but whose existential im-
peratives direct the young person to cultivate particular gifts, often of an artistic kind, 
and attune development to a variety of aesthetic pursuits. In this model the adolescent 
search for identity becomes paradigmatic of the whole life cycle is privileged in various 
humanistic and existential psychologies and today it has been re-calibrated to give a 
glamorous halo to the precarious conditions of the free lancer and portfolio worker.  In 
contrast the grid of career offers a much more utilitarian, though no less individualistic 
reading of the life cycle. Here life is unfolded as so many steps up a ladder of progress, 
marked at each stage by increments of skill or status, or some other measurable index 
of personal achievement. The young person is pitted competitively against themselves 
and is made the subject of more or less ruthless monitoring and evaluation.  At the limit 
the contingencies of a life history are reduced to the predictabilities of a business plan, 
which is made to unfold according to a rigid timetable of developmental norms.  Devel-
opmental psychologies have helped to make   career the authorised version of the life 
course in western societies. Although a career remains the referential model to which 
we are all supposed to aspire, in reality its performativity is confined to the children of 
a diminishing elite, often privately educated, who enter the liberal professions. Careers 
are not quite what they used to be. They now subsume internships, portfolio working, 
and other forms of pseudo apprenticeship. The orderly incremental progression has 
been replaced by intermittent and erratic forms of self-promotion. Career is once more 
approximating to its original sense of ‘careering about’.    

 The four codes make use of other kinds of time to give a sense of duration and endur-
ance to the lives whose histories they help shape. Within the apprenticeship/inheritance 
frame the cyclical time of generation and the seasons can be used to rework the irrevers-
ible time of biological aging to punctuate family time into sequential phases or transi-
tions. Within the vocation/career couplet the reversible time of biography and popular 
memory can be used to plunder historical events for special leitmotifs of meaning (e.g. 
the shared biographies of the 60’ generation). In its strongest form, each code throws a 
normative grid of periodisation and predicament over the life cycle, mapping out key 
moments and rituals of transition, establishing gender specific markers of im/maturity, 
and   editing the syntax of experience accordingly. The grammars, when totalized, not 
only define certain developmental ideals, but the dispositions that have to be acquired 
to realize them. But as their normative strength weakens so their forms of articulation 
becomes ever more variegated and difficult to decode. Retro-modernity flourishes un-
der the sign of inheritance regained or the quest for lost vocation, while apprenticeship 
marries up with career to re-invent the notion of modernity as progress.  However, there 
are many sources of tension between the life historical messages conveyed by these 
codes. Once sons could no longer follow fathers and girls, mothers, into the same occu-
pational culture and community, other life journeys became imaginable.   Many of these 
tensions came to a head during youth and much of the emotional labour of traditional 
adolescence in fact consisted in learning to decode, differentiate and if possible recon-
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cile competing life story lines. One reason for the current popularity of ‘triumph over 
adversity’ life stories is that they articulate elements from all four codes into a single as-
pirational mash up. Contemporary memoirs specialize in the assertion that that all forms 
of adversity, whether inherited or acquired, all obstacles to the achievement of a calling 
or set backs to a career, whether externally imposed or self-willed, are to be welcomed 
as spurs to the ultimate achievement of personal success.      

Phil Cohen 
British cultural theorist, 

urban ethnographer
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Attributes and Symbols in Subcultures: Research Approaches
Iryna Lopatiuk

One of the research areas of the subculture studies is the symbolism inherent in 
this subculture. Attributes and symbols are one of 10 parameters, allowing thorough 
investigation of this complex phenomenon (10 parameters are indicated according 
to the methodology verified by the academician and scientist, Ph.D Oleg Maltsev; 
this methodology is represented in the scholar’s popular scientific book ‘Sketch a 
Subculture’).

For the very start, it is proposed to comprehend a particular question. ‘Should a 
representative of a subculture necessarily ‘profess’ symbolism and encircle himself 
with accompanying attributes, from necklaces and patches - to tattoos and pierc-
ings? The answer is ‘No.’ The fact is that the individual’s concept characterizes the 
subculture chooses everything himself.’ In such a formation, there is no controlling 
or another executive ‘body’ that would explain, declare, or impose any particular set 
of rules, mainly how many tattoos ‘should be on the left and right arm.’

An approach to the study of the subculture that focuses on the phenomenon of 
‘symbolism’ allows a researcher to conceptualize several points:

1) The logic of the subculture manifests and substantiates its central idea. Attri-
butes and symbols convey this idea; the imagery and manner of its expression may 
be incomprehensible to anyone except the particular subculture’s adherent.

2) Symbols can be selected by a representative of the subculture from various 
cultures and eras. For instance, a role-playing Tolkien-follower may have a Chinese 
dragon tattooed on his back, Thor’s hammer on his shoulder, and the ring of all-pow-
er on his neck (like Frodo the hobbit). Thus, each representative of the subculture 
has his perception of the idea, to the embodiment of which he aspires. The symbol-
ism and attributes that go with it are his or her expression.

3) All attributes and symbols can be classified into two categories:
a) general distinctive symbols;
b) personal symbols and attributes.
Everyone in the subculture possesses both general attributes and their own. Typ-

ical are the mandatory attributes, the things that visually confirm one is belonging 
to the subculture. On the other hand, every representative also has their attributes, 
expressing some idea from their perspective.

Typically, the first introduction to symbolism is a physical appearance of a person. 
As an illustrative example, it is suggested to regard the biker subculture as one of 
the most widely represented. Therefore, the biker is usually seen wearing a jacket; 
one may pay attention if there are club colors or any attributes that are not familiar 
or unclear. The first thing that usually catches the eye is the patches. In the U.S., the 
patches or stripes on the jackets are the identifying components. There are army 
patches, military patches, or those a student gets when he joins a club. The Europe-
ans used the American approach as a prototype - and so, bikers in Europe also have 
their patches. I want to focus the reader’s attention: there is always a prototype - the 
‘source’ of what one sees.

The ‘sight’ (or a usual look) is the first thing that focuses one’s attention, helps first 
to identify and then to classify to which subculture a person belongs, for example, 
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wearing some unusual vest with several patches, that indeed distinguishes oneself 
from the rest of the world.

Tattoos and inkings are separate issues for research. There is an amateur and au-
thor selection of the ‘coolest tattoos’ of various kinds on the Internet, each represen-
tative of a subculture chooses (or not) the one he likes. It is a personal symbol, a per-
sonal attribute, a personal way of self-expression. However, in instances such as the 
biker subculture, tattoos have been retransformed and become the same patches.

Thus, the tradition of ‘tattoos on the body’ has ‘migrated’ to the vest (since tat-
toos are not seen under the outfit, it is necessary to take the distinctive symbols 
outwardly, from the skin to the clothes and equipment). No doubt, the original pro-
totypology of tattoos goes back to the shadows of centuries gone by in the past, 
both pirates and sailors tattooed on their chests, for example, and thus showed 
their attitude to life. If we look at the Russian criminal tradition in research terms, 
the symbolism of the tattoos is practically sacred - it is the very reflection of a per-
son’s face, his ‘chronicle.’

In particular, confident bikers consider themselves to be some noble road knights 
and therefore choose knightly attributes. For example, earlier knights had ways to 
express a unique ‘credo’ - some formulation engraved on the sword, inscribed on 
the shield. A noble ‘knight’ biker’s attributes may have such an origin (which would 
be on his patches, inscriptions on the back, etc.)

The shift of ideas from one cultural layer to another is something a researcher 
frequently encounters in subcultural studies. It should be noted that the transfer 
of military culture and military uniforms to the biker’ costume’ is a variation of this 
kind of scenario.’ The variations here are also quite diverse: there is an abundance of 
military flags.

Moreover, all the multitude of well-known ancient and modern symbols and tra-
ditions in the context of the contemporary environment are reinterpreted by repre-
sentatives of the subculture, who, taking advantage of already existing prototypes, 
express their perceptions through jackets and vests with patches, tattoos, necklac-
es, and other attributes.

Besides, psychologically, whenever people gather in a group and form some 
community, it is crucial for them to ‘feel’ themselves as someone. Moreover, this is 
the most critical point, or question is ‘who are you?’ Accordingly, an inevitable “bi-
furcation” arises at this stage, as there are two ways: 1) first there comes the self-real-
ization of ‘who you are,’ and then the conversion of this realization into an attribute; 
2) the case in which attributes help one to become ‘somebody.’ So, both paths in 
more detail could be considered.

Suppose a person is not sure who he is, he cannot answer this question; now, he 
is given a wreath of dandelions, a colorful scarf, a guitar in one hand, and a Bardo 
Thodol in the other. Now he knows for sure that he is a hippie. The deliberate ap-
proach, however, is the opposite. At first, a person realizes who he is (like ‘I am a bik-
er’), and then this is expressed in concrete paraphernalia. Nevertheless, one of the 
most transparent tendencies of ‘consumer society,’ which the outstanding French 
thinker and philosopher Jean Baudrillard outlined 50 years ago, is the straightfor-
ward shift from symbols and attributes to becoming or impersonating the commu-
nity characterized by the symbolism in question.
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Consequently, each subculture formation develops BOTH objects of attributes 
and symbolism. For example, what do professional MC clubs do? First, the club has 
a certain standard. So, initially, a biker has a jacket with the club colors. Then a per-
son makes this jacket exclusive, something that characterizes only him personally, 
and that biker knows “who he is” and why he wears a specific patch on his jacket 
with distinctive lettering. In addition to the name and colors of the club, standards 
can be developed, among them those that define a person’s place in the general 
subcultural hierarchy.

For instance, a biker may have his MC club’s insignia on his back, a patch on the 
left side that determines his status in the hierarchy, and a matador’s pike, for exam-
ple, as a personal symbol of that biker on the right. So, we see a toreador man, and 
that is the symbolic constituent of his image. In other words, we see a bullfight-
er who slays bulls (an ancient Spanish knightly symbol). The matador’s pike is the 
synthesis of his philosophical ideas and views. Indeed, each person independently 
decides how he or she represents himself or herself in the world.

All subcultural communities share a central symbol, often a borrowed one—for 
example, the wolf tattoo on one’s neck. If one sees a wolf tattoo on a metalhead or 
a graffiti artist, it is too early to conclude that it is the central symbol of their subcul-
ture. In general, the wolf symbolizes Castaneda’s teachings, a borrowed symbol, a 
product of the synthesis of Mexican and Spanish cultures. Moreover, it is expected, 
as practice indicates, not only among Castanedians.

For example, hippies: this subculture popularized the freedom of sex. The sym-
bol of pacifism (a circle with a ‘trident’ inverted downward) is the main symbol of 
hippies. There are central symbols in every subculture, and a researcher should be 
ready to face the fact that main symbols are, in 92% of cases, the borrowed ones, 
since 92% of the subcultures are synthesized.

Naturally, the central symbol’s purpose is to express the core idea of the subcul-
ture. So a jacket might reflect the basic idea of the MC club - since it could be com-
pared with the armor of a knight. Furthermore, bikers in the XXI century do not 
ride around town with a sword in full swing, yet it is a sword that may be one of the 
biker’s tattoos.

The subculture’s central symbol most significantly mirrors a person’s affiliation 
with a particular environment, their involvement with its ideas, and a particular phi-
losophy. Another thing is how a person perceives, understands, and explains that. 
Therefore, in researching and analyzing the symbolic component of a subculture, it 
is obligatory to take into account the difference between the potential of the sym-
bol’s original meaning, its source (what exactly is prototyped, where the ornaments, 
slogans, signs, and symbols are borrowed from) as well as the individual explana-
tion or viewpoint of the subculture’s representative.

Thus, symbols and attributes. As a conclusion regarding consideration of the sub-
ject in the discourse of subcultures, I believe it is worth noting the following: 

1. Attributes without any words provide an answer to the question ‘who is this 
person right in front of you.’ Moreover, a reasonable progression of a conscious rep-
resentative of a subculture originates not from the attributes but directly from the 
fact that a person is aware of ‘who’ he/she is.

2. Symbolism and attributes are not a ‘dull’ and ‘static’ phenomenon. Each mem-
ber of a subculture develops a personal perspective and insight into both the sub-
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culture’s central idea and the way it is implemented. That is also expressed explicitly 
through the symbolic component;

3. The attributes are general and private; both require the researcher’s special atten-
tion and may reveal and teach us a lot about the particular form of the subculture and 
its general environment.

Iryna Lopatiuk
Ukranian Academy of Sciences,

The Memory Institute
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From Mythologemes to ideas as foundational elements of 
subculture formation

Avi Nardia

The general position is that culture is a broader framework in relation to other 
concepts that we place in the topic of this summary, so we will start by defining 
a culture. Culture can be defined as the totality of a society’s way of life. Members 
of a society learn and share a common culture. However, the concept of culture is 
very complex. The word “culture” is used in sociological and everyday vocabulary in 
a number of different ways. In all the ways it is used, culture is implicitly, or explicitly 
opposed to nature. Everything that people produce or do is culture, and everything 
that exists or arises without human intervention is part of the world of nature. Ralph 
Linton defines culture: “The culture of a society is the way of life of its members; a 
collection of ideas and habits that are taught, shared and passed down from gener-
ation to generation ”

According to T. Parsons, human society is not possible without a common culture. 
It enables people to communicate, to understand each other and to act in accor-
dance with common goals. The existence of a common culture is a functional pre-
condition for the survival of any society.

Culture, as a fundamental principle of the organization of social life, represents a 
system of common guidelines according to which individuals are governed, because, 
without guidelines society could neither survive nor function. It would not exist. If 
culture is a “blueprint for the adherence of members of a particular society” then 
an autochthonous, exclusivist culture, which is “adhered to by members of society” 
influences the creation of a closed social order, which is as a rule, conservative, au-
thoritarian, it is a reflection of self-understanding, self-perception of one’s own eth-
nic community, it is a reflection of collective ideas, collective “memory”. Immersed in 
their national culture, people seek answers formulated in their own past. There is no 
doubt that today myth is at the center of theoretical interest due to the simple fact 
that no phenomenon of modern culture can be understood without perceiving the 
significant presence of myth. Many authors acknowledge that the transition from a 
world of myth to a world of reflective thinking was a crucial step in European civiliza-
tion. However, with the absolutization of reason, man’s life itself became poorer and 
what has previously give hope was lost. Myth has a cathartic and purifying role. The 
three most important human functions are present in the myth: religious, cognitive 
and aesthetic. Because of this unifying, syncretic character of myth, we can sense 
why myth is the dominant form of the entire spirituality of men of early cultures and 
the initiator of moral and civilizational activities.  

In our culture, there are several examples of raising one’s own mythologized past. 
And then follows a political revision of the past. Simply put, final account of political 
and cultural establishment is served to citizens. A good part of our culture searches 
for its future by digging through the past, guided by the belief in its own exclusiv-
ity in relation to other cultures. In the twentieth century, there was a big interest 
in studying political myths for example from fascist ideologies, civic democracy to 
other myths that originated from various political discurses. 
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The period after World War II was a period of great upheaval in which traditional 
patterns of life were removed and replaced with new ones. The progress of the mass 
media, changes in the family structure and roles, free time, work, schooling, all this 
served to create a series of marginalized discourses within a culture. 

The scientific approach to the subculture did not appear before the 1920s, when 
a group of sociologists and criminologists in Chicago began collecting materials on 
youth street gangs and deviant groups (criminals, smugglers, etc.) In this view, the 
subculture is portrayed as an independent organism that functions outside the larg-
er social, political and economic framework. 

In the past decades, memory studies and the study of myths have gained prom-
inence in the social sciences and humanities. Memory studies investigate the ways 
in which past and present phenomena are remembered and imagined. Myth stud-
ies examine the ways certain representations and ideas come to be shared as true. 
Subcultures are not only built around shared passions and interests—either for 
music, politics but also around shared stories, imaginations, and memories. The re-
ality in which we live is transmitted through the language and it survives by being 
transmitted through the various stories that are told. The central role of narrative 
in organizing, maintaining and transmitting knowledge about us and the world is 
emphasized in several places by Jerome Bruner when he says that “we organize our 
experiences and our memories of human events mainly in the form of narratives - 
stories, excuses, myths...”

Myth is a form of narrative and narrative is lately seen as a new kind of autobi-
ographical project and psychologists have realized that it is important to deal with 
stories and how they shape a person’s identity. This tendency is especially pro-
nounced in the modern age, where life is seen as a certain narrative structure, as a 
plot in which a person becomes an actor who occupies a central point and plays a 
major role in the everyday construction and reconstruction of his personal narrative. 

In every culture, there are narratives that are dominant and that are imposed as 
narratives that determine desirable forms of beliefs and behaviors. Cultural or sub-
cultural narratives influence the giving of meaning to certain events in people’s lives. 
From the multitude of events, those stand out who, together with other important 
narratives, generate the narrative of one culture or subculture. Most people accept 
this view of the world and dominant truth as constituents of their identity, but over 
time such dominant structures begin to lose their power in light of questioning their 
ability to provide a satisfactory answer when it comes to understanding personal 
identit. These structures are replaced by those that are more flexible, relative and 
that re-examine the past and knowledge and that reevaluate existing norms. Such 
structures carry a new kind of social narrative and advocate that knowledge is rel-
atively both socially and politically conditioned and that it is connected to power 
structures, and that science is only one of the possible ways in which the world can 
be known.

In the light of the new position of man in a world that is uncertain, ambiguous and 
indeterminate, the question of the authenticity of identity arises, that is the authen-
ticity of the narrative. The narrative used to have an educational significance. It gave 
a person a sense of belonging and security and only certain individuals could be nar-
rators. They had the power to connect the everyday, ordinary man with the world of 
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giants, heroes who fought against evil, showed superhuman abilities and performed 
heroic deeds respecting high ethical standards, protecting the weak and fighting for 
the common good. In contrast, the world of modern man is woven from the narratives 
of corporations, which turn the market economy into a meta-narrative and which ma-
nipulate instincts and emotions. 

Avi Nardia
Security expert, founder 

of the defence martial art KAPAP 
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Martial arts as a school for life
Sanjay Soekhoe

Intro
The term “martial arts” finds its root in the Latin language and means “arts of Mars”, 

referring to the Roman God of War. The depiction of fights, however, dates to the far 
back of human history. War stories can be found in the Indian Mahabharata and Egyp-
tian art, yet, one stands out the most among the others. The story of Bodhidharma is 
probably the world’s most popular story on the history of martial arts. The story goes 
something like this. The Indian monk Bodhidharma made his way to the Shaolin Temple 
in Dengfeng, China. He noticed that the local monks were not in good physical condi-
tion and taught them several exercises that the monks continue to develop to this day. 
Years after Bodhidharma, the world was introduced to another man who continues to 
influence the world of martial arts today.

Bruce Lee’s influence
In the years prior to Bruce Lee, the stereotypical Chinese actor was either quiet, smart, 

or overly comedic. Sometimes Hollywood even made non-Asians look Asian. That all 
changed when one man entered the world of cinema in the USA in 1973. When Lee 
passed away in 1973, his movie “Enter the Dragon” made the world look at the Chinese 
from a different perspective. It was the first movie starring an Asian superhero. Suddenly, 
everyone wanted to be like an Asian actor, and everyone wanted to be Bruce Lee. Non-
Asians wanted to be like the Asian.

The movie caused an increase in interest in martial arts movies. The Western world 
got inspired to train and take martial arts classes. Lee was proven to be right in saying 
that movies are a better way to reach people in the West than books can.

Why martial arts?
For decades, the most popular people on the planet have been martial artists. People 

like Roberto Duran, Bruce Lee, Muhammad Ali, Mike Tyson, and Floyd Mayweather Jr., 
were and still are heroes for many people around the world. In the 21st century, the 
world of martial arts is more popular than ever. Martial arts are more accessible than 
ever. With the rise of MMA, it is difficult not to find a martial arts school in a given city. 
What is it that attracts people to art that refers to the Roman God of war? Do all the 
participants have a destructive nature? What happens when someone wears their Gi 
or lace up their boxing gloves? Why do martial artists say that martial arts are a way of 
life and not just a leisure activity?

Step into any good martial arts school, and you will hear the coach say that it is prohib-
ited to use what you learn on the street, that the best fight is no fight at all. Even though 
people may come in to mindlessly fight someone. They are often quick enough to learn 
that fighting may be many things, but being mindless is not one of them. Fighting a 
skilled martial arts takes (improvised) strategy, setting up an attack, luring the opponent 
in, reading the opponent’s move, dictating the pace, and many other things. That is why 
martial arts may as much be a mental activity as it is a physical activity. A lot of coaches 
even say that it is more mental than physical. What does someone gain by practicing 
martial arts other than inflicting pain on another human being?



157

Discipline
The moment someone joins a martial arts gym, he or she is part of a new system. A 

system that is governed by the head coach or sensei. This sensei plays a crucial role in 
dictating what kind of behavior the new member displays. Essentially, the sensei has a 
dominant role in shaping the training environment for all members.

The new member joins this environment and thereby accepts all rules by which every 
member abides. Some of these rules are uncomplicated: class starts at this time, greet 
your superiors, etc. Some of these rules can be complicated, always end the training 
with 100 push-ups, or do something worth remembering.

Next to the above rules, the new member learns to listen, to be objective to his own 
performance, to respect others and himself, to have a positive mental state, and a lot 
of other attributes. As one can imagine, these attributes are very valuable, not only in 
martial arts but also if someone wants to have respectable results in other fields.

Another valuable aspect of discipline is the ability to set goals. That not only helps 
give direction to your training but aids in staying disciplined to your craft. It teaches 
you that you are in control of what you can or can not do.

It takes a certain mental effort to give up on a Saturday night out to recover from 
a training session or get up early to train. Regular training helps teach the ability to 
improve control over emotions. It also teaches you long-term strategy. A martial artist 
must have a plan to achieve his or her goal. That requires the martial artist to see the 
goal and see the necessary steps to that goal.

Adrenaline
Most modern humans live a life full of precaution, afraid of the unexpected to happen 

or get their ego disturbed. It is this lifestyle that our new gym member wants to deviate 
from. As author Nassim Taleb states: ‘Things can gain from disorder.’ The end product 
of competitive martial arts is a prime example of a disorder. To fight against a trained 
adversary, someone who wants to knock you out, get you in a chokehold, or slam you 
against the floor is something most of the population avoids doing their entire life.

But, it is exactly this life or death situation that can make someone feel alive. The 
adrenaline rush generated by opposing your opponent is difficult to feel in an average 
lifestyle. There are numerous stories of fighters that get injured during the fight but 
only notice the injury when the fight is over. The author of this article has a first-hand 
experience of this happening.

Since the modern lifestyle revolves more around digital experiences, there seems to 
be an ever-increasing trend to search for real experiences. There comes a point where 
people feel like something is missing. Of course, we cannot forget that due to the 
accessibility of events and having a martial arts gym nearby people have gravitated 
towards martial arts.

Perseverance
A common phrase in the athletic community is: ‘leaving it all on the field.’, meaning 

to perform to his or her maximum capacity, i. e. maximal effort. No matter what place 
you are in, hard work always receives certain respect. So too in the world of martial arts.

The only way to improve in any martial arts is to train and get first-hand experiences. 
This requires perseverance. To get good, the new member has to show up and train, 
practicing the same routines over and over until every action becomes second nature. 
The amount of work put in to attain all these skills is substantial. It takes thousands of 
hours of training to get good and the only way to master those skills is through your 
blood, sweat, and tears. This coincides with the following point.
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Limit
It is a given that in the process of achieving a goal, obstacles will arise. In the world 

of martial arts, there are several. Injuries can set you back weeks, months, or even years, 
but in the end, it is up to the practitioner to continue or quit. Stagnation in training is 
one that occurs often. The practitioner does not see a noticeable improvement in his or 
her performance. This can cause self-doubt and can be the start of quitting the pursuit 
of the previous set goal.

Another devastating obstacle is losing in a competition. It takes time to set in, but 
once someone has lost a fight he or she will sooner or later realize that years of hard 
work went down the drain. The acquired skill set was not good enough. Again self-doubt 
can kick in, making the practitioner question his or her skill set and ability to win at all.

It is these obstacles that make you look in the mirror and ask yourself if you really 
want to continue this plan. You can only find what you are made of if you face these 
challenges head-on. Again, we see that Nassim Taleb’s quote is also true in this situation.

Conclusion
If you take a closer look at all of these elements, you see that every one of them can 

be used in daily life outside of martial arts. Whether it is your career or your personal 
life, each of these skills has its value. Did Bodhidharma think that through martial arts 
one would learn these skills, who knows? What we do know is that with the growing 
popularity of martial arts, many people are learning valuable skills. Let us just hope that 
in 10 years people are still making their way to the dojo and not put on a virtual reality 
headset to participate in martial arts.

Sanjay Soekhoe
Professional strength, conditioning, 

boxing coach,videographer
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La scoperta del continente vero
Marco Trovato

«Le dichiarazioni secondo cui l’Africa è stata esplorata sono avventate come le 
notizie della sua morte imminente. Un’indagine davvero illuminante sull’Africa deve 
ancora avere luogo». Sono parole amare pronunciate da Wole Soyinka, scrittore e poeta 
nigeriano, primo intellettuale africano a ricevere il Premio Nobel per la Letteratura. 
Sono in tanti a pensarla allo stesso modo: l’immagine di questo continente è tuttora 
deformata dal pietismo, dall’esotismo, dal qualunquismo, dal pressappochismo… 
Lo sguardo miope con cui l’Occidente guarda all’Africa alimenta stereotipi e luoghi 
comuni. E non permette di vedere come e quanto il “mondo nero” stia cambiando. Fanno 
notizia solo le guerre civili, le scandalose povertà che attanagliano milioni di persone, 
le malattie d’altri tempi che falcidiano i bambini. Ma ignoriamo la straordinaria vitalità 
dell’Africa: l’età media dei suoi abitanti è di 19 anni (quella degli italiani è di 45). La sua 
popolazione - stimata oggi in circa un miliardo e 200 milioni di persone - è destinata a 
raddoppiare nei prossimi trent’anni. Nel 2050 sarà africano un abitante della Terra su 
quattro. E nel 2100 un abitante su tre nel nostro pianeta avrà la pelle scura. Parlare oggi 
dell’Africa significa parlare delle sfide dell’umanità: anzitutto, la promozione di uno 
sviluppo condiviso e sostenibile.

La disoccupazione e la mancanza di prospettive alimentano il fenomeno migratorio. 
Benché l’economia del continente mostri segnali positivi da almeno quindici anni, la 
crescita del Pil non è sufficiente né equamente distribuita e la forbice tra i più ricchi 
e i più poveri continua a crescere. In troppi casi, inoltre, il tanto celebrato boom 
economico risulta essere dopato dall’esportazione di materie prime, idrocarburi o 
minerali strategici per l’industria mondiale. Esportare merci non lavorate significa 
anche esportare posti di lavoro. E l’Africa, con la sua popolazione giovane e assetata di 
futuro, ha un disperato bisogno di opportunità lavorative. Ogni anno in Africa vengono 
creati 3 milioni di nuovi posti di lavoro, ma i ragazzi e le ragazze in cerca di un impiego 
sono quattro volte di più. Per contrastare l’emorragia di giovani occorre affrontare le 
molteplici sfide che segneranno il destino del continente: la stabilità e la pace, la lotta 
alle povertà e alle sperequazioni sociali, l’accesso all’acqua e alla sanità, il contrasto 
alla corruzione, colossali investimenti per comunicazioni, infrastrutture, trasporti ed 
energia rinnovabile, lo sviluppo dell’agricoltura e dell’industria. La crescita del settore 
manifatturiero (ovvero la trasformazione dei prodotti grezzi in beni di consumo) e 
la creazione di un mercato libero africano consentirà di creare enormi opportunità 
occupazionali, diversificherà le voci dei bilanci (rendendo le economie nazionali più 
solide e meno dipendenti dalle fluttuazioni del mercato delle commodities) e infine 
stimolerà i consumi interni. Qualcosa già si muove. In Nigeria (primo esportatore 
africano di petrolio) si costruiscono raffinerie; in Camerun, segherie industriali e 
mobilifici; in Costa d’Avorio (leader mondiale nella produzione di cacao), le prime 
fabbriche di cioccolato. L’incipiente classe media - istruita, benestante, ambiziosa - 
vuole recuperare il tempo perduto. Nelle grandi città fioriscono centri commerciali, 
palestre, cinema. 

Boom demografico e crescita del potere di acquisto fanno dell’Africa un mercato di 
straordinario interesse per il futuro. Se nel corso dei decenni le ex potenze coloniali 
hanno perso terreno e credibilità in Africa, quello spazio è stato progressivamente 
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occupato da altri: Russia, Turchia, India, Brasile, Corea, Arabia Saudita. E soprattutto, la 
Cina. Pechino è diventato il primo partner commerciale e maggior investitore dell’Africa. 
Ha conquistato il primato delle relazioni diplomatiche ed economiche con nazioni 
strategiche un tempo legate all’Europa o agli Usa. La stessa sede dell’Unione Africana, 
una torre di venti piani inaugurata sei anni fa ad Addis Abeba, è stata presentata come 
un regalo della Cina. 

Il numero di immigrati cinesi in Africa è stimato in un milione e duecentomila, cifra 
probabilmente di molto inferiore alla realtà. In alcuni Paesi, specie i più fragili e corrotti, 
i controlli alle frontiere sono inefficaci e l’immigrazione illegale è più che tollerata. 
Le radici dei legami tra la Cina e l’Africa affondano nella storia (nel 1415, mentre le 
caravelle portoghesi approdavano nel Golfo di Guinea, una nave commerciale cinese 
portò a Pechino una giraffa prelevata nelle regioni orientali del continente: l’evento 
è raffigurato da un dipinto custodito nel museo di storia della capitale cinese). Ma 
l’imponente flusso migratorio dalla Cina è esploso negli ultimi vent’anni (nel 1998, in 
tutta l’Africa i cinesi erano 150.000) e prosegue a ritmi impressionanti. Quella cinese è 
certamente una nuova forma di colonialismo, ma a ben guardare risponde alle logiche 
di sempre. La Cina preleva petrolio dall’Angola e dalla Nigeria, rame dal Congo, uranio 
dalla Namibia, bauxite dalla Guinea. In molti accusano il Dragone di sostenere regimi 
autoritari, è tuttavia difficile sostenere che gli europei in passato si siano comportati 
diversamente. Basti pensare alla lunga sequela di spietati dittatori che hanno goduto 
della connivenza e della protezione delle ex potenze coloniali. E considerazioni simili 
potrebbero essere fatte laddove si muovano critiche a Pechino – peraltro spesso 
fondate – per i danni ambientali causati dalle sue aziende, per la qualità scadente 
e gli impatti dei suoi prodotti, per lo sfruttamento dei lavoratori, per la vocazione 
predatrice e l’atteggiamento razzista di molti uomini d’affari. Niente di nuovo sotto il 
sole, verrebbe da dire. 

L’invasione delle stoffe cinesi, di bassa qualità e talvolta tossiche, ha devastato la 
produzione artigianale dei tessuti tradizionali. Analogamente, l’Europa ha permesso e 
permette di esportare vecchie automobili (un esempio fra i tanti) considerate troppo 
inquinanti e insicure per viaggiare nel vecchio continente ma adatte a sbuffare veleni 
sulle strade d’Africa. La crescente domanda dalla Cina di pelli d’asino (per realizzare 
un popolare farmaco tradizionale, l’ejiao, usato per curare l’insonnia e aumentare la 
libido) ha drasticamente ridotto la popolazione di asini – e fatto volare il loro prezzo 
– in Niger, Etiopia, Kenya e Burkina Faso, con conseguenze devastanti sui contadini 
locali, che hanno spinto i loro governi a porre qualche freno alla mattanza. La richiesta 
di avorio e di corni di rinoceronte ha alimentato il commercio abusivo dei bracconieri, 
mettendo a rischio specie minacciate di estinzione.

Tuttavia gli occidentali non sono certo nelle condizioni di dare delle lezioni. Non è 
un caso se a tanti africani i giudizi dell’Occidente sulla politica cinese in Africa suonano 
spudorati e irritanti. A preoccupare, semmai, è il livello di indebitamento di molti 
Paesi subsahariani verso Pechino. Le grandi opere vengono finanziate dalle banche 
cinesi – controllate dallo Stato – che dispongono di enormi liquidità e offrono piani di 
ammortamento decennali a tassi convenienti. I debiti contratti legano per l’avvenire 
i governi africani alla Cina. E il loro peso rischia di diventare insopportabile. In alcuni 
casi, come in Kenya, Angola o Mozambico, il livello di indebitamente sta superando il 
livello di guardia. 
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Il boom demografico africano sta lentamente compensando lo svuotamento del 
continente operato dalla tratta degli schiavi, quando decine di milioni di giovani 
furono strappati con la forza dalle loro terre. Non a caso, ancora oggi, in rapporto alle 
sue dimensioni, l’Africa resta un continente largamente sottopopolato (33 abitanti 
per kmq) e con potenzialità di sviluppo enormi (vanta il 60% delle terre coltivabili e il 
65% delle risorse naturali non ancora sfruttate del pianeta). Invece di lamentarci dello 
strapotere cinese nel continente dovremmo interrogarci sulla nostra incapacità di 
mantenere proficui rapporti di collaborazione e di cooperazione con gli stati africani. 
Le nostre attenzioni sono occasionali, inadeguate, ispirate spesso a progetti predatori. 
La nostra politica denota un atteggiamento superficiale, supponente, paternalistico. 
Fuori dal tempo e da ogni logica. Continuiamo a guardare all’Africa con sguardo 
miope e distorto. E la colpa è anzitutto dei media: di chi filtra, maneggia e diffonde le 
notizie. «Informare sull’Africa significa dare voce a chi non ha voce». È un’espressione 
che ho sentito ripetere per decenni nel mondo missionario, del giornalismo e della 
cooperazione. Un tempo forse aveva le sue nobili ragioni d’essere, ma rimaneva 
comunque ambigua: fino a che punto il processo di “amplificazione” della “voce” 
dell’Africa le rimaneva davvero fedele, e fin dove, invece, il mediatore, l’informatore, 
vi si sovrapponeva? Quelle parole, poi, benché pronunciate coi migliori propositi, 
tradivano un malriposto approccio umanitario, tipico di chi si occupa a vario titolo 
di Africa. Portare a conoscenza dell’opinione pubblica fatti e personaggi di rilievo 
è il mestiere del giornalista; ma se si tratta di documentare una crisi dimenticata in 
Congo o in Centrafrica il cronista finisce per percepirsi – ed essere percepito – come 
un “missionario delle notizie”. È un retaggio culturale (che spesso cela una supposta 
presunzione o distorta percezione di superiorità), di cui non siamo stati ancora capaci 
di sbarazzarci, benché gli africani – intellettuali, blogger, cronisti, attivisti – vogliano 
giustamente farsi ascoltare, senza l’aiuto di portavoce.   

L’Africa, nel nostro modo distorto di ragionare, non va capita, conosciuta, 
raccontata. Va aiutata, va salvata. Se facciamo lo sforzo di affrancarci dalla retorica e 
dall’autocompiacimento, le cose ci appaiono per certi versi rovesciate. Restando alla 
sfera personale, per esempio, è grazie all’Africa se ho un lavoro che mi dà uno stipendio e 
tante soddisfazioni. Non sono in credito con questo continente, semmai dovrei sentirmi 
in debito. E, a ben guardare, il ragionamento può essere allargato. Consideriamo la 
galassia italiana del settore non profit, che impiega circa ottocentomila persone: molte 
di loro lavorano per ong, onlus, cooperative, associazioni, enti caritatevoli che hanno 
legami con l’Africa. Poi ci sono le decine di migliaia gli italiani che vivono e lavorano 
nel continente africano (per dare un’idea, solo in Sudafrica ci sono più di 35.00 iscritti 
all’anagrafe consolare). Sono imprenditori, commercianti, cooperanti, diplomatici, 
ricercatori, reporter, operatori turistici, artisti, dipendenti di agenzie di sviluppo o di 
multinazionali… Tecnicamente andrebbero considerati “migranti economici”, ma 
questa definizione nell’immaginario collettivo occidentale mal si concilia con il colore 
della nostra pelle. Cosicché preferiamo definirci “espatriati”. Badate bene, non è solo 
una questione formale: le parole che usiamo sottintendono un modo di pensare. Un 
amico congolese tempo fa mi ha lanciato una frecciata: «Voi europei amate ripetere 
“aiutiamoli a casa loro”. Un refrain che sento pronunciare in continuazione da politici, 
attivisti, uomini e donne di cultura. Ebbene, per onestà intellettuale, la frase corretta 
dovrebbe essere “aiutiamoci a casa loro”». Il nostro rapporto con l’Africa è spesso malato 
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di egocentrismo, paternalismo, pietismo. Anche quando facciamo il nostro dovere, 
il nostro mestiere, ci sentiamo investiti di una missione umanitaria, salvifica. Ma gli 
africani non hanno bisogno di filantropi e benefattori. Hanno bisogno di rispetto. 

Tutto è in movimento con una velocità impressionante. Un tempo, arrivando in 
Africa avevo la sensazione di approdare su un altro pianeta, tanto mi appariva diverso il 
mondo che mi circondava. Oggi, quando atterro in una capitale del continente ritrovo 
scene e immagini familiari: gente concentrata sullo smartphone, pubblicità di marchi di 
successo, affollati negozi di catene multinazionali che hanno colonizzato ogni angolo 
del mondo. La globalizzazione e la rivoluzione digitale hanno trasformato il pianeta 
in un grande villaggio, spingendo le popolazioni a uniformare comportamenti e stili 
di vita. L’avvento delle nuove tecnologie rappresenta senza alcun dubbio una grande 
opportunità per l’Africa. L’exploit della telefonia mobile sta compensando la cronica 
carenza di linee fisse, colmando un gap tecnologico che limitava enormemente le 
possibilità di comunicare e di tenersi informati. L’accesso a internet ha permesso a 400 
milioni di africani (un terzo della popolazione) di rompere la sensazione di isolamento, 
di dilatare gli orizzonti, di abbattere barriere che fino a poco tempo fa sembravano 
insormontabili. 

Oggi anche a Nairobi, Lagos, Kinshasa, Dakar, i giovani utilizzano il web per collaborare 
a distanza, condividere contenuti, sviluppare idee e progetti. Esattamente come 
fanno i loro coetanei a qualunque latitudine. Fioriscono blog, applicazioni, startup, 
piattaforme realizzate da sviluppatori africani. E c’è chi sfrutta le potenzialità della Rete 
per farsi conoscere, promuoversi, esprimere a una platea mondiale il proprio talento 
artistico, culturale, imprenditoriale (contribuendo così a cambiare la percezione stessa 
dell’Africa nel mondo). 

Internet ha favorito l’accesso alla conoscenza, promosso la partecipazione civica, 
incoraggiato e facilitato il controllo della società civile sui governanti (che non a caso 
cercano di limitare e censurare la libertà della Rete). 

Ma la rivoluzione digitale ha favorito anche l’importazione e la diffusione di modelli 
culturali che stanno squassando le società tradizionali africane. 

Le nuove generazioni guardano all’Occidente – o meglio all’immagine che il nostro 
mondo ostenta – come a un faro. Ne sono attratte e naturalmente ne assorbono, 
assieme a stimoli e valori positivi, anche le distorsioni e i risvolti più problematici. 
Non solo l’individualismo, ma anche il consumismo sfrenato, l’assillo per il successo 
economico, la vita sempre più frenetica e spietata (chi non sta al passo, resti indietro, 
emarginato). La monetizzazione dei rapporti sociali e la frantumazione della famiglia 
allargata sono i sintomi della crisi iniziata con l’urbanizzazione e acuita oggi dalla 
digitalizzazione. 

Riuscirà ora a non piegarsi al conformismo, a preservare la sua originale creatività, 
a non smarrire la strada, a resistere all’omologazione che pare avvolgere l’intero 
pianeta? Il rischio vero è che la globalizzazione dei consumi finisca per annientare 
ogni differenza. Ma lo spirito indomito dell’Africa saprà sopravvivere anche a questa 
prova. Così come è rimasto vivo durante i periodi bui della sua storia: lo schiavismo, 
il colonialismo, le guerre per procura alimentate dalla bramosia di tiranni e potenze 
straniere (spesso collusi tra loro). Troppe volte l’abbiamo data per spacciata: analisti e 
osservatori hanno sentenziato la fine incombente di un continente “maledetto, senza 
speranza, sull’orlo del baratro, destinato a soccombere”. E invece, anche nei momenti 
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più difficili, nelle prove più dure e improbe, la culla primigenia dell’umanità, con la sua 
straordinaria resilienza, ha saputo sorprenderci. Continuerà a farlo. Beffandosi delle 
nostre previsioni. Stupendoci come sempre. Quasi a volerci dimostrare che un altro 
mondo non solo è possibile, esiste già.

Marco Trovato
Direttore editoriale della 

rivista Africa 
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Il “Formatore per la sicurezza” come rappresentante di una 
sottocultura specifica

Federico Roso

Il “Formatore per la sicurezza” come rappresentante di una sottocultura specifica. 
La definizione “sottocultura” sicura-mente comprende tutte le possibili forme che una 
sottocultura può assumere e tutti gli approcci che la hanno studiata, ma di converso 
non chiarisce la differenza con altri concetti ad essa adiacenti, quali “comunità” e “stile 
di vita”. Secondo i teorici della sottocultura, esistono gruppi sociali con norme e valori 
propri, nell’ambito dei quali è presente una solidarietà tra soggetti che si servono l’uno 
dell’altro come punti di riferimento per la loro immagine di sé e per stabilire rapporti 
con gli altri membri della società. Naturalmente, le norme di una sottocultura possono 
essere semplicemente diverse da quelle della società di appartenenza, o essere più 
accentuate in taluni aspetti, senza essere per questo in contrasto con quelle e quindi 
senza rivestire necessariamente un’accezione negativa. Inoltre, una sottocultura non 
è mai del tutto separata dalla società globale all’interno della quale si colloca e di 
cui costituisce un sottosistema, in quanto si caratterizza per un insieme di valori che 
si riferiscono comunque ad un più ampio sistema, da cui differiscono solo in parte. 
Inoltre, il concetto di sottocultura non contiene a priori una valenza negativa, ma 
esclusivamente un sentimento di appartenenza, di fatto ti-pico dalla maggior parte 
dei gruppi professionali o lavorativi. Cosi in questo articolo voglio considerare il 
“Formatore per la Sicurezza” come il rappresentante di una sottocultura specifica. 
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Il “Formatore per la Sicurezza” è un professionista in possesso di competenze 
utili e specifiche per gestire il processo formativo in materia di sicurezza. Risulta di 
vitale importanza stimolare i  cittadini e tutte le categorie professionali ad acquisire 
specifiche competenze in materia di sicurezza. Per “Cultura della Sicurezza” si intendono 
l’insieme dei processi organizzativi e delle pratiche professionali, delle norme scritte 
e delle convenzioni informali, dei linguaggi, dei modi di pensare, di percepire e di 
rappresentare il rischio in azienda e nella società. Purtroppo la sua promozione e 
interiorizzazione tra i lavoratori e i cittadini, trova diversi ostacoli di natura quotidiana. 
Innanzitutto, la considerazione da parte di molte organizzazioni, dei lavoratori e dei 
cittadini che per raggiungere un risultato sia necessario affrontare un rischio ed un 
costo, seguito dal sussistere di un notevole scarto tra i  processi di riorganizzazione 
delle modalità di valutazione e gestione dei rischi e la reale organizzazione del 
lavoro e della società. Spesso si ha una conoscenza limitata dei rischi che si corrono: 
la percezione e l’interpretazione delle situazioni rischiose sono sottovalutate. Molte 
persone hanno una errata percezione del rischio dato che non basano le loro analisi 
su numeri obiettivi, ma sull’impatto psicologico che hanno gli incidenti, soprattutto 
quelli più recenti. A questo va affiancato il concetto di “Perdita della Paura”, ogni volta 
che un lavoratore e un semplice cittadino trascurano una procedura senza incorrere 
in un danno, perdono un po’ di quella paura che li spinge ad adottare comportamenti 
sicuri. Purtroppo la “Cultura della Sicurezza” viene ancora considerata un insieme di 
principi astratti ma difficilmente applicabili. Si dovrebbe invece iniziare a pensare alla 
stessa come ad una grossa opportunità per migliorare la qualità della nostra vita. Tutto 
ciò dovrebbe portare ad immaginarsi un vero e proprio generatore di valori per tutta la 
società. Per costruire una sana “Cultura della Sicurezza” all’interno delle aziende e nella 
società si rende necessario comunicare i  contenuti e condividere i  comportamenti 
sicuri organizzando appositi corsi di formazione. È in questa circostanza che entra in 
scena la figura del “Formatore per la Sicurezza”. L’esempio deve venire dall’alto se si 
pretende che venga rispettato dal basso, quindi è necessario che dai livelli gerarchici 
superiori ci sia un’effettiva sensibilità alla tematica, svolgere un lavoro di prevenzione 
e di attenzione è la reale volontà di favorire il benessere dei lavoratori e dei cittadini 
all’interno di una società civile. In tal senso è necessario contrastare quelle convinzioni 
irrazionali che portano i  lavoratori e i  cittadini ad una percezione non corretta del 
rischio, anche attraverso interventi formativi incentrati sul fattore umano e non solo sul 
fattore tecnico, che favoriscano una presa di coscienza e di responsabilità individuale 
sull’argomento. I programmi dei corsi di formazione possono essere standardizzati o 
personalizzati in base alle varie esigenze operative. Ogni formatore ha la possibilità 
di arricchire i contenuti dei corsi creando un percorso didattico formativo che stimoli 
in modo attivo l’apprendimento dei suoi discendenti. I  contenuti dei corsi trattano 
i seguenti argomenti:  

• Concetti di rischio 
• Danno 
• Prevenzione 
• Protezione 
• Organizzazione della prevenzione 
• Diritti, doveri e sanzioni per i vari soggetti 
• Organi di vigilanza, controllo e assistenza 
• Rischi infortuni 
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• Meccanici ed elettrici generali 
• Macchine e attrezzature 
• Cadute dall’alto 
• Rischi da esplosione 
• Rischi chimici 
• Nebbie, oli, fumi, vapori e polveri 
• Etichettatura 
• Rischi cancerogeni 
• Rischi biologici 
• Rischi fisici 
• Rumore, Vibrazioni, Radiazioni 
• Microclima e illuminazione 
• Videoterminali 
• DPI (dispositivi di protezione individuale) organizzazione del lavoro 
• Ambienti di lavoro 
• Stress lavoro correlato 
• Movimentazione manuale dei carichi 
• Movimentazione merci (apparecchi di sollevamento, mezzi trasporto) 
• Segnaletica 
• Emergenze 
• Procedura di sicurezza con riferimento al profilo di rischio specifico 
• Procedure esodo e incendi 
• Procedure organizzative di primo soccorso 
• Incidenti e infortuni mancati 
• Altri rischi 
• Rischio aggressione e tecniche di difesa personale.
Per concludere bisogna sempre tenere presente che la scuola dell’obbligo gioca un 

ruolo fondamentale di sensibilizzazione ai temi della sicurezza. La scuola è ambiente 
di vita per gli alunni e ambiente di lavoro per gli insegnanti, è il luogo primario della 
prevenzione, dove la formazione alla salute e alla sicurezza può trovare un terreno 
fertile sul quale radicarsi e diventare patrimonio dell’individuo e del gruppo, fin dai 
primi momenti di socializzazione.

Federico Roso
Former Carabiniere,

High Risk Fire Fighting and 
Self Defense.
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“The meaning of subculture, then, is always 
in dispute, and style is the arena in which opposing 
definitions clash with the most dramatic force.”

Dick Hebdige



168



169

Подход к исследованию субкультуры
Ph. D. Олег Мальцев

В рамках международной конференции «Нарисуй Субкультуру» представляется 
тезисный доклад академика УАН, доктора философии, руководителя 
«Экспедиционного корпуса» Института Памяти Олега Мальцева.

Относительно такого понятия как «субкультура» в научном мире существует 
плюрализм мнений. Субкультуры – предмет осмысления и научного интереса 
междисциплинарного порядка; так, субкультуры исследуют не только социологи, 
историки, психологи, антропологи и философы, но также маркетологи и  бизнес-
консультанты, в силу того, что влияние субкультур в XXI веке становится всё более 
всепроникающим и масштабным.

В рамках данного тезисного доклада предлагается рассмотреть ключевые 
методологические рекомендации, разработанные доктором Олегом Мальцевым 
и апробированные в ходе многолетних экспедиционных исследований научным 
департаментом «Экспедиционный корпус» Института Памяти.

С целью выявления, чем непосредственно «субкультура» отличается от прочих 
понятий и формаций (например, от религиозного движения), посредством 
прототипологического, сравнительно-сопоставительного, историко-
дескриптивного анализа и прочих методов эмпирического исследования, было 
разработано 10 параметров, позволяющих исследовать субкультуры и делать 
обоснованные выводы о том, соответствует ли изучаемое явление категории 
«субкультура». Безусловно, у каждого объекта, явления, категории существует 
характерная и только ей присущая система дифференцирующих признаков, 
однако таковая система параметров, свойственная субкультурам, впервые 
была осмыслена и представлена в виде методологического исследовательского 
каркаса.

Итак, по каким признакам возможно распознать и отличить субкультуру от 
иных категорий? Ответ на данный вопрос – ключевой предмет исследования 
данного тезисного доклада.

Параметр №1. Идея
Любая субкультура имеет в своей основе идею. Причём данная идея всегда 

выражается одной простой формулировкой.   Даже если на начальном этапе 
формирования субкультуры существует идея, а формы её выражения ещё не 
существует, сами последователи субкультуры облекут идею в простейшую форму. 
Формулировка такой идеи обычно занимает менее 60 секунд.

В качестве первого примера знакомства с идеей субкультуры рассмотрим 
кинофильм «На гребне волны» (2015 г. производства, режиссёр Эриксон Кор). Так, 
уже на плакатах и в подписях к трейлеру обозначена  простая мысль или «слоган» 
ленты: «Найди свой предел» (‘Find your breaking point’). Идея объясняется изна-
чально: некий «легендарный японский экстремал» Оно Озаки поставил перед 
миром экстремального спорта задачу пройти восемь крайне сложных испытаний.  
Тот, кто пройдёт восемь испытаний достигнет нирваны.

Идея понятна: достижение нирваны. Всё прочее — кинематографический 
антураж. Во всех субкультурах идея выражена ярко и она понятна всем. Идея 
весьма простая, формулируется  коротко, нередко в одно предложение.

ИДЕЯ  — и есть это  первое отличие субкультур от прочих явлений. Допу-
стим, рассмотрим такую субкультуру как «хиппи». Какова идея хиппи? В 60-70-х 
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гг прошлого столетия в США о ней знал, наверное, даже десятилетний школьник: 
«Make love, not war!», что означает: «Занимайтесь любовью, а не войной!».

Другими словами, да здравствует любовь, нет войне. Об этом ещё спели не раз: 
«All You Need Is Love!» — «Всё, что тебе нужно, — это любовь!» — так было у The 
Beatles;   «Give Peace A Chance» — «Дайте миру шанс» — так   пел Джон Леннон. 
Любовь превыше войны, пацифизм,   свобода секса, и вообще, любая свобода – 
это величайшая драгоценность.

Пример с хиппи ещё раз демонстрирует, что первый признак, по которому 
вы легко сможете отличить субкультуру — это простая идея.    Идея в  любой 
субкультуре всегда выражена чётко.  Нередко — в одном предложении, в 
одной истории, в одной легенде.

Параметр №2. У субкультуры нет священников
Священнослужителей не существует. Однако в субкультурах есть иерархия, и 

это —  иерархия авторитетов.
По факту, в  субкультурах нет «специально обученных» толкователей, учителей 

или интерпретаторов, нет отдельной касты. Вообще в субкультуре никто не 
ставит себе задачей кого-то «образумить и научить», напротив, никто ничего не 
объясняет и не навязывает.

В субкультуре практически всем всё равно, как или каким образом следует 
реализовывать главную идею субкультуры (у каждого представителя собственное 
понимание, восприятие и воззрение). В частности, если кто-то убеждён, что 
байкер – это тот, кто рулит на байке исключительно на переднем колесе, — он 
имеет на то право.  В субкультуре никто никому ничего не должен доказывать, 
каждый выбирает и решает сам.

В субкультуре люди находятся, не потому что они грешны, или оттого, что им 
не хватает по жизни каких-то благ.  Нет, в субкультуре люди потому, что у них, во-
первых, есть собственные убеждения, а во-вторых, хочется находиться в кругу 
единомышленников. Поэтому байкер, например, в любой момент времени может 
сесть на мотоцикл и уехать, куда глаза глядят, когда ему заблагорассудится.

В субкультуре людям, по факту, всё равно. Никому нет дела, человек сам за себя 
отвечает, как и все.  В субкультурах определённо   существуют мнения, которые 
облают неким весом — и это мнения авторитетных людей данной субкультуры. 
Авторитетное мнение отличается полезностью – именно пользой, которую может 
извлечь из мнения каждый желающий участник субкультуры.

Так, главный критерий «мнения» в субкультуре — полезность  его сути  для всех 
людей, находящихся в субкультуре. И если мнение человека пользу приносит, — к 
такому прислушаются, если нет – то могут и спросить. В субкультурах практически 
не бывают ситуаций, когда кто-то что-то посоветовал просто так, например, 
«молись и всё будет хорошо!» И вот чудак шёл, молился, а его взяли и зарезали на 
пороге квартиры, ещё и ограбили. За такого рода «советы» в субкультуре спросят, 
в частности, вопросы зададут конкретные, и попробуй не ответь. Обещал, что 
в результате совета всё будет хорошо? Вот и где это «хорошо»? И не получится 
отговориться на манер «…а это всё мысли были неправильные, вот провидение 
и покарало!» — не стоит рассчитывать, что подобные формулировки сработают.

Суть принципа: мнения, приносящего пользу участникам субкультуры, и делают 
автора такого мнения авторитетным человеком.   Всё просто: если твои слова 
пользу приносят, всем, ты становишься авторитетом. Или, что лучше, если твои 
поступки пользу приносят — также становишься авторитетным человеком. А нет 
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никакой пользы, значит, ты такой же как все. Следовательно, и обращать какое-то 
особое внимание на такого индивида – нет желания.

В субкультурах люди объединёны вокруг идеи. Идея выступает осью вращения 
этой группы лиц. Помимо того, что вокруг некой идеи объединено определённое 
число людей,  все эти люди к чему-то стремятся, поскольку саму идею требуется 
как-то реализовывать. И по сути, мнения, догадки и представления, которые 
витают в субкультуре, относятся к тому, как реализовать главную идею наилучшим 
способом и образом.

В том же кинофильме «На гребне волны», в одной из ключевых сцен есть такая 
фраза: «Может я к чему-то стремлюсь!». Агент Джонни Юта даже заявлял, что 
стремится к   «восьмёрке» — завершить восемь экстремальных испытаний Оно 
Озаки. На что и получил ответ: «Это легенда, миф…». Далее между героями за-
вязывается диалог, суть которого – обмен мнениями лиц внутри одной и той же 
субкультуры. И заметим, неважно, что некая «восьмёрка» — это миф, ровным счё-
том невидимая идея. А вот мнение о том, как пройти восемь испытаний, как это 
сделать (важно в живых остаться) произрастает из уже известной практики. Так, 
любая субкультура движется от практики к теоретизации. Иными словами, в 
субкультуре разговаривают и рассуждают те, кто что-то сделал, кто добился че-
го-то выдающегося. Другие, даже если и высказываются, к их мнениям редко при-
слушиваются.

Например, если байкер на мотоцикле весь мир объехал, кругосветку 
совершил — это крайне интересно; у людей к нему появляются вопросы о том, 
какие особенности, с кем встретился, какой менталитет у людей, а может, какие 
проблемы были, будь то плохие дороги или несговорчивые сотрудники таможни.   
Итак, промежуточный вывод: в субкультуре движение выстраивается от практики 
к теории. То есть теоретизируется только нечто пережитое, пройденное, то, что 
может оказаться полезным впоследствии. Нет теории без практики.

Параметр №3
Один из самых явных и ярко выраженных признаков, по которому вы всегда 

отличите субкультуру – это  отсутствие отбора. Так, в субкультуры не «наби-
рают» и не «отбирают». Человек сам, без посторонних лиц,  определяет, к 
какой субкультуре быть приверженным. Он сам решает, кто он: неформал, 
скейтер, толкиенист или гопник.

Также не имеют значения расстояния, государственные границы и даже 
знакомства. Так, совершенно разные люди могут находиться в одной и той же 
субкультуре. Металлисты, эмо, байкеры – они живут и в Нью-Йорке, и в Киеве, жи-
вут и даже не знают друг друга, но при этом не перестают быть объединёнными 
вокруг одной центральной идеи.

Параметр №4
Субкультуре больше свойственны места, нежели здания. Например, у байкеров 

– байкхаусы, у танцующих вог – дома, у ролевиков — от студий до конвентов.  Речь 
идёт непосредственно о доме, а не храме. Храмы субкультурам не свойственны 
вовсе.  Как они объясняют, что такое байкхаус? Это некая гостиница, какое-то по-
мещение, дом, где можно сидеть за столом, жарить барбекю, спать, разбирать байк 
и т.д. И в таких домах люди собираются люди по интересам и занимаются чем-то 
простейшим, что к духовному чуду не имеет никакого отношения.  Байкхаус – будто 
второй дом, в котором можно и поесть, и отдохнуть; аналогию можно провести 
с понятием «штаб». Великие храмы или мистические святилища, открывающие 
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двери для прихожан раз в сто лет — это точно не про субкультуру.
Какой дом организовывать, стоит ли его обустраивать, с одной стороны — это 

личное дело каждого. С другой же стороны, не существует никаких контрольных 
учреждений, которые «надзирают за исполнением несуществующего приказания 
завести ДОМ». Итак, субкультурам свойственны некие места, но не свойственны 
храмы, и это ещё один отличительный признак.

Параметр № 5. Символика и атрибуты
Так или иначе, всем субкультурам, без исключения, присущ некий символизм. 

Символика в субкультуре богатейшая! В качестве примеров рассмотрим 
татуировки. Представители субкультур нередко выбирают символы по принципу 
«мне нравится, это круто/мощно выглядит!» В частности, богатейшее символьное 
наследие кельтов – от антропоморфных орнаментов из птиц, змей и деревьев, 
до накрест сложенных секир – сегодня в качестве тех же тату предпочитают 
набивать представители самых разных субкультур: от пацифистов до рейверов, 
от байкеров до сатанистов.  Контроля за тем, чем и как в субкультуре формиро-
вать собственный образ просто не существует.

Пытаться анализировать символьную составляющую, отражённую во внешнем 
облике и антураже человека и искать в этом тайный, поддающийся логике 
смысл – занятие тщетное. В дебрях анализа можно «потеряться» в попытке 
распутать клубок, например, из тюремных наколок, вперемежку с индийскими 
или малазийскими символами. То есть, с чьей-то субъективной точки зрения в 
таком сочетании   логики нет, просто абсурд. Но с точки зрения представителя 
субкультуры – это особая история, и логика в ней присутствует, его собственная.

Символы могут быть выбраны совершенно из разных культур и эпох. 
И норманнский волк может «сидеть» на правом плече того же байкера, а 
центрально-африканский тигр – на левом.   Каждый представитель субкультуры 
имеет собственное представление об идее, к воплощению которой он стремится. 
И сопутствующий символизм и атрибуты – его личное выражение.

Итак, логика субкультуры обосновывает её центральную идею. Отражают эту 
идею и обоснование    атрибуты и символы, которые можно разделить на две 
категории:

1) общие отличительные символы.
2) личные символы и атрибутика.
Допустим, существует байк-клуб. У этой субкультуры есть и идея, и атрибуты, и 

даже герб клуба, который они виде нашивок носят на куртках. Все приведённые 
в качестве примера атрибуты – общие, они позволяют Байк-клуб «А» отличить 
от байк-клуба «Б». Но каждый отдельный байкер этого же байк-клуба по-своему, 
особенным выражает идеи субкультуры посредством собственных атрибутов, 
которые присущи только ему (от кулонов до татуировок).

По факту, каждый из этих людей имеет и общие, то есть обязательные атрибуты 
— то, что его визуально подтверждает принадлежность к субкультуре; с с другой 
стороны у каждого представителя —   своя собственная атрибутика, которая 
выражает вот некую идею с его личной точки зрения.

Параметр №6. Блок-направления
Субкультуре свойственны определённые внутренние направления или «блоки», 

и в отличие от религии – это обыденная и допустимая практика. То есть, если бы 
в религии появилось какое-то блок-направление, его бы моментально назвали 
«ересью».
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В субкультуре может единовременно сосуществовать даже 30 направлений; 
какие идеи исповедовать – сугубо личное дело каждого представителя.

Как возникают или образуются блок-направления внутри субкультуры? 
Рассмотрим некую группу лиц в субкультуре. Допустим, среди них существует 
авторитет, который имеет мнение относительно ведущей идеи субкультуры. 
Ряд лиц разделяет данное мнение и считает его полезным и эффективным. 
Однако таким же способом в другой группе иное авторитетное лицо выдвигает 
другое мнение. Обе группы лиц, оба авторитета – части одной субкультуры. Но 
направленность авторитетных мнений относительно достижения и реализации 
центральной идеи – совершенно разная, что и определяет формирование разных 
блоков. И таких блоков внутри одной субкультуры может быть бесконечное 
множество.

Параметр № 7
92 процента субкультур – это результат синтеза. Смешение идей и концепций 

присуще этапу формирования и самоопределения субкультуры.   Рассмотрим 
следующий пример: допустим, некий человек увлекается идеями Карлоса 
Кастанеды. Прочитав «Сказки о силе» или «Путешествие в Икстлан» (в общем, 
даже не все книги К.Кастанеды, а что-то выборочное), этот человек вдохновляет-
ся свежими идеями. При этом не меньше учения дона Хуана он любит мотоцикл. 
Далее в разуме данного человека удивительным способом сочетаются мотоцикл 
и идеи Карлоса Кастанеды, превращаясь в единое целое «свободного байкера, 
совершающего путешествие к ущелью Силы» – так и срабатывает синтез. Что не 
менее любопытно, такой человек непременно находит единомышленников, для 
которых «жизненное кредо» — это полет на мотоцикле в пропасть, который по-
зволит обратиться в ворона и стать путешественником между мирами.

То есть, обычно, при исследовании субкультуры вывод таков: субкультура 
сформирована методом синтез нескольких концептов, соединённых вместе.

Однако, существует и 8 % субкультур, которые не являются продуктами синтеза. 
Например, отдельная идея, как некий «саженец» (аналогия) переносится на новую 
почву (например, дельтапланеризм) без изменений, то есть, без синтеза.

Так, обычно, всё начинается с поиска смысла жизни, и когда смысл жизни 
обретён (то есть, понят), это порождает метаморфозы в стиле жизни.

Параметр № 8. Идея смерти
Отношение к смерти определяет отношение к жизни. Большинство субкультур  

идеи смерти осмысливают как перевоплощение. Иные перевоплощаются в 
птиц, а затем обратно, в людей; иные выходят из сансары новым человеком; 
иные проникают в тайны реинкарнации. Обыкновенно наблюдается некий круг 
перевоплощения, состоящий из трёх блоков.  Опять-таки обратимся к наглядному 
примеру  хиппи. Они заявляли, что могут выбрать даже родителей, опираясь на 
идеи Бардо Тхёдол, книги  Мёртвых.  А значит, вопрос «когда они умрут» больше 
не имеет значения, потому что как только умрёшь, вскоре оживёшь, вернёшься 
обратно. Поэтому многие из хиппи не чурались наркотиков, беспорядочных по-
ловых связей, безалаберной праздности и так далее. И хотя немало представите-
лей субкультуры хиппи с 1960-70 гг. умерли от передозировки или венерических 
заболеваний, от этого идеи хиппи не умерли и не исчезли. Лишь бы не было войны! 
По сути, идея о том, что человек может сам распоряжаться собственной смертью, 
была главной в субкультуре хиппи. И, конечно, хиппи в данном случае – один из 
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примеров. Идея смерти в каждой субкультуре осмысляется так или иначе.
Параметр №9.  Принцип взаимосвязи следующих понятий: «края» — 

«насос»
Пояснение начнём с проверяемых наблюдений. Пребывание в среде 

субкультуры, сам поиск подходов и способов реализации некоей центральной 
идеи требует финансирования. Вы байкер? На одном энтузиазме далеко не 
уедете. Вы обожаете парашютный спорт? Прыжки сами по себе требуют средств 
и денежных вливаний. Как минимум, топливо для самолета или вертолета тоже 
требует финансовых ресурсов. Что важно отметить:  у субкультур так называемый 
люфт добывания тех самых финансовых ресурсов  гораздо объемней и шире, чем 
совокупность каналов финансирования, чем, например, у любой религиозной 
структуры.

Если внутри субкультуры и существуют правила, они могут быть изменены и 
даже нарушены. Разные представители субкультур продумывают и изобретают 
новые каналы или «люфты», в том числе, противоречащие общим положениям 
этики и морали, даже букве закона. Так, члены субкультур нередко идут на 
преступления: занимаются преступным бизнесом, продают наркотики и оружие. 
Обналичивание денег может происходить посредством выращивания конопли и 
продажей запрещённых товаров и т.п. подобное. По факту, мы могли бы сравнить 
эту «добывающую» функцию внутри субкультуры с  насосом, который постоянно 
требует денег, причем нередко быстрых денег. А «быстрых денег», как кроме 
как разными несвойственными законопослушному обществу способами, не 
заработаешь. Поэтому многие в субкультурах зарабатывают «как-то иначе». И 
нередко сама финансовая структура выступает главной тайной субкультуры.

Этико-морально-ценностных ограничений, на манер религиозных догматов 
«не убий, не укради, не прелюбодействуй» обычно в субкультурах нет. И напротив, 
обоснование, почему «можно» или «дозволено» перейти за черту закона, — в 
наличии. Нередко субкультура покоится на  немалом числе оправданий, почему 
возможны те или иные поступки, противоречащие нормам государства и права. 
И, тем не менее, часто люди готовы к этим «крайностям». Таковая готовность при 
наличии заранее обеспеченного оправдания и люфтов добывающей функции и 
именуется «краями» —  то есть, крайностями, на которые готовы последователи 
субкультур, чтобы обеспечить насосную функцию, «качающую» посредством помп 
тайной финансовой конфигурации необходимые ресурсы. Прекрасный пример 
реализации взаимосвязи «края-насос», в частности, показан в фильме «Затяжной 
прыжок», (англ. Cutaway) — американский боевик 2000 г., режиссёр Гай Манос.

В качестве вывода мы могли бы заключить следующее:  ни одна структура в мире, 
не имеет объёма оправданий, равных субкультуре. В субкультуре генерируется 
целая система оправданий, почему «края» не только преемлемы, но и важны; 
причина тому или всему виной, ранее упомянутые «быстрые деньги». В частно-
сти, чем занимались хиппи? Многие торговали наркотиками (что не является се-
кретом). Среди хиппи были наркодиллеры.  Для хиппи работать на «прогнившее 
государство» — невозможно. Грабить и совершать насилие? Исключено в любом 
виде.  Остаётся только одно: «торговать дурью». 

Естественно, в других субкультурах всё может происходить по-иному: кто-
то мотоциклы продаёт, кто-то пишет музыку. Однако таковых «мирских» и 
общественно приемлемых занятий  не всегда всем достаточно.
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Модель перевернутого дерева профессора Фридриха Лоренса 



176

Параметр № 10
Финальный признак в исчерпывающем перечне признаков, посредством 

которых каждый сможет научиться в 100% случаев отличить субкультуру от 
любого формирования. Сама модель субкультуры. Любая субкультура в какие бы 
эпохи она ни процветала, всегда сравнима с деревом.

Итак, модель субкультуры — это ДЕРЕВО, у которого есть корни, ствол, ветви и так 
далее. Причём само по себе дерево растет кроной вниз: корни его вверху, а крона 
– внизу. Именно эта модель «перевернутого корнями вверх» дерева максимально 
отражает целостность структуры и причины формирования «субкультуры».

Сообразно рисунку, отражающего модель явления и его устройства, мы и 
можем заключить, что крона дерева —   и есть субкультура. Корни – её истоки. 
Некий ствол соединяет субкультуру и её истоки. По аналогии модели, люди и есть 
тот самый «ствол», что соединяют субкультуру и  её истоки.

Ещё раз сфокусируем внимание на завязке фильма 2015 г. «На гребне волны». 
Корни субкультуры, известной от Оно Озаки «растут» из Дзен-Буддизма. Сам 
экстремал Озаки уже вне субкультуры, поскольку этот человек умер. Он и есть 
тот самый некий «ствол», соединяющий субкультуру и исток. А сама субкультура 
—  это люди, пытающиеся выполнить восьмёрку Озаки.

В кроне дерева субкультуры, словно яблоко в тени, скрывается некое 
радикальное звено, которое возглавляет некий Ботхи. Именно благодаря ему идеи 
Озаки были доведены до радикализма и крайности. Однако и это радикальное 
«блок-направление» является частью единой субкультуры экстремального 
спорта. Итак, любая субкультура устроена таким способом.

Модель дерева позволяет исследовать субкультуры, понимать её истоки, 
видеть те «непроявленные» характеристики и особенности истоки, о которых не 
смогут рассказать даже сами представители субкультур. У данного дерева также 
существует несколько корней, поскольку чаще всего, в 92% случаев мы   имеем 
дело с синтезом как методом формирования субкультуры. Стержень или ствол 
субкультуры — люди, которые и реализовали  синтез идей и смыслов и смогли 
его донести до других. Обычно такие авторитеты внутри субкультуры  остаются 
героями,  легендами, достойными примерами.

Итак, рассматривая подходы к исследованию этой мировой категории мы 
выявили 10 параметров или 10 признаков, отличающих субкультуру от любого иного 
явления. От центральной идеи, вокруг которой в формировании «закручивается» 
субкультура, мы проследовали до главного механизма построения этой системы, 
выраженной в виде модели — перевёрнутого дерева, корни которого – истоки 
субкультуры, ствол – особые люди, авторитеты и герои, синтезировавшее или 
внедрившие идеи субкультуры, а крона – то, что сформировалось в конечном 
итоге – самоё субкультура во всей её полноте, динамике и многообразии, как 
явного, так и тайного.

Ph.D. Олег Мальцев
Европейская Академия Наук 

Украины, 
НИИ Памяти
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Рисунок Фридриха Лоренса, теория построения субкультур
Константин Слободянюк 

«Перевернутое дерево Лоренса» — это инструмент, который можно применить 
для анализа и исследований различных структур, организаций, феноменов, 
однако, мне бы хотелось затронуть экономический аспект, который следует из 
этого инструмента и становится значительно понятным при изучении субкультур.

Принято считать, что в основе экономики любого государства лежит бизнес, 
когда в результате производства и сбыта определенной продукции пополняется 
государственная казна. Наблюдая за тем, что в наше время происходит в 
бизнес-среде Украины, Восточной и Западной Европы, я хотел бы сделать одно 
шокирующее заявление.

Однако предлагаю для начала рассмотреть образную модель, которая будет 
отображать состояние современного украинского бизнеса. Представьте себе 
поле, где растут деревья, но у которых нет корней. Деревья – это бизнес-компании, 
определенные бизнес-структуры. Среди общего количества лишь небольшое 
количество организаций – примерно 2-3% – имеют корни, ствол и ветки. 
Остальные 98% — это деревья без корней. Соответственно, под воздействием 
даже легкого ветра деревья без корней могут упасть. Исходя из образной модели, 
в нестабильной ситуации бизнес также будет разрушен, а, соответственно, от этого 
пострадает и экономика страны. Однако, почему происходит такая ситуация? 
Почему различные специалисты сталкиваются с такой картиной в деловом мире?

В США придумали парадигму, которая звучит следующим образом: “Fake it till 
you make it” («Притворяйся, пока не сделаешь это правдой»). То есть тысячи, мил-
лионы компаний создаются на основании новых тенденций и идей, без своего 
рода исторического и научного фундамента. Проведя аналогию с образной моде-
лью, получается, что предприятие без истории – это дерево без корней. У таких 
организаций нет ничего уникального, нет исключительных преимуществ и тех-
нологий. Чаще на экономическом рынке компании просто копируют друг друга 
и следуют одним и тем же тенденциям. В своей деятельности я все чаще и чаще 
сталкиваюсь с тем, что большинство не только аналитиков и различных специа-
листов, но и самих сотрудников компаний понимают эти тенденции.   Со време-
нем они начинают предполагать, что для того, чтобы отличаться, устоять и разви-
ваться на постоянно изменчивом рынке необходимо иметь определенную силу, 
преимущества. Тем не менее, этих преимуществ должно быть больше, чем у всех 
остальных. Так, в том числе, появляется конкуренция и борьба за лучшие пози-
ции на рынке. Соответственно, ради своего успешного существования «слабые» 
организации начинают искать корни. Некоторые бизнес-компании находят свои 
корни в государстве, некоторые – в различных спецслужбах, а другие – в церквях.

Несмотря на это, подавляющее большинство организаций остается по-
прежнему без корней. Буквально на наших глазах тенденция деятельности в 
деловом мире показывает, что бизнес активно стремится в субкультуры. В этих 
обществах компании пытаются найти свои корни и силу, которая могла бы стоять 
за их бизнесом. А так как предприниматели слабо разбираются в субкультурах, они 
начинают придумывать для своих компаний истории по типу новых религиозных 
движений (например, таких как «New age», каббалистические группы и пр.), хотя, 
они субкультурами не являются.
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Таким образом мы можем выделить две категории бизнесменов, которые в 
субкультуре пытаются найти корни:

Первая категория  – это бизнесмены-фантазеры. Они пытаются придумать 
какую-то свою субкультуру, которая якобы будет стоять за их спиной, за их 
компанией.

Вторая категория – это те, кто находится в поисках корней в субкультурах.
И первая, и вторая категории бизнесменов настойчиво стремятся приобрести 

корни для своих компаний в виде какой-нибудь субкультуры или общества, 
которое будет представлять собой мощное и достаточно обеспеченное явление. 
И, возможно, благодаря таким конференциям и освещению того, что же такое 
субкультура, они когда-нибудь найдут то, что ищут, – деревья обретут корни, и 
экономика государства станет стабильнее.

Верно ли утверждение о том, что одна идея формирует субкультуру?
В рамках различных исследований Экспедиционного корпуса «Института 

Памяти» под руководством Dr. Олега Мальцева я был практически на всех конти-
нентах. Я не встречал субкультуры, которая бы сформировалась иным способом, 
кроме как на основе определенной сильной идеи. В Испании, Италии, Африке, 
США, Мексике, Украине ситуация аналогична, – в основе каждой субкультуры 
этих территорий лежит сильная идея.

Путь в субкультуре: фатальный или успешный?
Для ответа на этот вопрос мне бы хотелось вспомнить одну историю. Осенью 

2020 года у меня состоялась интересная деловая встреча. За столом переговоров 
напротив меня сидел бизнесмен, у которого на счету было определенное 
количество миллионов долларов. И уже по завершению нашей беседы он сказал 
мне, что ему нужна субкультура.

Такое заявление в деловом мире не всегда услышишь, поэтому я задал ему 
вопрос: «Зачем тебе субкультура? Я не понимаю твоего стремления».

Он закурил сигару и сказал:
— Во-первых, из-за ее историчности. Во-вторых, из-за приверженной толпы 

людей. И в-третьих, из-за безопасности.
— Хорошо, начнем с истории, зачем она тебе нужна?
— Я потратил более 50 тыс.дол. и могу с уверенностью сказать, что все марке-

тологи, креативные брендинговые агентства, пиарщики – просто идиоты. Я сам 
не верю в то, что они пишут в своих красивых brand books, grand line, и не пони-
маю, как вообще кто-то может в это поверить. Я не ученый, я не могу сказать, что 
мой бизнес берет свои корни из работ Карла Юнга, или Зигмунда Фрейда, или 
Маршала Маклюэна. Я не могу утверждать, что наследие Жана Бодрийяра лежит 
в основе моей компании, что это мои корни, так как я даже не могу прочитать 
его работы, для меня это действительно сложно. Также я не Ротшильд, не могу 
«состаривать» историю, не могу создавать документы из прошлого, мастерски их 
подделывать, как они это делали.

В нашем разговоре он твердо настаивал на том, что ему необходимо что-то 
настоящее, но он в этом сам досконально не разбирается.

— С первым вопросом все понятно, а зачем тебе приверженная толпа? — я 
спросил его, — у тебя же много клиентов, тысячи. В твоей компании тысячи со-
трудников, зачем тебе приверженная толпа?

— Да, ты прав, в моей компании работает много сотрудников, но они идут за 
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мной только из-за денег, а мне нужны люди, которые пойдут за мной из-за опре-
деленной идеи. Никто из моих подчиненных не может придумать идею, не мо-
жет ее у кого-то взять, не может синтезировать идею, которую можно было бы 
положить в основу. В действительности я и сам не умею этого делать.

— И остался третий вопрос – безопасность. У тебя в компании работают офице-
ры безопасности, в чем же проблема? Объясни мне.

— Посмотри, например, как выглядят байкеры. Посмотри насколько они страш-
ные, и взгляни на моих людей в пиджаках, найди разницу между этими двумя ка-
тегориями. Мне нужны радикалы, а это просто собаки, которые за деньги готовы 
кого-то кусать.

Этот диалог в итоге заставил меня задуматься над тем, что сейчас на самом деле 
нужно бизнесу. Как показывает практика, бизнес в действительности нуждается в 
субкультуре. Как сказал Dr. Мальцев: «Субкультуры победили весь мир». Недавно 
на русском языке вышла книга «Нарисуй субкультуру», некоторые наши партне-
ры с нетерпением ждут, когда она будет переведена на английский язык, чтобы 
начать приближаться к решению своих задач. Поэтому я уверен, что те тенден-
ции, которые мы с вами обсудили, ярко отражают острую необходимость в ис-
следовании и практической реализации тех преимуществ, которые заложены в 
субкультуре.

Константин Слободянюк 
Глава Ученого совета 

Института информационной 
безопасности. 
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Отличия между субкультурами и религиями 
Професор Людмила Филипович

Как обыкновенный среднестатистический человек, который ищет какую-либо 
информацию о субкультурах, то первым делом я обратилась к Википедии. Здесь 
можно ознакомится с достаточно ограниченным списком субкультур. Меня 
заинтересовало: а что является основанием – по крайней мере для Википедии 
– для включения или исключения того или иного явления из общего списка 
субкультур. Например, мы можем столкнуться с различными движениями или 
сообществами, которые существуют практически в каждой сфере нашей жизни. В 
результате поиска я обнаружила только одного представителя религии, которые 
названы як субкультура, это амиши (религиозная группа США). Возникает вопрос: 
почему отсутствуют, например, мормоны или старообрядцы из Украины или 
России, и другие представители религиозных субкультур, которые, насколько я 
понимаю, также непосредственно относятся к субкультурам.

По моему мнению, в научном мире на данный момент отсутствует точный и ясный 
ответ на вопрос, в чем разница между субкультурой и религией. С одной стороны, 
можно отметить, что существуют одинаковые элементы, которые формируют 
каждый из рассматриваемых институтов, такие как система мировоззрения, 
система ритуальной деятельности, система поведения и многие другие. При 
более глубинном изучении можно обнаружить и иные одинаковые аспекты. Мне 
бы хотелось выделить некоторые важные характеристики субкультур и религий, 
которые можно считать общими для них: механизм и алгоритм возникновения, 
так как они могут быть тождественны у этих двух явлений. Возможно, причина 
появления и мотивы субкультур будут отличаться от причин и мотивов религий. 
Например, они могут преследовать идеи улучшения доктрины, или стремится 
к возникновению новой руководящей силы или власти, стараться повысить 
благосостояние общества, стать богатыми и обеспеченными и пр. При этом 
алгоритм возникновения обоих институтов будет один и тот же.

В субкультурах чаще свойственно внешняя презентация, когда сторонникам 
необходимо представить, раскрыть или продемонстрировать какую-то 
сущность, проявить себя определенным образом. Мне кажется, что это не будет 
обязательным условием в религии. Однако, субкультуры — это определенные 
сообщества, состоящие из людей, которые преследуя определенные интересы, 
формируют общий опыт. Я думаю, что, возможно, это доминирующая особенность 
для описания различий между религией и субкультурой. В религии в этом нет 
необходимости, потому что у ее представителя есть прямая связь с Богом. В 
некоторых случаях для многих религий может быть не нужным, даже, общий опыт.

В целом мы можем сказать, что не каждая субкультура является религией, но 
каждая религия, особенно в самом начале, является субкультурой. Я не уверена, 
что можно поставить точку в моем понимании этого феномена, так как этот 
вопрос требует дальнейшего исследования. Тем не менее, я считаю, очень сложно 
идентифицировать разницу между этими институтами и найти конкретные 
особенности, которые различают субкультуру и религию. Почему? Потому что 
каждая субкультура может приобрести характеристики религии, такие как 
поклонение, исповедание, вера в сверхъестественную природу явления или 
человека, секуляризацию церковных владений, придание земным вещам качеств 
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надприродных и пр. Следует не забывать, что существуют религия, религиозное 
меньшинство, отстраненность от основной религии, отлучение от материнской 
церкви или запреты общества, так как некоторые вещи могут быть признаны 
ересью или зависеть от решения лидера церкви.

Подводя итог, можно сказать, что дальнейшие исследования субкультур 
и религий при применении новаторских подходов, специализированных 
технологий и методов дадут возможность определить разницу между этими 
явлениями.

Использование религии другими социальными институтами (бизнес, политика 
и др.) в своих целях. Трансформация религии: от божественного превосходства 
к универсальному обществу, основанному на техно-идеологических принципах.

В контексте сформулированных вопросов, стоит обратить внимание на 
отношения и даже сотрудничество между религией и социальными институтами. 
Например, необходимо отметить, что церковь изначально занималась бизнесом, 
например, продавала индульгенции или церковные требы. Первые политические 
деятели, которые были верующими, умоляли богов помочь им в достижении 
политических целей, а затем они просто повторно подчинили себе церковь (через 
известный принцип Цезаропапизма), или в форме государственной церкви.

Со временем религия изменилась, но она никогда не отклонялась от 
земной сущности. Все непосредственно оставалось под ее контролем и 
влиянием. Думаю, это происходило благодаря контекстуализации, а не бо-
жественной трансцендентности, которая всегда была свойственна религии. 
Речь идет не о переходе от божественного к человеческому, а о разумном 
балансе божественной субстанции и собственно человеческой. В наше время 
это является важным аспектом, потому что мы не можем четко разделить 
светскую и религиозную жизнь, они по-прежнему остаются двумя очень 
важными частями нашей жизни, и нам необходимо найти баланс между 
священным и светским, профанным и сакральным. По моему мнению, это 
одно из актуальных направлений научных исследований.  

Проф. Людмила Филипович
Інститут філософії імені

Г.С. Сковороди НАН України
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Феномен субкультуры: глубиннопсихологические аспекты 
исследования проблемы «СУБ»

Prof. Виталий Лунев

Проблема исследования субкультур сложна. Это вопрос соотношения позиций: 
целого и частного, принятого (понятного) и такого, что сложно поддается 
признанию. Опять же, это извечный вопрос дихотомии «Свой-Чужой». При том, 
что «охота на ведьм» как исключительное право нормологического подхода, 
в последние десятилетия, все больше нивелируется (как минимум публично), 
вопросы свободного функционирования индивида в суб-сообществе, часто рас-
сматривается как некоторая девиация.

Собственно, в рамках психологического и социологического дискурсов, 
субкультуры рассматриваются в большей степени в тематике исследований 
девиантологии.

Замечу, что мое понимание явления субкультуры базируется на понимании 
природы культурогенеза, механизмов и институтов социализации, 
судьбоаналитического подхода Л.Сонди, О.Мальцева и концепта фантазма 
Ж.Лакана. Исследовательская деятельность в составе Экспедиционного Корпуса 
НИИ Памяти (руководитель академик УАН Олег Мальцев) существенным образом 
открывает новые перспективы междисциплинарного исследования субкультур 
(об этом наши экспедиции в Мексике, Италии, Германии и других странах).

Стоит заметить, что сама идея «суб» в понятии субкультура акцептирует 
внимание на позиции подрядности — (от лат. sub — под) и семантически передает 
значение:

1) расположенный внизу, под чем-либо, около чего-либо (например, субмари-
на);

2) подчиненный (например, субинспектор);
3) второстепенный (например, субподрядчик) (Большой энциклопедический 

словарь, 2012);
4) неполноту качества, свойства, обозначенного последующей частью слова 

(Медицинские термины, 2012);
5) имена существительные со значением подчиненности тому, что назва-

но мотивирующим именем существительным (субассоциация, субинспектор, 
субординатор, субмикрон) – (Толковый словарь Ефремовой).

Именно в таком контексте литературно и психосемантически мы неизбежно 
воспринимаем понятия с приставкой суб-. По сути мы сталкиваемся с категория-
ми первичности, причинности, некоторого объема значения, которое находится 
за пределами чего-то большего, чем само понятие, которое рассматривается.

С. К. Бондырева обозначает субкультуру как «суверенное целостное 
образование внутри господствующей культуры, отличающееся собственным 
ценностным строем, отношениями, нормами поведения». Таким образом, мы на 
самом деле имеем дело с двумя суверенностями: культурой и субкультурой.

Анализируя работы одного из моих любимых авторов Гарри Салливана Липот 
Сонди приходит к выводу, что «культурный окружающий мир конфликтует 
с желаниями удовлетворения единичного индивида. Основные сложности 
возникают не по причине удара сексуальности и культуры окружающего мира, а 
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ввиду проблем социальной безопасности, которые основываются на «совместном 
бытии» и желании «быть принятым».

Л.Сонди акцентирует внимание на межчеловеческих отношениях, 
представленных в авторитарности и в фантастической персонификации, которые 
с позиции «Я-анализа» открывают два направления исследования:

1. Потребность человека в силе, в принятии и подтверждении через 
окружающий мир, как «потребность участия Я» или как «инстинкты Я».

2. Адаптация и действия культурных и социальных напряжений – оба явления 
фигурируют в «Я-анализе», как позиция берущего «Я», что соответствует 
так называемой эго-систолической Я-функции, которая,   помимо других Я 
психологически отвечает принципу реальности Фрейда и  обуславливается через 
интроекцию и отрицание Я-судьбы человека.

Также, понимание субкультуры согласно Я-анализа Сонди возможно 
рассмотреть в контексте:

— сублимации,
— индивидуации,
— гуманизации.
Анализируя Фрейда Сонди говорит об образовании культуры как всего лишь 

о смене объекта и смене цели неизменного сексуального либидо, а анализируя 
Юнга, он говорит о символическом процессе в котором культурное образование 
ведёт к индивидуации,  то есть к самостановлению,  «человек осознаёт своё от-
личие и прокладывает   себе новый путь через ранее непроходимое. Таким об-
разом, апеллируя к концепции Л.Сонди мы предполагаем, что образование 
субкультуры можно рассматривать как определенную замену объекта влечений, 
что поддерживается четырьмя элементарными функциями «Я», а именно:

— партиципативной проекцией;
— инфляцией;
— интроекцией;
— отрицанием.
Такие позиции нам представляются ключевыми методологемами в понимании 

субкультуры как психического явления.
Следует отметить возможность изучения субкультуры через призму 

феноменологии фантазма (фр. fantasme), как некоторого бессознательного сцена-
рия, который, задействуя персонажи, являет некоторое желание. П.Ювченко (2014) 
отмечает, что Жак Лакан представляет фантазм как поверхность, включающую 
различные фигуры я, воображаемого другого, первоначальной матери, идеала 
я и объекта. Поверхность фантазма ограничена областями воображаемого и 
символического, тогда как сам фантазм перекрывает поле реального. При этом 
Лакан уточняет представление о фантазме как о воображаемом сценарии, 
в котором исполняется желание, аргументируя, что в фантазме желание не 
исполняется (erfüllt), а получает свои объекты. Фантазм делает возможным желать.

Плотников отмечает, что «переход за/через фантазм» означает для Лакана 
идентификацию с синтоном – неологизмом, который обозначает искусственного 
человека, синтез симптома и фантазма. Речь идет о возможности «наслаждения 
со смыслом» (Жижек Славой. Возвышенный объект идеологии). Таким образом, 
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можем предположить, что каждому типу субкультуры соответствует базовый кол-
лективный фантазм.

Собственно, таковы наши базовые глубинно-психологические представления о 
феноменологии субкультуры как психического явления.

Prof. Виталий Лунев
Европейская академия наук 

Украины
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Субкультура как индивидуализированная мифологическая компенсация 
в современном обществе

Prof. Максим Лепский

Субкультуры обладают своим полем исследования, поэтому эта 
проблематика требует демаркации, определения предметности изучения в 
социогуманитаристике.

В Советском Союзе «субкультуры» рассматривались в 80-90 х годах ХХ 
столетия как молодежные течения, никоим образом не причастные к основной 
коммунистической идеологии воспитания молодежи. Эти течения рассматривались 
как сплошь вредные, западные, уводящие «молодежь от правильного пути развития 
в неправильное русло «казаться», а не «быть». Субкультуры, которые вместе с рок-
н-роллом, хиппи, битниками, наравне с «Радио свободой», длинными волосами, 
джинсами и поп-культурой, скорее исследовались как контркультура советскому 
образу жизни. В противовес советское течение создавало самодеятельные 
группы и клубы, которые включали в свою работу решения партии и комсомола, 
а значит были общественно одобряемыми. Во многом именно из них вырастали 
субкультуры, когда идеологический контроль был утрачен. Например, из клубов 
туристов формировались экстремальные субкультуры, любители Кастанеды, 
буддизма; из клубов мотокросса – байкеры; из военно-исторических клубов 
– игровики и т.д. Из общественно одобряемых  клубов появились молодежные 
движения, связанные с музыкой, танцами, неофициальными видами спорта, 
болельщиками и т.д. Одновременно формировался и «андеграунд», в правилах 
которого было находиться как можно дальше от государственных органов, а уж 
тем более принадлежать к официальной идеологии. 90-е годы с развалом СССР 
привели к появлению массы субкультур, многие из которых стали питательной 
средой для криминального мира и преступных действий. Так, известные движения 
«люберов» (по названию города Люберцы) обосновывали свое неприятие панков, 
рокеров и т.п. как чужих – с неправильными и вредными установками.

Эти все движения больше исследовались в социологии молодежи, чем 
в социологии криминала. Перевод работы Элвина Тоффлера «Футурошок» 
несколько сместил акцент, поскольку американский футуролог рассматривал 
субкультуры как движение в будущее. «Это крохотная, но подлинная субкультура, 
затерянная в огромном и сложном мире наиболее высокоразвитой в технологи-
ческом отношении цивилизации в мире. Этой странной группе отдана не только 
страсть таксиста, но и его время и деньги. Она оказывает влияние на его семью, 
его друзей, на его мысли. Она вводит ряд стандартов, по которым он судит себя. 
Коротко говоря, она дарит ему то, что многие из нас с трудом ищут: самоиденти-
фикацию. Технологически развитые общества, далекие от того, чтобы быть одно-
образными и монотонными, подобны сотам с весьма колоритными группировка-
ми – хиппи и любители старых автомобилей, теософы и фаны «летающих тарелок», 
аквалангисты и парашютисты, гомосексуалы, компьютерщики, вегетарианцы, 
спортсмены, занимающиеся бодибилдингом, и «Черные мусульмане». 
Сегодня сокрушительные удары супериндустриальной революции буквально 
раскалывают общество. У нас увеличивается число этих социальных анклавов, 
групп и мини-культур почти так же, как число моделей автомобиля. Те же самые 
дестандартизирующие силы, которые создают больший индивидуальный выбор 
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продуктов и произведений культуры, дестандартизируют и наши социальные 
структуры. Вот почему с кажущейся внезапностью появляются такие новые 
субкультуры, как хиппи. Действительно, мы живем во время «субкультурного 
взрыва» [1, С.310-311].

И через время мы столкнулись с огромным разнообразием субкультур, с 
достаточно сложными критериями определения их характера – конструктивного 
или деструктивного. Позже появились ряд исследований субкультур, но в 
контексте социологии культуры, в которой они рассматривались как общности 
людей с меньшим масштабом, чем культура. Именно этот «водораздел» – 
культура, субкультура и контркультура – по-прежнему остается основным в 
изучении этого явления. За время работы факультета социологии и управления 
Запорожского национального университета с 2001 года, у нас студенты под 
руководством преподавателей изучали различные субкультуры – болельщиков 
и фанов, игровиков, любителей компьютерных игр, Эмо, «правильного 
питания», «рок музыки» и т.д. Чаще всего использовались методы включенного 
структурированного и полуструктурированного наблюдения, интервью, реже 
контент-анализ публикаций СМИ о субкультурах и интервью с представителями 
субкультур.

Остановлюсь на некоторых размышлениях о субкультурах. Во-первых, 
субкультуры существенно отличаются от других общностей людей, например 
таких, как организация или институциональные объединения, меньшей 
устойчивостью, сформированной иерархией (здесь скорее представлена 
иерархизированная сеть), формально закрепленными санкциями и нормами. 
Одновременно в субкультурах преобладают неформальные нормы и санкции, 
которые значительно ближе к обычаям, чем к традициям и праву.

Во-вторых, субкультуры отличаются от случайных групп и движений, таких, как 
толпа, поскольку объединены общими побуждениями и интересами, а также тем, 
что можно назвать «ядром субкультуры», о чем мы напишем несколько позже. 
Если толпа формируется исключительно на основе поведения и лишь косвенно 
может быть направлена на решение задач, то субкультура – это сеть социальных 
отношений, обладающая как самоорганизацией, так и управлением на основе ин-
тереса и принадлежности к группе.

В-третьих, субкультуры отличаются от больших социальных групп, интересы 
которых идентифицируются с помощью их роли в общественном производстве, 
социальной структуре общества, поскольку относятся к объединениям, 
основанным на частных, а не коллективных интересах. Если глобальные, 
масштабные группы (социальные общности, страты и классы), могут и не носить 
референтный характер, быть не контактными, но все равно обладать общими 
интересами, то субкультуры референтны, контактны и обладают больше особен-
ным и конкретным, индивидуализированным характером, чем общим.

В основе субкультуры находятся несколько противоречий: 
- между формальным и неформальным, которое проявляется в конфликтах 

«хочу, но не могу» (конфликты самооценки и намерений), «не должен, но буду» 
(формальным социокультурным поведением и компенсацией неформальным 
вытесненного) – из этого противоречия вытекает компенсаторный характер 
субкультур;
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- с этим противоречием связана оппозиция «подчинение коллективу – 
индивидуальная свобода», в контексте гетерономии-автономии;

- противоречие между «домом» и «странствиями».
Несколько подробнее остановлюсь на последнем противоречии как источнике 

развития субкультуры, отражающегося в различных формах этого противоречия, 
которые обозначим как двигатели субкультур.

Эти двигатели безусловно связаны с решением и первого противоречия и 
характеризуются компенсаторной направленностью. Во-первых, субкультура 
компенсирует «устроенность» повседневной жизни, ее ритм повседневности, 
обыденность, в бесконечной связи «дом» – «работа» или «дом» – «учеба», т.е. 
устроенность профессиональной и семейной жизни, подавляющей личные, 
индивидуализированные интересы, подавленные желания и побуждения. 
Обозначим, этот двигатель как «выход из дома» №1, поскольку центром сборки 
повседневности является дом, в мифологии этот двигатель можно обозначить как 
«зов к странствиям».

Во-вторых, субкультура является компенсацией неустроенности 
повседневности, профессиональной и семейной жизни, когда «убогость 
повседневности» не соответствует индивидуальным притязаниям. Это также 
«выход из дома», обозначим его №2, но движущая сила здесь несколько другая 
– «найти себя» или «испытать себя». В субкультуре этот двигатель связан 
с лидерством и положением в иерархизированной сети, и это положение 
определено субкультурными испытаниями и статусно-ролевыми значениями.

В-третьих, это двигатель, который мы обозначим как «странствие вне дома», в 
поле неизвестности и неопределенности, в котором важно не только выход из 
привычной территории, но и столкновение с другими субкультурами, не всегда 
лояльными, а нередко и враждебными к этой референтной группе. Это связано 
с неформальным контролем другой территории, вне близости от известного 
пространства, с уже сложившимися балансами и взаимодействием. Отсюда 
особое значение приобретает «неопределенность и неизвестность».

В-четвертых, этот двигатель обозначим как субкультура в реализации интереса, 
как действия и усилия «ради чего-то». Здесь также присутствует мифологическая 
составляющая «волшебное средство» – «победа своей команды» у болельщиков, 
экстремальное управление автомобилем, мотоциклом-конем, владение мечом 
или любым другим инструментом – в зависимости от субкультуры и обретения 
«волшебных навыков», вызывающих признание в субкультуре или символики 
принадлежности. Двигатель – получение «вожделенного» предмета, не всегда 
понятного для всех, но значимого в этой референтной группе, объединенной 
индивидуализированным интересом. Этот двигатель прекрасно работает в 
«мифологическом» механизме «волшебного средства», чем пользуется целая 
индустрия для субкультуры, например, «звездных войн», комиксов «Марвел», 
«DC», как, впрочем, и других субкультур.

В-пятых, двигателем является побуждения «ради кого-то», это притяжение к 
субкультуре является притягательной силой личности (решимости, уверенности, 
убежденности и т.д.) или поиска спутника/ спутницы (любви, дружбы), круга 
общения иного, чем в повседневности. Часто этот двигатель в молодежной среде 
связан с процессами подражания, зависти, моды, признания. В более старшей 
среде это признание и принадлежность к предмету гордости среди понимающих. 
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Иными словами, обретение каких-то значимых отношений, отсутствующих в мире 
повседневности.

Субкультуры тяготеют, прежде всего, к мифологическому мировоззрению, 
которое в отличие от религиозного мировоззрения, не обладает жестким 
разделением на потусторонний и посюсторонний мир. Мифологическое 
мировоззрение определяет возможности действий с помощью собственных сил 
и побуждений, ритуализированного поведения в достижении того, что кажется 
трансцедентным вне субкультуры, а в религии было бы потусторонним. Отсюда 
такое значение субкультуры, компенсирующей формальный мир и повседнев-
ные практики, как реализации вытесненного, часто «детских мечтаний», адре-
налинового подъема, практики сильных эмоций радости или гнева, бегства 
от печали, с ее доминацией прошлого, и тревоги, с доминацией будущего – во 
временную перспективу момента, настоящего. В отказе от навязывания общества 
индивиду как мемориальных практик прошлого, так и ожидания будущего – в 
идеологизации и политизации государства.

Одновременно в субкультурах любят философствование, которое часто 
громко называют «философия субкультуры», по сути сводящаяся к набору идей 
и легенд, и сопровождающих символов – что образует «ядро субкультуры». Как и 
во всяком мифологическом мировоззрении, в «ядре субкультуры» есть «легенда 
о возникновении субкультуры», «легенды о героях и их становлении», «легенды 
о волшебном средстве». На наш взгляд, свод правил субкультуры вполне 
уместно обозначить как «яса» – по аналогии со сводом обычаев Чингисхана, что 
значительно позже обрело значение традиции и права. Как известно Яса (ясак 
– тюрк. или джасак, йосун – монг.) каждый раз подтверждалась преемниками и 
состояла как из изречений основателя – Чингисхана, так и собственно из свода 
правил, несоблюдение которых приводило к субкультурным санкциям по выбору 
общности. 

Это то, что в ясе описывал В.Г. Вернадский: «С моей точки зрения, Яса как целое 
ни в коем случае не может быть охарактеризована как обычное законодательство. 
Она была монгольским императорским законом, сформулированным 
Чингисханом; и сами монголы рассматривали ее именно в этом свете. Для них 
она была обобщенной мудростью основателя империи; и мы знаем, что они 
считали Чингисхана боговдохновенным Сыном Неба. Армянский историк Григор 
из Алканца записал историю появления Ясы на базе услышанного от монголов. 
Хотя ее нельзя рассматривать как точную в деталях, она адекватно передает дух 
монгольского отношения к Чингисхану и делу его жизни. Согласно Григору, ког-
да монголы «осознали свое положение, весьма подавленные своей несчастной и 
бедной жизнью, они обратились к помощи Бога, Создателя неба и земли, и заклю-
чили с ним великое соглашение, повинуясь его повелениям. По приказанию Бога 
им явился ангел в виде орла с золотыми перьями и заговорил их собственной 
речью и языком с вождем, которого звали Чанкез (Чингиз)... Затем ангел сообщил 
им все повеления Бога..., которые сами они называют ясак… Яса была талисманом, 
обеспечивающим победу на поле сражения. Как указывает А.Н. Поляк, монголы и 
тюрки приписывали Великой Ясе полумагическую власть» [2, с.106-107]. 

Если «обычийный» рассматриваемый механизм единый, то цели различны – 
у монголов Яса служила формированию целостности отрядов и образа жизни 
кочевников, в субкультуре «сакрализация» обычаев также служит больше 
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талисманом победы в достижении индивидуализированных интересов.
Кроме обычаев в «ядре» субкультуры важнейшую роль играет «структура 

тайны», поскольку индивидуализированный интерес всегда «подогревается 
любопытством», а мифологическая ритуализация выполняет функцию 
актуализации и взаимодействия в поведении с субкультурными «архетипами». 
Отсутствие разграничения на посюстороннее и потустороннее в процессе 
героизации в субкультуре связана с достижимостью статуса героя и возможной 
близости с «настоящими героями» субкультуры, что существенно отличается от 
героизации и недостижимости героев популярной культуры и их недостижимости. 
Легенды формируют и свое поле смыслов, и свой «субкультурный» язык, 
отражающий конкретное знание в субкультуре или субкультурную 
гиперреальность, с ее симуляциями и вымыслами.

Одним из важнейших компенсаторных механизмов отрицания или достройки 
формальных общественных требований, обоснованных идеями, доминирующими 
в обществе, является рационализация идей субкультуры. Рационализация идей 
субкультуры обосновывает и делает приемлемыми индивидуализированные 
интересы, как в рамках целостности жизни (дополненной повседневности 
субкультурой), решения смысложизненных проблем, при этом часто 
отрицается ценность жизни. В смысложизненных идеях преобладает простота, 
фрагментарность и эклектичность, парадоксальным образом примиряющей или 
противопоставляющей смысложизненным ценностям общества, поскольку в суб-
культурах происходит как расщепление общества, так и индивидуализированное 
упорядочивание хаоса в микросоциальном контактном уровне отношений между 
людьми. Эти ценности часто носят оппонирующий характер «воображаемому» в 
субкультуре обществу.

Организация субкультуры обладает сетевой индивидуализирующей лидерской, 
слабоиерархической структурой, которая может носить как конкурирующий, так 
и солидарный характер, или соединять их.

Таким образом, субкультура как индивидуализирующая мифологичская 
компенсация хаоса, массовизации и подчинения, отражает «свободу воли 
индивида» в референтных, контактных социальных взаимодействиях. Субкульту-
ры существенно отличаются от таких «упорядоченных» сообществ как «социальная 
организация» и «социальный институт» именно своим неформальным характером, 
компенсирующим социально формально принятое. Одновременно субкультуры 
отличаются от стихийных, неупорядоченных групп, таких как толпа и случайно 
собранные на одной территории люди (например, пассажиры в маршрутке), 
своими общностью индивидуализированных интересов и референтным 
контактным взаимодействием на основе выбора людей в субкультуре, они 
обладают значением слабо иерархичных социальных сетей лидерского плана.

В основе субкультуры находятся следующие развивающие ее противоречия, 
такие, как дихотомии «формальное – неформальное», «коллективное 
– индивидуальное», «подчинение – свобода», «дома – странствия», как 
повседневности и личноопределенного выхода из нее. Эти противоречия 
определяют такие двигатели субкультур, как «выход из дома» – «зов странствий» 
(выход из повседневности) и «испытание себя» (героизация жизни); «странствие 
вне дома» (приключения), реализация интереса «ради чего-то», как получение 
вожделенного предмета «волшебного средства» и «волшебных навыков»; «ради 
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кого-то» – как притягательных социальных отношений.
Мифологический мировоззренческий характер субкультур определен 

реализацией собственных сил и побуждений в референтной группе в 
ритуализированном поведении достижений, компенсирующего навязанный мир 
повседневности в социокультурных практиках формальности и подчинения, 
практик эмоций радости и гнева, бегства от печали, с ее доминацией прошлого, 
и тревоги, с доминацией будущего – во временную перспективу момента, 
настоящего. В отказе от навязывания общества индивиду как мемориальных 
практик прошлого, так и ожидания будущего – в идеологизации и политизации 
государства.

Мифологическое осмысление, претендующее в субкультуре на статус 
«философствования» как набор идей и легенд («легенда о возникновении 
субкультуры», «легенды о героях и их становлении», «легенды о волшебном 
средстве»), и сопровождающих символов (субкультурной «формы» одежды, 
облика, татуировок, значков, ритуалов взаимодействия) – образует «ядро 
субкультуры». В ядро субкультуры также входят: свод обычаев и бесспорных цитат 
– «яса», который обладает функционалом «талисмана победы» и «полумагической 
властью»; «структура тайны» со своими испытаниями ее открытия, ритуалами 
и взаимодействия с архетипами; героизация, как статусно-ролевая опреде-
ленность героя; «субкультурный язык», отражающий конкретное знание в 
субкультуре или субкультурную гиперреальность с ее симуляциями и вымыслами; 
индивидуализированные интересы и идеи решения смысложизненных проблем 
в оппонировании «воображаемому обществу»
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«О значении субкультуры всегда спорят, 
а стиль - это арена, на которой противостоящие 

определения сталкиваются с наиболее 
драматической силой». 

 
Дик Хебдидж
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Субкультура злодіїв в системі усвідомлення культури
Ph. D. Капріцин Ігор

Субкультура є невід’ємним системоутворюючим атрибутом культури, який 
набирає особливої значущості в періоди глобалізації. Етимологічно «субкультура» 
визначає свою підлеглість загальнолюдській культурі, яка, в свою чергу, виступає 
осередком штучності (об’єктів, порядків, відношень), що обслуговує потреби 
людини в неоднозначному для неї природному середовищі. Тому категоріальний 
аналіз злодійської субкультури дає змогу визначити нефункціональні нині 
міфологеми та базовані на них гасла «покінчити із злочинністю» звільнивши розум 
для розробки зваженої стратегії її нового сприйняття та контролювання. Але слід 
послідовно пройти такі рівні усвідомлення культури:

1. На рівні із людською субкультурою природа утримує субкультури термітів, 
кажанів, бджіл, грибів, бактерій, вірусів та ін. Базовою функцією будь-якої 
субкультури в природі бачиться виживання біологічних видів у взаємозв’язку 
з іншими субкультурами. Прикладами такого взаємозв’язку може бути 
міжсубкультурна взаємодія мурашок та тлі, домашніх тварин та людей, людей 
та природних ресурсів. І яка б субкультура не опинилася в центрі нашої уваги, 
вона життєдіє в природі, яка умовно може бути представлена як спільність 
взаємопов’язаних субкультур. Тобто, субкультура — це певна форма життя, що 
специфічним чином задовільняє потребу певного організму (індивідуального, 
колективного, системного) жити у його взаємодії з іншими організмами — 
складниками інших субкультур.

2. При переході з надсистемного, загальноприродного рівня розгляду на рівень 
людської субкультури, увесь обсяг системної інформації із концентрацією уваги 
на постаті людини звужується у антропологічному діапазоні. Людиноцентричне 
сприйняття природи обмежується утилітарним інтересом: мурахи «стають» 
шкідниками, кажани — переносниками хвороб, домашні тварини — джерелом 
їжі та розваг. Тобто, природний світ є об’єктним.

3. В свідомості більшості її носіїв субкультура людини виступає ключовою 
Культурою. Цьому сприяє визначення унікальності людської цивілізації у розвитку 
таких надприродних феноменів як свідомість, право, мораль, релігія, наука. 
Хоча, в останні десятиріччя, ця самовпевнена людиноцентричність похитнулася, 
зокрема завдяки розвитку етології, яка знайшла деякі аналоги моралі і навіть 
основи релігії у світі тварин [1]. Більш критичне уявлення про якість культури 
людини ми отримуємо з «екологічних» доповідей «Римського клубу» та з проявів 
антропогенного тиску на природу і її ресурси. Людська культура в практиці 
представляється як саморуйнівна, що ставить під питання її природність.

4. Приймаючи до уваги парадоксальний характер людської культури, розглянемо 
її уявлення про власні субкультури. Майже втративши зв’язок з природою, 
людська культура відмовляє у зв’язку із собою і власним субкультурним формам, 
що виражається у звинуваченні їх у безкультур’ї, аморальності та ін.

5. Кричущість самовираження деяких субкультур (контркультур) на фоні 
загальної культури викликає відчуття їх «чужинності». Але в разі використання 
при їх аналізі методологічних принципів плюралізму та компліментарності 
виявляється, що всі вони поодинці та системно виражать недоліки жорсткої 
формалізації культури, наприклад, у галузі пацифізму, сприйняття реальності, 
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політики самоідентифікації чи перерозподілу життєвих ресурсів.
6. Виявляється, що ці субкультури не мають нічого позакультурного, відмінного 

від людської культури. Стає очевидним, що ними використовуються різним 
чином компільовані архаїчні форми самопрезентації, що дає сенс стверджувати: 
субкультури виявляються більш послідовними у використанні потенціалу 
традиційних форм задоволення потреб ніж модернова культура.

7. Найбільш показовою в цьому сенсі для розгляду є злодійська субкультура, 
в основі якої лежить заперечення законів прийнятих офіційною правлячою 
культурною меншістю, які слугують збереженню загального порядку і влади тієї 
ж меншості. Згодом зусиллями меншості закон — порядок — влада співпадають в 
суспільній свідомості та узагальнюються в майново-споживацькому та моральному 
понятті «добро». Порушення закону кваліфікується як такі дії, що одночасно 
підривають і порядок і владу. В цій системі порушники закону, які спокушаються 
на «добро», отримують назву «злочинців», «злодіїв» — етимологічно тих, що «зло 
чинять» та «зло діють».

8. Злодійська субкультура привертає увагу дослідників тому, що при широкому 
розгляді вбирає в себе всі субкультури, які відносно офіційної культури різною 
мірою є не законними. У більш спеціальному розгляді, злодійська субкультура 
розподіляється на кримінальну, поширену «на волі», та злодійську в місцях 
позбавлення волі (Л. Клейн).

9. На загальнотеоретичному рівні, оскільки влада об’єктивно не завжди 
виправдовує людські сподівання, або суб’єктивні риси громадян не завжди 
відповідають високим моральним стандартам, порушення офіційних законів є 
поширеною соціальною практикою.

10. Кримінально-виконавча інституція держави, з одного боку, є репресивною 
до порушників закону, з іншого, борючись, протистоячи, концентруючи злочинців 
в спецзакладах, виступає життєдайною, створює умови для оптимізації та розвитку 
їх субкультури.

11. Віддзеркалюючи офіційну владу, злодійська влада уособлюється в найбільш 
закоренілих, авторитетних антагоністах офіційного закону — «злодіях в законі», 
навколо яких, структурно, концентричними колами розташовуються менш 
авторитетні члени злочинного співтовариства. Ця управлінська система відома 
не тільки в архаїчних, а й в тваринних спільностях.

12. Через вихідну злочинність ця субкультура протизаконна, тому конспіративна. 
Через об’єктивні та суб’єктивні потреби та інтереси (особисто-суспільні, 
родинно-рольові, владно-майнові) в умовах «волі» злочинна субкультура прагне 
«переплестися» з офіційною владою.

13. Якщо базовою метою злочинної субкультури є виживання, то її ідеальною 
метою є досягнення непідсудності, тобто переходу в статус офіційної культури. 
Такий перехід в нову якість можливий, наприклад, через революцію, яка, при будь 
яких інноваціях, все ж не здатна викорінити субкультурно-культурну діалектику 
суспільного життя.

14. Умови концентраційних закладів, скупчення великої кількості злодійства 
природно викликають внутрішню (субкультурну) та зовнішню (адміністративно 
державну) необхідність її структурування та управління. Тому рельєфність 
об’єднаної (автентично субкультурної і офіційно нав’язаної) злочинної управлінської 
структури стає більш помітною, але через її часткову законспірованість нема 
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підстав бути впевненим, що описана навіть з позиції «включеного спостерігача» 
[2] вона є вичерпною. Саме в тюрмах та колоніях функціонально виділено рівні: 
«авторитета» — правителя; «бійців» — поліціянтів та армію правителя; «мужиків», 
що забезпечують ресурсами дві вищі касти та «опущених» — маргіналів. Ця 
узагальнена структура дозволила досліднику провести паралелі між злочинною 
субкультурою та культурою архаїчного суспільства, що стало можливим 
спираючись на археологічний фах Л. Клейна [2, 100–102].

15. Дійсно, співвідносячи базові принципи злочинного світу, як то: традиційність, 
кастовість, вірність слову, табуювання, ініціації, герметичну систему мови та 
символів, гіпертрофовану тілесність, домінантну маскулінність із пережитками 
матріархату у вигляді редукованого культу Матері, забобонність — ми отримуємо 
розкриття універсальних звичаєвих норм архаїчних суспільств. Навіть сексуальні 
збочення, поширені в місцях позбавлення волі, знаходять свої «корені» у практиках 
приниження тваринного світу та в історії Давнього Єгипту під час війн, де масово 
та показним чином практикувалися переможцями.

16. Повертаючись до злочинної субкультури, приймаючи до уваги: норми її 
звичаєвого права, вищість загальних зібрань, виборність ватажків, роль «бійців» 
та загальну скарбницю, можемо стверджувати, що за загальними ознаками ми 
формально маємо справу з історичним типом військової демократії — архаїчно-
тоталітарного укладу, безжального до середньо статистичного громадянина 
сучасного демократичного та ліберального суспільства, у разі потрапляння якого 
в місця позбавлення волі, вимагає від нього повної концентрації життєвих сил для 
постійного підтримування свого нового суспільного статусу.

17. Виникає питання, що ж живить взаємозв’язок таких різних суспільних укладів 
як злодійська військово-демократична субкультура та ліберально-гуманістична 
суспільна реальність? Це питання, на нашу думку, ідентичне питанню про 
походження «зла». На нашу думку, підґрунтя «зла» полягає не в відсутності добра, 
а саме в його присутності, «зло» та «добро» відтіняють, проявляють присутність 
одне одного, іноді переходячи одне в інше.

18. Життєва стійкість злочинного світу спирається на об’єктивні та суб’єктивні 
засади. До об’єктивних належать фактори місця (географічно-демографічного) та 
історичного спадку: населення з традиційним життєвим укладом, представленим 
містечковими, меритократичними та олігархічними формами, які тяжіють до 
тоталітарності, що визначає світоглядні суспільні пріоритети клановості та 
«сильної руки»; архетипові схильності до сакралізації традиційного минулого 
як правдивого; долучення до «священного минулого», сповідуючи принципи 
традиційної (злодійської) субкультури, яка іноді посідає місце державної; у 
інфраструктурних поселеннях місць позбавлення волі формується субкультура 
близька до злочинної; «табірний досвід» великої кількості населення та поширення 
романтизованої злодійської поп-культури (кіно, татуювання, шансон, міфологеми); 
вирогідність мимовільного скоєння злочинів (ДТП т. і.).

19. До суб’єктивних факторів віднесемо: сформовані цільові настанови 
на «правдиве», «красиве» злочинне життя; несформованість обов’язковості 
загальних моральних та правових норм; розчарування в державній системі 
соціальних та правових гарантій; в умовах життєвої нестабільності невпевненість 
у майбутньому, бажання отримати захист та повагу.
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20. Поєднання об’єктивних та суб’єктивних засад життєвої вкоріненості 
злочинної субкультури накладається на те, що більшість не-злочинного населення 
посттоталітарних країн навіть на волі живе за принципами близькими «поняттям», 
що буденно створюють умови для легкого зміщення в суспільній свідомості 
диференціації субкультури (контркультури) та культури.

Приходимо до того, що кримінальна субкультура в її системному вигляді є 
«тіньовою» стороною офіційної культури, заклики викорінити її є недостатньо 
обґрунтованими, тому є сенс її системно послаблювати через підвищення рівня 
життя населення та заходи загально-суспільної гармонізації.
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Формирование субкультур как технология латентного 
социального управления

Dr. Владимир Скворец

Исследование различных аспектов трансформации социоисторического 
организма Украины подводит к пониманию ключевой роли социокультурных 
изменений в появлении и возрастании тех социальных процессов, которые 
формируют будущее страны. В течение трех десятилетий рыночных реформ в 
украинском обществе с огромной силой развернулись деструктивные процессы: 
деиндустриализация экономики; деградация рабочей силы; маргинализация 
значительной части граждан, потерявших работу, источники доходов и занятых 
поиском ресурсов для выживания; архаизации жизни жителей села; коррупция 
и разложения правящего класса; депопуляция населения. Н. Шульга оценил 
эти социальные изменения как «сбой социальной матрицы», которая является 
«базисной структурой социальных отношений, которые обеспечивают данный 
тип существования общества или его способ жизни» [1, С. 14]. Существующий 
социальный порядок сменился на социальный хаос, а на смену привычному 
для большинства культурному порядку пришел новый, в котором формируется 
множество новых субкультур, носители которых в борьбе з особой а выживание 
стремятся адаптироваться к новым социальным условиям. Формирование 
субкультур предстает как аспект управленческой деятельности, изменяющей 
поведение, культуру и мировоззрение людей. 

Цель статьи – обосновать роль субкультур как технологий латентного 
социального управления.

Изучая феномен субкультуры и ее социальную роль, необходимо помнить 
о том, что субкультура и культура соотносятся как часть и целое, что является 
основанием выделять в них как общие, так и отличительные признаки, свойства 
и функции. Рассматривая культуру как совокупность материальных и духовных 
ценностей, созданных человечеством, культурологи обычно выделяют главную 
проблему культуры – воспроизводство самого человека, его знаний, навыков, 
материальных и духовных ценностей. Исходя из такого понимания культуры и 
ее роли в жизни социальных субъектов, следует признать, что роль субкультур 
тоже состоит в воспроизводстве человека, но с определенными заданными 
свойствами, которые можно прогнозировать и проектировать. Поэтому есть все 
основания рассматривать проблему формирования субкультур как технологию 
социального управления, но такой аспект изучения субкультур остается вне поля 
зрения исследователей.

Социолог Дж. Масионис обращает внимание на значение субкультур в жизни 
любого общества. Под термином «субкультура» понимаются культурные образцы, 
обособляющие некую часть общества. Почти каждый человек участвует во многих 
субкультурах и вовсе не обязательно, чтобы он был полностью привержен какой-
либо одной из них. Однако в некоторых случаях этническая принадлежность 
и религиозные различия разделяют людей, причем иногда это приводит к 
трагическим последствиям. Судьба бывшей Югославии определилась войной, 
которая «была лишь последней главой в долгой истории  ненависти, основанной 
на культурных различиях. Перед распадом в этой одной небольшой стране были 
два алфавита, исповедовались три религии, жители говорили на четырех языках, 
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дом нашли себе представители пяти основных национальностей, существовало 
разделение на шесть политических республик и культурное влияние оказывало 
семь соседних стран. Очевидно, что субкультуры служат источником не только 
радостного многообразия, но и напряжения, а то и откровенного насилия» [2, С. 
119, 121]. Следует признать, что названные социокультурные различия имели 
место в течение всей истории существования Югославии, но распад этого 
государства произошел лишь в определенных исторических условиях, после 
определенной информационно-психологической обработки населения разных 
ее частей и применения новой технологии «управляемого хаоса», которую 
разработал Стивен Манн. Распад Югославии является не только результатом 
внутренних противоречий, но и латентного влияния на сложившиеся в обществе 
субкультуры определенных внешних субъектов, которые в отношении всех 
народов Югославии проводили политику «Разделяй и властвуй!».   

Анализируя феномен субкультуры, О. Мальцев выделил десять основных ее 
признаков: 

1) Наличие в ней идеи или легенды. 
2) Отсутствие в ее составе «священников», но наличие иерархии авторитетов. 
3) Отсутствие отбора людей; 
4) Ей свойственны места, но не свойственны храмы; 
5) Наличие символики и атрибутов; 
6) Наличие в ней блоков-направлений; 
7) Большинство субкультур (92%) являются продуктом синтеза; 
8) Наличие идеи Смерти; 
9) Система «Края» – «Насос» (в ней имеются способы получения «быстрых денег» 

– «насосы», но  ни одна структура в мире, не имеет объёма оправданий, равных 
субкультуре); 

10) Перевёрнутое дерево как модель субкультуры (в ней крона дерева и есть 
субкультура, корни – это её истоки, а некий ствол, состоящий из людей, соединяет 
субкультуру и её истоки) [3, С. 11-27].

Среди выделенных исследователем признаков можно назвать те, которые 
определяют возможности субкультуры как средства социального управления: 
наличие идеи, объединяющей людей; появление сообщества под влиянием 
иерархии авторитетов; связь с другими субкультурами; насосы для получения 
«быстрых денег». Если какие-либо влиятельные группы или центры увидят в идее 
определенной субкультуры привлекаемую для них возможность задать через 
носителей этой субкультуры направление социальных и культурных изменений, 
то могут легко это сделать. Для этого необходимо: предоставить ее авторитетам 
возможность распространять свои идеи, получать через «насосы» необходимые 
финансовые ресурсы, которые обеспечат быстрый рост носителей субкультуры и 
распространение ее идей.

Г. Лебон в книге «Психология народов и масс» определил ключевую роль 
изменения направления идей для социальных изменений цивилизационного 
масштаба. «Настоящая причина великих потрясений, которые предшествуют 
изменению цивилизаций – например, падению Римской империи и вознесению 
арабов, – является кардинальное обновление направления мыслей. … Все важные 
исторические события – видимые результаты невидимых сдвигов в мышлении 
людей… Нынешнее время – один из критических моментов, когда мысль людей 
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подвергается трансформации» [4, С. 130].
Поскольку изменению цивилизаций предшествует изменение направления 

мысли, то появление субкультур, как феномена, атрибутом которого является 
идея или легенда, следует рассматривать как важнейший фактор обновления 
направления мысли. Аналитика социокультурных изменений в период, который 
предшествует изменению цивилизаций, позволяет предположить, что создание 
субкультур имеет прямое предназначение в изменении направления движения 
общества. 

К явлениям, которые способствуют формированию субкультур, можно отнести 
такие феномены как фантомы, которые описал социолог Ж. Тощенко в книге 
«Фантомы российского общества» [5]. Под понятием «фантомы» он понимает 
«явления и процессы, которые олицетворяют специфические, порой аномальные, 
экстравагантные формы общественной (публичной) активности, оказывающие 
серьезное влияние на политические, экономические и социальные процессы. 
Носители этих форм активности обладают гипертрофированными социальными 
характеристиками (непомерная жажда власти, неограниченное желание обладать 
богатством, болезненное стремление к славе). … Фантомные явления, которые 
в латентном виде существовали всегда, в любую эпоху и в любом государстве, в 
период ломки устоев государственной и общественной жизни имеют тенденцию 
проявлять себя как значительное социальное явление, оказывающее весьма 
ощутимое влияние на происходящие в обществе процессы» [5, С. 54].

Фантомные персонажи обычно появляются в условиях неустойчивых 
общественных процессов, в ситуации кризиса, и характеризуются следующими 
чертами:

 а) особой позицией по отношению к основным или отдельным, но важным 
проблемам политической жизни; 

б) стремлением обладать капиталом (финансовыми ресурсами); 
в) жаждой власти, желанием навязать свое видение общественных проблем и 

даже осуществить попытки его реализации; 
г) претензией на обладание славой – действительной или мнимой, виртуальной 

или случайной [5, С. 65]. 
Как видим, для фантомных персонажей присущ набор качеств, которые можно 

успешно использовать для продвижения масштабных проектов по изменению 
общества. И хотя в самой субкультуре отсутствует отбор людей, но для латентных 
структур управления выбор состоит в том, чтобы определить из числа авторитетов 
того, кто способен за собой повести и сторонников определенной субкультуры, и 
более широкие социальные группы.

Для социологии представляют интерес те общественно значимые черты 
как официальной, так и личной деятельности фантомов, которые оказывали 
деструктивное влияние на ход государственной и общественной жизни. Для 
классификации фантомов общественного сознания и их поведения ученый 
использует анализ таких основных черт, как власть, слава, богатство, которые в 
различных комбинациях образуют соответствующие фантомные типы личности 
– «бесы», «авантюристы», «мутанты», «нарциссы», «ксенофобы», «геростраты» и 
«мародеры» [5, С. 71-75]. Выделение этих социокультурных типов личности дает 
основание считать их носителями определенных субкультур.
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В современном мире очень многие влиятельные люди прошли через школу 
субкультур, усвоили их идеи, стали авторитетами, нашли негласную поддержку 
латентных покровителей, а затем как фантомы возникли над обществом. Не 
всем им удалось долго продержаться на вершине общественного внимания, 
но некоторые закрепились на довольно длительный период. Подтверждается 
известное выражение: «Когда звезды зажигаются, значит кому-то это выгодно».

Появление десятков и сотен фантомов – новых лиц, неизвестно откуда 
появившихся на экранах телеканалов, на вершинах власти и общественного 
внимания стали реальностью украинского общества в последнее десятилетие. 
Появились примеры, когда руководителями целых отраслей назначались люди 
в профессиональном отношении абсолютно не готовые к этой деятельности. 
Например, Министром образования и науки Украины стала молодая женщина, 
29 лет, в трудовой книжке которой появилась первая запись – министр, то есть, 
личность, не имеющая педагогического, управленческого или жизненного 
опыта, являющегося основанием для назначения на столь высокий пост. Может 
ли такого уровня «специалист» управлять отраслью, в которой обеспечивается 
воспроизводство человека как личности? Из какой субкультуры этот фантом 
занесло на такие высоты никому не понятно, в какой субкультуре и чем она 
заработала свой авторитет тоже непонятно?

Другой пример. У. Супрун, гражданка США, не имеющая высшего медицинского 
образования, длительное время была исполняющей обязанности Министра 
здравоохранения Украины. В период ее пребывания на этом посту украинское 
общество пережило эпидемию кори (переболело больше 140 тыс. чел., умерших 
– 18), была сокращена сеть медучреждений, ликвидирована государственная 
система санитарно-эпидемиологического надзора, больше ста тысяч 
медработников уехали работать за границу. В плодах деятельности этого фантома 
видим полное соответствие социокультурному типу Герострата. Когда же на 
должность Генерального прокурора Украины назначали кума Президента П. 
Порошенко Ю. Луценка, не имеющего юридического образования, то Верховная 
Рада Украины даже поправку в закон внесла, чтобы узаконить это избрание.

Эти примеры назначений на высокие посты свидетельствуют о появлении 
в управленческой культуре нашего общества субкультур, представителей 
которых возвышают не вследствие признания авторитета в определенной сфере 
деятельности, а вследствие непотизма, влияния латентных структур и других 
факторов, которые никакого отношения к профессионализму не имеют. С такой 
кадровой политикой государства, которая игнорирует профессионализм и 
профессионалов, надеяться на процветание украинского общества в будущем 
не приходится. Деформированные управленческие субкультуры не способны 
обеспечивать воспроизводство личности человека, адекватной потребностям 
будущего.

Таким образом, краткий обзор проблемы формирования субкультур дает 
основания для следующих выводов: 

1) субкультуры, являясь частью культуры, не только диалектически связаны с 
ней, но и являются важнейшими факторами функционирования социального и 
культурного порядка; 

2) ряд признаков субкультуры (наличие идеи, объединяющей людей; 
появление сообщества под влиянием иерархии авторитетов; связь с другими 
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субкультурами; насосы для получения «быстрых денег») являются предпосылкой 
для использования ее как средства социального управления; 

3) крупным социальным изменениям всегда предшествуют изменения в 
культуре и поэтому субкультуры, для которых характерным является наличие 
определенной идеи, являются для латентных структур удобным инструментом 
управления культурными и социальными изменениями; 

4) изучение социологом Ж. Тощенко феноменов фантомов дает основания 
считать, что фантомные типы личности («бесы», «авантюристы», «мутанты», 
«нарциссы», «ксенофобы», «геростраты» и «мародеры») являются носителями 
определенных субкультур, которые культивировались латентными структурами; 

5) в последнее десятилетие в украинском обществе выразительно проявились 
фантомные персонажи, которые представляют собой определенный 
социокультурный тип, то есть принадлежащие к определенной субкультуре, и 
возвышение которых можно объяснить только влиянием латентных структур.
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Соціологічні теорії ідентичності у поясненні механізмів самовизначення 
представників субкультур

Марiя Кулик

У багатоманітному сучасному світі, в якому ознаки окремих спільнот є 
рухливими, а критерії належності до цих спільнот є змінними, актуалізуються 
питання групової самоідентифікації особистості. Особливої уваги набуває дана 
проблематика ідентичності у фокусі дослідження субкультур, оскільки самі межі 
панівної культури та субкультури є динамічними та поліваріантними. 

В предметне поле соціологічного дослідження феномену ідентичності входять 
соціальні механізми самовизначення індивідів в багатоманітних групах та 
досліджується коло соціальних інститутів, які забезпечують самовизначення 
особистості в соціальному просторі залишаючи проблематику внутрішньої 
самототожності психологічним дослідженням. Сучасна соціологічна 
енциклопедія дає наступне визначення: «Ідентичність соціальна — це результат 
самоототожнення індивіда з тими групами й спільнотами які він сприймає як 
«свої», стосовно яких він найбільшою мірою здатний відчути і сказати «ми» 
(гендер родина, релігія, етнос, професія тощо). У таких спільнотах реалізуються 
основні людські потреби (від найпримітивніших до творчих і духовних) [1, 148]» . 
Соціологічна теорія ідентичності розвивалася в рамках трьох наукових шкіл: 
символічного інтеракціонізму, когнитивіської теорії та феноменології, відповідно 
до методології яких по-різному трактувалося саме поняття «ідентичності». 

Дослідження ідентичності представника школи символічного інтеракціонізму 
Дж. Міда були акцентовані на соціальній зумовленості ідентичності: вона виникає 
тільки за умови залучення індивіда до соціальної групи, в спілкуванні з членами 
цієї групи. Відповідно до його теорії основна функція ідентичності полягає в 
становленні «Самості» особистості. Ідентичність може мати неусвідомлений та 
усвідомлений характер. Проте, «усвідомлювана ідентичність не означає автономії 
особи від соціуму, оскільки вона формується за допомогою уже надбаних у 
соціальній взаємодії категорій, вироблених у мові»  [Антонова, 1996, 135]. Таким 
чином, в дослідженнях даної наукової школи, особливу увагу буде акцентовано 
на різниці мовленнєвих конструктів, елементів зовнішнього маркування та сленгу 
представників субкультур та панівної культури.

Представниками когнітивістької теорії Г.  Теджфелом та Дж. Тернером була 
розроблена теорія соціальної ідентичності та теорія самокатегорізації. Основний 
механізм, який запускає процес актуалізації тієї, або іншої ідентичності, являє 
собою мотиваційну структуру, орієнтовану на досягнення особою позитивного 
самооцінення [Новицька, 2008, 276]. Відповідно, якщо найкоротшим шляхом 
досягнення необхідного результату буде актуалізація особистісної ідентичності, 
то особистість не буде вдаватися до міжособового спілкування і групова 
ідентичність актуалізуватися не буде. Натомість, якщо така потреба у позитивному 
самооціненні може бути досягнена через долучення до субкультурної спільноти – 
будемо фіксувати актуалізацію можливої субкультурної самоідентифікації.

Дещо інший підхід до трактування концепту «ідентичність» обґрунтували 
П.  Бергер та Т.  Лукман, які є представниками феноменологічного підходу в 
соціології. Віднісши ідентичність до сфери суб’єктивного, типи ідентичності, втім, 
вони розташовують поза індивідами. Вони визначають ідентичність як «ключовий 
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елемент суб’єктивної реальності, який знаходиться в діалектичному взаємозв’язку 
з суспільством і формується соціальними процесами»  [Бергер,  1995, с.279]. 
Для них вони є нескасованими умовами розпізнання, присвоєння і розуміння 
ідентичностей як самими індивідами, так і зовнішніми спостерігачами: типи мають 
бути в світі, інакше «ідентичність залишається незрозумілою». Мова йде про 
маркування панівної культури та субкультур певними ознаками, вербалізація,  
закріплення цих ознак та відтворення у соціальних процесах.

Підводячи підсумки аналізу підходів до розуміння терміну «ідентичність», 
зазначимо, що процес самоідентифікації особистості як з представниками 
субкультур, так із панівною культурною суспільства, відбувається у діалектичному 
взаємозв’язку формування внутрішніх конструктів із постійним співставленням 
із зовнішніми поведінковими нормами оточення. Формування соціальної 
ідентичності спричинене людськими потребами у зв›язках з навколишнім світом, 
в подоланні самотності, що досягається шляхом ототожнення особистості з 
певними ідеями, цінностями, соціальними стандартами.
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Субкультурні комунікації як неформальні інтеракціії підлітків
Бойко Едуард

Референтні спільноти підлітків, що мають, перш за все, неформальний характер, 
нечітку структурe, але свій простір та час, розглядаються як субкультури. Їх 
стрімкий розвиток та збереження традицій попередніх субкультур визначають 
актуальність та значущість таких спільнот у суспільстві.

Молодіжна субкультура – це будь-яке об’єднання молоді, що має власні елементи 
культури, а саме: мову (сленг), символіку (зовнішня атрибутика), традиції, тексти, 
норми і цінності. Усі молодіжні субкультури умовно можна поділити на дві великі 
групи. До першої належать так звані «традиційні» молодіжні субкультури, тобто такі, 
які мають довгу історію (хіпі, панки, байкери, рокобіли, бітломани), та «новітні», що 
виникли вже в останнє десятиліття (толкієністи, індіаністи, уніформісти, трешери, 
брейкери, репери, рейвери, металісти, інші) [1, с. 42]. 

Субкультура, в цілому, за своєю роллю є неформальним об’єднанням, 
референтною та контактною спільнотою. Немає однозначного визначення 
субкультури як лише позитивного чи негативного явища, тому що, ці значення 
визначаються за результатом взаємодії у цих субкультурах та визначенням 
стану та спрямованості комунікативних відносин у субкультурі, поведінці та 
спільній діяльності учасників субкультурних об’єднань. Субкультури врешті решт 
сформувалися завдяки культурі. Культура – результат діяльності людини, який 
поділяється на матеріальне і духовне. Субкультури, а в нашому випадку підліткові 
досить часто розглядаються як контркультури, у визначенні протистояння 
формальній офіційній точки зору або ідеології. 

У нинішній ситуації молодь добре відчуває невідповідність її культурних 
стереотипів, комунікацій і норм поведінки – життю, що нав’язується дорослими, 
а разом з цим відмовляється розуміти і приймати всю традиційну культуру. 
Підлітковий вік – суперечливий і найважчий з усіх періодів розвитку людини, 
за загальним визначенням він становить від 13 до 17 років, а характеризується 
виникненням потреб у сепарації та відокремленні від батьків, у запереченні їх 
авторитету, в опозиційності [2, с. 385]. Дані потреби та психологічні особливості 
роблять можливим входження підлітка до різноманітних субкультур і молодіжних 
об’єднань. Бо саме там він вчиться самовиражатися, спілкуватися, особливо з 
представниками протилежної статі, «приміряти» на себе ролі дорослих людей та 
дорослої поведінки, отримує підтримку та схвалення. 

У дослідженні Віктора Павелківа можна акцентувати увагу на низку причин, що 
спонукають підлітка до вступу до тієї чи іншої молодіжної субкультури: 

- вікова потреба підлітків і юнаків у автономізації, що виявляється у прагненні 
до самостійності, незалежності, пошуку можливої самореалізації; 

- захист у різних його проявах: психологічному, фізичному, моральному, 
матеріальному; 

- членство у групі забезпечує доступ до інформації, яку підліток не отримує в 
сім’ї чи школі; 

- наявність емоційно насиченого спілкування та задоволення, що приходить від 
групової діяльності; 
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- чесність, відвертість і щирість відносин у групі ровесників та можливість 
подолання внутрішнього конфлікту особистості та конфлікту в мікросоціумі, 
насамперед у сім’ї; 

- гедонізм – прагнення отримати максимально сильні приємні відчуття; 
- прагнення підлітків компенсувати недоліки спілкування, що закладені в 
традиційній структурі навчальних закладів [2, с. 394].

Елементи субкультури виявляються в культурі сучасної молоді в Україні. Її 
визначальною характеристикою в Україні є феномен суб’єктивної «розмитості», 
невизначеності, відчуження від основних нормативних цінностей. Так, у чималого 
числа молодих людей відсутня чітко виражена особистісна самоідентифікація 
через групову належність, а комунікації  та яскраво виражені стереотипи 
поведінки обумовлюють деперсоналізацію установок. Позиція відчуження в його 
екзистенційному переломленні проглядається як у відношенні до соціуму, так і в 
контркультурній спрямованості молодіжного дозвілля [1, с. 38]. 

Отже, комунікації підліткової субкультури визначаються морфологією 
організації підлітків, які прагнуть до самостійності, автономного існування в 
межах загальноприйнятої культури, яка проявляється в наявності специфічних 
параметрів свідомості та поведінки. Тому, одним із найпоширеніших принципів 
формування комунікації в субкультурі виступає віковий принцип, за яким 
молодіжна субкультура підлітків – це своєрідна спроба побудувати суспільство 
ровесників-однодумців і утвердити свій власний спосіб життя, відмінний від 
дитячого та дорослого. 

Для підлітка субкультура виконує функції вибору та знаходження власних норм 
поведінки і спілкування в ситуаціях засвоєння нових соціально-культурних ролей. 
Ірина Баєва на рівні дозвіллєвої самореалізації підліткової субкультури відзначає 
такі риси інтеракції: 

«західний» напрямок культурних потреб та інтересів. Цінності національної 
культури, як класичної, так і народної, витісняють схематизованими стереотипами 
– зразками масової культури, орієнтованої на навіювання «західного, 
американського способу життя» в його примітивному відтворені. Такий напрям 
культурних інтересів має більш широку сферу застосування: художні образи 
екстраполюються на рівні групової та індивідуальної поведінки підлітків і 
проявляються в таких рисах соціальної поведінки, як прагматизм, суворість, 
прагнення досягнути матеріального благополуччя будь-якими засобами; 

пріоритет споживчих інтересів над креативними, творча самореалізація, як 
правило, в цьому випадку відсутня; 

слабка індивідуалізація і винахідливість культури. Вибір тих чи інших культурних 
цінностей частіше пов’язаний із груповими стереотипами достатньо суворого 
характеру, а також з пристойною ієрархією цінностей в групі [3, с. 45].

На наш погляд, є і протилежні інтеракції «східний» пов›язаний з імітацією східних 
надбань культури або її уявлень; творчі, навіть до повної девіації перформанси 
та події, які зневажають та перебільшено руйнують споживчі практики; високий 
індивідуалізм у деяких культурах, наприклад, «емо» як альтернатива домінуючої 
колективності, або навпаки групові цінності, як компенсація індивідуалізму. Ці 
питання ми ставимо у центр дослідження наступних наукових розвідок. Отже, 
молодіжні субкультури — особлива частина суспільної культури, а соціально-
психологічні особливості комунікації та внутрішньої інтеграції учасників 
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підліткових субкультур залежать не лише від відносин в середині субкультури, 
але й і від ставлення до них суспільства.
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Древо Лоренса. Модель «перевернутого древа» 
в исследовании субкультур

Фридрих Лоренс 

Начиная с конца Второй мировой войны в Европе, в США, а также в 
большинстве других стран происходит значительный скачок, знаменующийся 
появлением определенных групп, представители которой обладают собственным 
мировоззрением и, соответственно, культурой, часто противоречащей заявленной 
политике государства. Такие группы в социологии называются субкультурами.

Субкультура как феномен не является статичной. С ходом времени в условиях 
изменяющейся среды субкультуры видоизменялись и ретрансформировались: 
некоторые исчезали, некоторые новые появлялись или синтезировались из ра-
нее существующих.

Любое исследование социальных формаций прежде требует определенной 
модели, которая бы могла направить исследователя в его работе, выступить 
системой ориентирования в ходе осмысления. На мой взгляд, самой подходящей 
моделью для исследования субкультур является модель перевернутого дерева. 
Для начала отмечу историзм данного инструмента, поскольку сама идея не явля-
ется новой. 

Модель древа неоднократно использовалась философами и мыслителями, ещё 
с эпохи Средних веков. Например, модель прямостоящего (не перевернутого) 
дерева использовалась как наглядный переходник для демонстраций и 
объяснений. Такой подход был свойственен представителям криминальных 
структур юга Италии, норманнской культуры и пр. В соответствии с 
моделью, структура дерева может отражать как единое мироустройство, так 
и  устройство организации и пр.

Относительно более редкой модели перевернутого древа   – когда корни 
дерева находятся вверху, а крона внизу – отмечу, что таковая модель присуща 
тайной науке о Мироздании.  С точки зрения происхождения — исторически 
данная модель берёт корни в Европейском мистицизме.

На втором эшелоне Мистических объяснений, моделей и рисунков, на страницах 
европейских научных трудов и трактатов мы встречаем модели и прямого, и 
перевернутого дерева. Следует отметить, что многие ученые предпринимали   
попытки анализировать различные системные феномены, используя в качестве 
переходника к осмыслению “прямое дерево”. Известны и современные случаи 
применения данной модели к осмыслению и понимания особенностей и 
характеристик устройства бизнеса или компаний. 

Дерево как символ неоднократно использовали, в частности, психологи-
практики, например, преследуя цели описать память человека как систему 
запоминания; символ “древа” использовали как переходник для принятия 
решений и во множестве других случаях. На примере изучения научно-
популярной литературы можно также заключить, что ранее предшественники в 
науке в собственных исследовательских проектах руководствовались моделью 
“древа” как прототипом к осмыслению разного рода явлений. Однако прежде я 
не сталкивался с тем, чтобы перевернутое древо использовалось для объяснения 
феномена субкультуры.
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Модель перевернутого древа предполагает 
вертикальное построение истории.
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Сегодня довольно часто историю представляют в виде горизонтальной линии (в 
социологии так называемая “стрела времени”, объединяющая понятия “прошлое-
настоящее-будущее”), однако согласно модели перевернутого древа прошлое 
находится вверху, а настоящее внизу – в кроне.

Логическая модель древа позволяет прийти к умозаключению, в частности, что 
субкультура может меняться, что по свойствам подобно дереву: крона вырастает, 
становится более объёмной; или ветви и листья опадают, крона становится 
редкой; или все листья исчезают, остаются одни ветви; а по весне впоследствие 
опять появляются ростки. Иными словами, само социальное тело постоянно 
находится в динамике. Такое древо способно описать динамику и движение в 
субкультуре, потому что корни субкультуры всегда лежат в прошлом и имеют 
тенденцию к ретрансформации. При рассмотрении периода начала становления 
субкультур отмечу следующее.

Во-первых, число “корней” субкультур всегда ограниченно. “Корней” или истоков 
субкультур в общей сложности 10. Так, у современных субкультур наблюдается 
5 корней постоянных и 5 переменных. Ствол представляет собой общее поле 
среды, а ветки субкультур выходят из одного ствола, то есть формирует общее 
информационное поле идей.

Другими словами, поле среды может быть представлено, например, в виде 
дзен-буддизма, или идей Монро, Карлоса Кастанеды, и пр. Соответственно, 
при исследовании субкультур можно проанализировать, какая идея лежит в ее 
основе, откуда корни субкультурной формации, при этом стоит отметить, что 
идея может быть не единичной; нередко встречается и синтез идей. Посредством 
синтеза уже существующих идей возникают новые субкультуры, то есть на основе  
корней и информационного поля одного ствола возникают новые ветки. Где-то 
ветки расходятся, возникают направления субкультур.

Такая же модель перевернутого древа может быть использована в анализе 
отдельной субкультуры. Так, у каждой субкультуры существует корень (один или, 
например, три); точно такое же поле среды; также внутри самой субкультуры могут 
появляться и   расходиться новые ветви: таким образом, например, возникают 
радикальные течения. Они являются частью субкультуры, но не являются самой 
субкультурой.

Новые течения или системы исповедуют несколько искаженную или, напротив, 
“чистую субкультуру”. Таковые радикальные системы представляют собой от-
ветвления одной субкультуры – внутри таковой формации может насчитываться 
несколько разных линий или направлений. Практике известны и такие случаи, 
при которых даже радикальные объединения могут сформироваться внутри суб-
культуры.

Выстраивая модель перевернутого древа, исследователь может проследить 
историю развития субкультуры: откуда (с какой отправной точки) началось 
движение, что стало популярным, что в среде субкультуры считается адекватным, 
что сегодня считается востребованным, а также в результате анализа выявлять 
“засохшие ветви” – те линии в субкультуре, которые не получили признания в 
мире (“отмершие ветви”). Вместо прежних отмерших или опавших ветвей методом 
синтеза появляются новые ветки; опять-таки посредством синтезирования 
уже существующих идей, в самой субкультуре методом возникают новые идеи 
и формируются новые течения. Во многих субкультурах с течением времени 



209

естественным образом происходят различные изменения. Как сок циркулирует по 
дереву, так и в среде субкультуры свойства этого сока изменяются многократно, 
начиная с 70-х годов и заканчивая настоящим временем. Трансформации 
происходили как следствие развития нео-движений, литературы, кинематографа.

Данная модель “древа субкультуры” позволяет исследователю нарисовать 
субкультуру и выступает ориентиром, направляющим вектором в научном 
исследовании. Исследователь, в частности, проходит несколько этапов, осмысляя 
субкультуру на примере рисунка. Как метод осмысления самой субкультуры или 
группы субкультур, рекомендуется сначала уделять фокус исследовательского   
внимания корням древа, затем стволу как среде, затем — направлениям 
или разделениям, некой индивидуальности субкультуры, её специфических 
характеристик. И в конце концов, исследователь приступает к анализу “плодов”, 
то есть, к тому, что сгенерировала эта субкультура.

Плоды субкультуры выражаются в трех компонентах:
в людях, которые принадлежат к этой субкультуре;
в книгах, которые пишет эта субкультура, пытаясь донести свои идеи до 

мирового информационного сообщества;
и поступки, которые совершают люди этой субкультуры.
Таковы три разновидности плодов, которые мы получаем.
Модель “перевернутого древа”  позволяет размышлять над устройством 

субкультуры, над ее становлением, стадиями развития, представляет наглядный 
масштаб мышления человека, организует человеческое сознание таким способом, 
что позволяет эффективно подойти к исследованию и произвести безошибочные 
выводы. Крайне важна наглядность результатов работы над субкультурой. Такой 
рисунок в виде перевернутого древа в конце исследования – гарантия того, что 
исследователь понимает субкультуру, которую он исследовал, он точно может 
объяснить ее корни, среду, синтез и внутреннюю структуру устройства, течение 
и плоды. 

Исследователю, безусловно, не обязательно начинать с корней, он может 
в первую очередь приступить к анализу плодов и начать свое исследование 
с элемента “плоды”, затем поднимаясь к корням, или же начать исследование с 
элемента “среда”, а впоследствии продолжить движение вверх и вниз по дереву. 
Соответственно, модель также дает исследователю чёткое понимание, где и на 
каком этапе исследования он находится, и что еще необходимо сделать при 
выполнении научной задачи целостно нарисовать субкультуру.

При практике становится просто держать данную модель в памяти, нет 
необходимости в рисунке на бумаге, исследователь способен мыслить без 
бумаги, логика модели ведет его, что позволяет быстро ориентироваться в своем 
исследовании. Также данная модель может быть использована в исследовании 
не только субкультур, но и многих других социальных формаций, например, 
религий. Это мощный философский инструмент, который позволяет исследовать 
любую организацию, но особенно эффективно   — исследовать субкультурные 
объединения, потому что существует ряд других моделей, позволяющих 
исследовать организации от блочной модели, до модели динамической 
(определяющих взаимодействие систем и подсистем организаций), однако 
использование этих инструментов для исследования субкультур невозможно. С 
другой стороны, модель древа позволяет разрешить данную научную задачу.
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Как уже отмечалось ранее, представленная к анализу модель древа не нова. 
С моей точки зрения, данная модель не приобрела особой популярности в 
силу того, что современным религиоведам, исследователям субкультур чужды 
методические основы и понимание параметров исследовательской работы.

К сожалению, нередко учёные сегодня чаще всего не используют никаких 
инструментов исследования, будто таковые вовсе не нужны. Всё более широкой 
становится практика рутинного цитирования, и переписывания работ друг друга. 
Иными словами,

Учёные вместо реализации  исследовательской научной деятельности 
синтезируют знания друг друга, при этом собственные исследования не проводят

Я смею утвердительно описывать данную тенденцию, поскольку если бы 
исследования действительно организовывались и проводились, учёным 
потребовались бы соответствующие инструменты, они бы нуждались 
в исследовательском и методическом аппарате с целью проведения 
востребованных изысканий. И поскольку разрешение научной задачи требует 
на начальном этапе осмысление и выведение исследовательской модели, рано 
или поздно при условии фактического и действительного научного изыскания 
искатели также пришли бы к модели перевернутого древа.

Фридрих Лоренс 
Заслуженный профессор, 

Ланкастерский университет, 
Великобритания.
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