The new frontiers for CCT: Considering consumer-producer interaction in consumer culture

Abstract 
Previous investigations of consumer subcultures in the CCT tradition focused primarily on consumer behaviours, feelings, experiences and meanings of consumption. This paper advocates that in order to deeply understand and interpret a particular subculture, researchers in consumer culture should consider more thoroughly the interaction between consumers and producers in consumption markets. This argument is illustrated with a research project on lifestyle sports. From the results of this study it appears that producers play a vital and interdependent role in meaning and interpretation processes. It is argued that processes in which consumers give meaning to activities can not be isolated from the processes in which producers ascribe meanings to activities, settings and markets. In this ‘circuit of culture’, production and consumption are not completely separate spheres of existence but rather are mutually constitutive of one another (Du Gay, Hall, Janes, Mackay, & Negus, 1997). 

Introduction
In order to understand the nexus of consumption and markets with culture, Consumer Culture Theory (hereinafter: CCT) focuses on particular manifestations of consumer culture to explore “the heterogeneous distribution of meanings and the multiplicity of cultural groupings that exist within the broader sociohistoric frame of globalization and market capitalism” (Arnould & Thompson, 2005, p. 869). In this, the CCT field is an umbrella including “the co-constitutive nature of consumers, culture and marketplaces” (Bengtsson & Eckhardt, 2010, p. 347). 
Since its publication in 2004 at the North American Association for Consumer Research conference, CCT is known as a compelling brand which focuses on core theoretical interests and questions about symbolic, embodied and experiential aspects of consumer behaviours and relationships in consumer’s marketplaces (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). 
To discover cultural meanings, sociohistoric influences and social dynamics of expressions of consumer culture, researchers in the CCT tradition are often involved with fieldwork and triangulation techniques. As a result, studies on everyday life situations such as Belk, Sherry and Wallendorf’s  (1988) study on swap meets and Bradshaw and Holbrook’s (2008) critical consideration of Muzak in consumer culture have arisen. 
The thread of CCT’s concept is the assumption of the active and reflexive agency of consumers as producers of experiences (e.g. Cutcher, 2010; Hesmondhalgh, 2008). While other theories and journals deal with the production and distribution side of consumption markets, CCT explores “how consumers actively rework and transform symbolic meanings” (Arnould & Thompson, 2005, p. 871, my italics). According to CCT, consumers are not just passive dupes subject to ‘commercially-entrenched brain washing’ (Bradshaw & Holbrook, 2008), but consumers can be conceptualized as interpretative agents who critically and actively make their creative choices out of the wide range of offered products and services, and interpret it in the way it fits to their own lifestyle (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). 
This implies a great sense of power for the consumer, which is for example noticeable in Tacli Yazicioglu and Fuat Firat’s (2007) study on consumers at rock festivals. Consumers “become producers of their own framework to be consumed as a festival” and are “not simply reproducing the images of the festival as imagined by the festival’s promoters; they are ‘producing’ the festival in the act of creating, and participating in, the activities” (Tacli Yazicioglu & Fuat Firat, 2007, p. 114).
Although some key actors in the CCT tradition  call for consumer researchers to broaden their view to investigate the dimensions of consumption in context (e.g. Arnould & Thompson, 2005), CCT researchers seem to hold on to their predominant focus on consumers and consumption. Even when the production side of a market is studied, it is from a consumer perspective: consumers are seen as co-producers (Cutcher, 2010). 
In the current paper, the active role of consumers is not brought up for discussion: I also presume the increasing active and shaping position of today’s empowered consumer. But, without going back to a view in which cultural meanings are ascribed throughout production processes, questions are posed about the ‘narrowness’ of CCT studies emphasizing the active consumer. In this respect this paper provides an answer to Arnould and Thompsons (2005, p. 876) question ‘What are the new frontiers for CCT?’. I advocate for a broader, more encompassing critical understanding of consumption, markets, and culture from the CCT-perspective, in which the focus is not exclusively on consumers, but where also the reciprocal action and influence of consumers and producers is taken into account. 
In the ‘processes of interpretation’, meanings are creations that are formed in and through the defining activities of people as they interact (Blumer, 1986). Within the context of lifestyle sports, in which the CCT tradition is used as an orienting device, this study aims to bring a contribution to the identification of this interaction in consumer cultures in order to better understand the cultural dimensions of consumption and markets. As Du Gay (2004, p. 100) argued in his guest editor’s introduction in Consumption, Markets and Culture, “we do not need to focus only on producers or consumers but on the “relational work” that occurs between them”. A study of ‘the indoorisation of outdoor lifestyle sports’ is used to explore the meanings of consumption and production and their consistency. 

Commercial versions of lifestyle sports 
This article is part of a research project focusing on lifestyle sports (adventurous outdoor sports such as surfing, rafting, kayaking, skydiving, climbing and snowboarding) and specifically on the commercial developments which turn these adventurous outdoor sports into controlled, predictable and safe activities in artificial  commercial settings. This process, which is worldwide going on since the mid 1990s, is described as ‘the indoorisation of outdoor lifestyle sports’ (author, 2010). 
In this indoorisation process, the market of lifestyle sports is becoming increasingly complex. These sports were characterized and controlled by a small group of core participants in the 1980s and early 1990s, but today these sports are progressively more popular, commercialized and mainstream. The simplicity and authenticity of the early cultural market of lifestyle sports, with just a small group of consumers (the core participants), is replaced by a market typified by a complexity of various consumers, experiences, behaviours, meanings and producers commercially influencing the settings. New artificial and controlled facilities are examples of producer-created markets in which producers have ascribed meanings to the settings and marketed those meanings in an attempt to reach a broad public (author, 2010). In these settings, cultural meanings are formed, sustained, weakened, strengthened, or transformed in the interaction of consumers and producers (Blumer, 1986). 
Following the CCT approach, this study on consumer behaviour is considered as a prime example to study the nexus of consumption and a specific market with culture. 
The indoorisation of outdoor sports is seen as a specific consumption markets in which the authentic participant culture is replaced by the rise of the consumer culture. The dynamic relations between consumption, marketplace behaviours, and cultural meanings (Arnould & Thompson, 2005) of this specific market are examined, as is the fact with other CCT research contexts in this field (cf. Celsi, Rose, & Leigh, 1993) and in other fields (cf. Peñaloza, 2001). Because of the multidisciplinary character of this research, with questions from historical, sociological, economic, psychological, organizational and marketing domains, the perspective of CCT seems to be an appropriate orienting device. Besides the interdisciplinary approach, the methodological creativity of CCT forms a suitable umbrella for the current research. By examining the motives, feelings, experiences and behaviours of various actors in the field of commercialised lifestyle sports, a range of quantitative and qualitative methods are used. 

Method
This paper has been developed as part of an extensive four-year multi-site research project on the indoorisation of outdoor lifestyle sports, started in 2008. Interviews with producers and consumers in the field, a survey among lifestyle sport participants, observations in artificial lifestyle sport centers, and the analysis of textual and visual materials (ranging from institutional documents, factual accounts, press releases, media texts, leaflets, websites, photographs, and videos) formed the basis for an extensive and deep understanding of this dynamic market. 
The analysis of the roles of producers relies upon a triangulation of multiple methods, data sources, and investigations carried out by the researcher. For this paper, I rely on my fieldnotes and transcripts from observations, interviews and conversations, as well as textual analyses of documents produced by the settings. From these data, an image of an active role of the producers and mutual interaction processes in this particular market ‘bubbled up’. 
Because these assumptions are at first sight not in line with the CCT, the question arises how CCT deals with the producer side of consumer markets. To compare the findings in the study on lifestyle sports to earlier approaches in understanding consumer cultures, an analysis is conducted which concentrates on the attention given to the role of producers and the interaction between producers and consumers in diverse research contexts. 
The analysis comprises articles derived from Arnould and Thompson’s (2005) list of examples of consumer culture theory research. Only the articles from 2000 on were selected for the analysis, which resulted in a total amount of 16 articles. The attention of the researchers for the role of producers and the interaction processes in different consumer subcultures was examined by the focus on three key aspects of the research process: the definition of a problem, the method of data collection, and the interpretation/explanation of the findings.

Table 1: Selection of recent consumer culture theory research contexts (derived from Arnould & Thompson, 2005)
	Context
	Author(s)
	Focus 
	Methodology 

	Working class adoption of business education
	Allen (2002)
	Consumers
	Ethnography

	Consumers' intergenerational

transfer of

possessions
	Curasi, Price &

Arnould (2004)

Price, Arnould & Curasi (2000)
	Consumers


	Interviews

Interviews

	Gift giving and gift

reception
	Joy (2001)

Wooten (2000)
	Consumers

Consumers


	Observations, interviews

Interviews, survey

	Death rituals in Ghana
	Bonsu & Belk (2003)
	Consumers
	Interviews

	Romanian women's

use of cosmetics
	Coulter, Price & Feick (2003)
	Consumers, with attention for macroenvironmental factors
	Interviews, participant observations, survey 

	Aesthetic experiences

of museum patrons
	Joy & Sherry (2003)
	Consumers
	Ethnography 

	Urban gay men
	Kates (2002)
	Consumers
	Ethnography

	Star Trek fans
	Kozinets (2001)
	Consumers
	Ethnography

	Burning Man Festival

participation
	Kozinets (2002)
	Consumers, with explication of resistance of large corporations
	Ethnography

	Consumers of Volvos and Apple
	Muñiz & O'Guinn (2001)
	Consumers
	Ethnography

	Western stock shows
	Peñaloza (2001)
	Interaction consumers-producers
	Ethnography

	Personal websites
	Schau & Gilly (2003)
	Consumers
	Interviews

	Natural food and health alternatives
	Thompson &

Troester (2002)
	Consumers
	Phenomenological interviews

	Men's and women's experiences of fashion styles and body image
	Murray 2002
	Consumers
	Phenomenological interviews


Attention given to interaction processes in CCT

The overall analysis of recent studies of consumer cultures (2000-2004), by Arnould and Thompson (2005) presented as fine examples of the diversity of investigative contexts, shows that only minor attention is paid to the role of producers and consumer-producer interaction in consumer cultures. In all 16 articles, the research question is solely focused on the consumers in a specific culture, without taking into consideration the interaction processes between consumers and producers. From an investigation of consumer communities at the Burning Man Festival (Kozinets, 2002), and a description of the consumers’ experiences of tension between agency and structure in the social construction of fashion (Murray, 2002), to Central European women’s involvement with and brand commitment to cosmetic products (Coulter, Price, & Feick, 2003), all studies are, not surprisingly in consumer research, firstly aimed at investigating consumer behaviour. For example, Wooten’s (2000) question in his study on personal gift giving and feelings of gift givers is ‘Why is gift giving such a torturous endeavour for so many people?’.

Some studies seem to be suitable for a broader investigation, but still focus on the isolated experience of consumers. For instance, Joy and Sherry (2003) investigated the links between embodiment and consumer experiences by understanding how people move through museum spaces, without paying attention in their research question to the ways in which these experiences are influenced by the artists and the museums.

As a result of the consumer perspective in the main questions of the studies, data collections are based on consumer perspectives in a variety of contexts. For example, Kozinets (2001) conducted 20 months of fieldwork in Star Trek fan clubs, at conventions and in internet groups to study the fan’s cultural and subcultural construction of consumption meanings and practices. Coulter et al. (2003) interviewed and observed Hungarian and Romanian women about their cosmetics involvement. Price et al. (2000) carried out semistructured interviews with older consumers about their disposition of special possessions, and Kates (2002) examined and interpreted ethnographic fieldwork to understand the consumer accounts of urban gay men. 

In these different contexts, 7 studies had an explicit ethnographic character, in 9 studies (in-depth) interviews were used, and in 2 studies participant observations were conducted. Furthermore, 2 studies included a consumer survey. Thus, the collection of data in all articles was exclusively based on consumers and their consumptions in a specific market or culture. 

Following collection of data among consumers in specific subcultures, the interpretation and explanation of the findings are derived from consumer’s behaviours, feelings and experiences. Coulter et al. (2003) argue that their research enhances the understanding of consumers’ product involvement and brand commitment, and they link macroenvironmental factors (i.e. cultural intermediaries) to the consumers’ ideological positions. But, these cultural intermediaries are just used as a link between cultural ideologies and consumers’ interpreted product and brand meanings. 

Murray (2002) concludes that consumers combine, adapt, and personalize fashion discourses and align in that way to some cultural perspectives and resist others. Furthermore, Joy and Sherry (2003, p. 280) conclude “our investigation is a corrective to the producer’s perspective of consumption that dominates the discourse of experience (…) Consumers have always lived in an experience economy. Consumer researchers have just begun to understand the sensuous negotiation that life demands”. 

Peñaloza (2001, p. 393) as well focuses her findings of the research of consumers’ cultural production at Western stock on the consumer’s view, when she argues that “consumers actively engage in meaning- and memory-making in this marketplace”. She continues: “but while consumers playfully produce culture in juxtaposing elements of market reality with elements of the western imaginary, such production processes demonstrate a disjointed structure and are constrained by the interests of marketers and producers”. 

Although there is an interaction between consumers and producers in this cultural field, according to Peñaloza (2001, p. 394) “it is particularly important to consider industry constraints on consumers’ productions of cultural meanings and memory”. It is noteworthy to mention that Peñaloza did study the interaction between consumers and producers in the cultural market of Western stock shows. Remarkably, this research on the marketer’s production of cultural meanings was not published in one of CCT’s favourite journals, but in the Journal of Marketing (Peñaloza, 2000). Apparently, some authors in the CCT tradition do pay attention to these interaction processes, but these studies seem to be out of place in CCT journals.  
After analyzing the three steps in the research process, I cautiously conclude that there is indeed minor attention for the role of producers and the interaction between consumer and producer in the CCT tradition. Authors direct their attention to the culturally productive work of consumers. Research questions as well as the process of data collection and interpretations and explanations are predominantly considered from a consumer point of view. 

I argue that audience negotiation and opposition in CCT are overcelebrated and the power to control meaning in the encoding process is understated (Champ, 2008). Although it is inevitable to study consumer behaviour in consumer culture research, I would like to emphasize the role of producers in these consumer cultures. To understand and to interpret a particular consumer culture, scholars have to broaden their perspective: there is more action in a marketplace than just that of the consumer. 

Without going back to the producer’s point of view, I argue that we have to look further than the consumer’s point of view. It is time for a next step in CCT research in which one side of a market can not be completely understood without studying the other side of that market and the interaction processes of both sides. In a marketplace, consumers and producers describe, interdependent and interactive, meanings and interpretations in interactions between processes of consumption and production. To understand the nexus of consumption and this market with culture, both producers and consumers have to be studied. 

Therefore, the next part of this paper discusses a specific consumer subculture in which production and consumption processes are interrelated and overlap. As Du Gay et al. (1997, p. 103) state, in ‘the circuit of culture’, “production and consumption are not completely separate spheres of existence but rather are mutually constitutive of one another”. I argue that the subcultures of commercial lifestyle sports are fields in which the process of consumption can not be understood without considering the process of production.     

The consuming culture of lifestyle sports 

In scholarly literature, lifestyle sports are also known as alternative sports, a term derived from the countercultural character of these sports. Lifestyle sports are, opposite to traditional or mainstream sports, less focused on organisational and competitive aspects and therefore offer ideologically and practically alternatives to mainstream sport values (Honea, 2004; Rinehart, 2002; Tomlinson, Ravenscroft, Wheaton, & Gilchrist, 2005; Wheaton, 2004). Furthermore, lifestyle sports are defined as generally participant controlled and directed: there is a strong insider control of the activity (Beal, 2006; Honea, 2004). Lifestyle sport participants “become and remain active without the interference of undue authority” (Rinehart, 2002, p. 505). In these sports, participants themselves organised small-scale contests, meetings and festivals, contrary to traditional sports in which such events are organised and controlled by outsiders.  In short, participation in lifestyle sports is attractive because it is something the members of these sport cultures could do by themselves, without interference of authorities or organisations (Rinehart, 2002). The participants not only control their own activities, but are also engaged in creative endeavours (Beal, 2006, p. 410). 

As a result of the participants’ control of the activity, there is a lively world of subcultures in lifestyle sports, associated with aspects of involvement and commitment (Honea, 2004; Rinehart, 2002; Wheaton, 2003). During one of the interviews, a lifestyle sport participant expressed: 

‘In former days, when me and my pals were younger… yeah, the surfing was of course important, but also the absence of our parents. No mums, dads, coaches or trainers. […] It was so different … than soccer. I trained for a couple of years at a soccer club in our village. And there was always a certain tension… between the trainers, the parents on the sidetrack… But with surfing, that felt like ultimate freedom!’

(interview with surfer, male, 23 years old)

In the above description of lifestyle sports, it is clear that participants shape this market, give meanings to it and produce their own culture without outsider’s interventions. They can be seen as producers as well as consumers: they are selling their own lifestyle (Smith Maguire, 2008). In line with CCT, in this perspective the culture of lifestyle sports is seen as the fabric of experiences, meanings and actions solely from participants in this market (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). As one of the interviewees told me:

‘At our club in Scheveningen, there are always a couple of members who are messing around with their boards in their free time… trying and doing different things, others than the other members. Those people are constantly innovating. […] In that way, instant peddle and kite surfing is arisen, and parcours, which is very hot today.’

(interview with surfer, female, 28 years old)

The central position of the active consumer is in agreement with most literature on lifestyle sports, in which core members of lifestyle sport subcultures are highlighted and developments are considered from their point of view (e.g. Appleton, 2005; Donnelly, 2006; Tomlinson, Ravenscroft, Wheaton, & Gilchrist, 2005; Wheaton, 2004). 
The participant control in lifestyle sports distinguishes these sports from traditional or mainstream sports: in lifestyle sports, participants go their own way, shape their own activities and subcultures and no one is responsible to anyone. Participants make the most of their time, have fun, are innovative and creative and do not have to spend time on constraints such as competition rules. 

However, this may have been the situation in the late 1980s and the early 1990s, when lifestyle sports were entering the sports world, but today these sports are that popular that organisational, commercial and regulatory aspects are arising. As Rinehart (2002) argues, the anti-mainstream impulse and self-regulation of lifestyle sport participants has gradually eroded in the last decade. 

The first wave of ‘outsider’ interest and regulation in lifestyle sports since the mid 1990s was represented by coaches, managers, the media, organizing committees and federations as a result of the increasing commercialisation and popularisation. Although they were directly related and sometimes derived from the sports and the participants, it is obvious that these players do have a very different role in the production of culture than the participants themselves have. 

Shortly after this first wave, the entry of commercial parties to the cultural market of lifestyle sports was embodied by entrepreneurs and corporations “whose primary function has little or nothing to do with sport” (Rinehart, 2002, p. 512). Therefore, there has been a shift from a predominant participant control via a condition in which participants and people who are partly involved control and direct the activities, to today’s situation in which distant commercial outsiders are actively influencing the cultural market of lifestyle sports. 

In the most recent situation, one specific group of commercial outsiders plays an important and distinctive role: the owners and managers of artificial facilities for lifestyle sports. Since the mid 1990s, artificial, controlled, predictable and safe settings emerged in which outdoor lifestyle sports such as rafting and sport climbing can be practiced. In this paradoxical development, activities which used to be exclusively practiced in a natural environment are now being offered by entrepreneurs in artificial settings (author, 2010). 

Although some of the internationally oriented entrepreneurs who initiate these centers were lifestyle sport participants themselves (for example, a successful Dutch indoor climbing organisation was set up by a sport climber who wanted to offer a good indoor training facility), most of them can be regarded as outsiders to the sports world. Interviews with owners and managers and analyses of Dutch artificial lifestyle sport centers demonstrate that commercial motives lie behind all the innovations in sport facilities that they achieved. 

‘The initiator was on holiday in the USA, and his attention was attracted to those wind tunnels up there. […]. And then he thought, maybe it is a profitable idea to start such a tunnel in The Netherlands. He assumed that Dutch people should be interested to such an attraction, and willing to pay for the experience.’

(interview with owner indoor skydive centre)

As [author] (2010, p. 148) argues, “they were not only able to profit from the politics or market deregulation and liberalisation in general, but also the increasing receptiveness of the public, government and sports organisations to commercially run sports facilities in countries where these facilities were traditionally financed and managed by a coalition of national sporting organisations, local sporting clubs and national and local governments”.

By analyzing this market, it becomes clear that the development of such artificial settings is due to the innovativeness of producers, although there is a direct derivative from the former participant controlled activity. While competing with each other, the producers were the first to give shape to the nature and meaning of these settings for outdoor sports, which had to be realized according to their visions (author, 2010). There is in fact a power relation in which producers impose their own meanings and values (Champ, 2008; Du Gay, 2004). The idea of offering outdoor sports in artificial settings did not arise from a pre-existent consumer need or interest. As Collins (2004, p. 167) argues “consumer demand  is not simply an exogenous quantity, but something that is constructed by what is being offered by producers”. 

With regard to this commercial development in lifestyle sports, the active role of producers is prevalent. We thus have to reconsider the idea of a predominant role for consumers, or more specifically, lifestyle sport participants. In this specific field there is a constant process of ‘framing’ and ‘reframing’  between producers and consumers (Goffman, 1974). In a ‘cultural circuit’, producers and consumers interact and ‘connect’ in a circuit of shared meanings (Sassatelli, 2007; Zelizer, 2004; Zukin & Smith Maguire, 2004). Du Gay et al. (1997) describe the processes as ‘the circuit of culture’, and argue that, for understanding or explaining of the meaning of a product, a combination of processes rather than privileging one single phenomenon have to be studied. These cultural ‘moments’ are inseparable and connected (Champ, 2008). One of the interviewees expresses this as follows: 

‘It really is a combined effect. We know we have to be creative and innovative to maintain our visitors. But at the same time, we tried some new activities as a reaction on visitors’ requests. So, we hired some canoes, and it was a success. And then, more people asked for that activity, and we bought some canoes. So, it is trying… we try to make new activities successful, and visitors try to ask for new activities.’

(interview with owner indoor climbing and adventure center) 

The crucial active role of producers is, besides the realization of the artificial settings for lifestyle sports, most identifiable in the development of new activities in the centers to hold the consumer’s interest and continuously surprising them with variation, challenges and changes. As one of the entrepreneurs mentions: 

‘Although we appreciate consumers’ wishes and requests, it is not that we have an idea box or something like that. […] It is always exciting, trying some new ideas. You never know how the market is going to react. […] For customers, it is very difficult to point out their wishes. And they don’t have to bother about that. […] As I said, it is the same principle as when the first cars arrived. If Henry Ford has asked to the people ‘what do you want’, they had answered ‘more horses’. They never had answered ‘a car’.’

(interview with manager snow dome)

However, from these citations it appears that there is a certain arrogance among these producers. Therefore, we also have to take into consideration the active role of consumers in framing and reframing processes, or Hall’s ‘encoding/decoding’ concept (Champ, 2008). I argue that, rather than privileging the process in which consumers or producers ascribe meanings, emphasis has to be placed on the ‘ongoing cycle of commodification and appropriation’ (Du Gay, Hall, Janes, Mackay, & Negus, 1997) in the interaction process. A further thorough investigation is needed to understand the way these complex, integrated interaction processes are precisely constructed. 

It is clear that we can not simply ascribe the processes of shaping, meaning and representation only to consumers. In the specific example of commercial lifestyle sports, the role of producers seems to be just as active as the role of consumers in these processes: it is a marketplace characterized by producers’ and consumers’ joint cultural production.  This market is therefore a field of tensions in which, in dynamic processes, producers and consumers interact and intensify each other. As a result, an innovative market is successfully developed and institutionalised with incalculable consequences: the kinds of sports on offer and their setting can acquire a form, meaning and function that no-one had anticipated and intended in advance as a result of the socially structured character of the processes (Du Gay et al., 1997; Elias, 1977; author, 2010). These results can not be understood from one side of the market; examining the interaction between both sides is necessary for interpretation. 

Concluding remarks

In order to better understand the cultural dimensions of consumption and markets, this paper has illustrated the interaction between producers and consumers in the cultural production of a marketplace. The current research project on the indoorisation of outdoor lifestyle sports shows that producers in this specific cultural field play a vital role in creative and innovative interpretation processes of developing, shaping and meaning. 

Although the former, unregulated and non-commercial versions of lifestyle sports were typified by participant control, commercial developments in this sports sector have resulted in an increasing activeness of entrepreneurs. Analyses of the market of lifestyle sports offered in artificial settings implicate a shift from a consumer or participant oriented market to a producer or commercial outsider oriented market. These analyses illustrate the dynamics of the interaction, in which consumers and producers in a cultural circuit influence the market and its actors. Processes in which consumers give meaning to activities can not be isolated from the processes in which producers ascribe meaning to activities, settings and markets. As Blumer (1986) mentions, the meanings, actions and interpretations of consumers are only explicable when the interaction with the producers is considered. In that interaction, there is a continuous struggle about the meaning: producers have commercial interests when they try to influence consumers with an imposed interpretation. But, because the consumer is not a passive puppet, they also actively ascribe meanings from their own contexts. Viewing consumption processes entirely autonomous of processes of production is although not desirable: there has to be an emphasis on the inextricably link between consumers and producers. Therefore, it is clear that this specific consumer culture does not lend itself for a narrow analysis solely from a consumer perspective. 

CCT studies have made a significant contribution to the study of consumer behaviour, but there are many new insights to be made in examinations of the interaction between consumers and producers in cultural markets. Therefore, in response to Arnould and Thompson’s (2005, p. 876) question ‘What are the new frontiers for CCT?’, it is argued that CCT’s focus on the active consumer in cultural markets is not conclusive for the exploration and understanding of a cultural market. The routine predominant concentration on the consumer perspectives runs the risk to overlook relevant information from the producers’ side of this market that is crucial to understand consumers’ interpretations. Meanings are constructed in the dialogue between production and consumption, and this dialogue seems to be underexposed in CCT studies. I go along with Du Gay (2004, p. 100) who argued that “we do not need to focus only on producers or consumers but on the “relational work” that occurs between them”.

Therefore, we have to step back to oversee the complete cultural circuit including consumers and producers and their interaction instead of taking a position within this cultural circuit while standing right in front of the consumers’ perspective. Only then the complex cultural dimensions of consumption and markets in context can be fully understood.    

Consumer culture theorists have to acknowledge that the understanding of the realization and development of a market is a dynamic and fluid process in which consumers and producers constantly play vital and interdependent roles. Cultural meanings are always the result of the interaction between consumer and producer, and we have to question how this interaction is processed. For that reason, examining and theorizing the importance of the supply side and the interaction in today’s cultural markets is crucial. To study the processes in which the interaction takes shape, new concepts such as cultural circuits and framing processes as well as methodological innovations have to be included in CCT research. 

This article contributes to the understanding of consumption markets by analyzing a specific consumer market, namely lifestyle sports offered in artificial commercial settings. The analysis of this market and the changing culture of lifestyle sports through the interference of commercial actors shows that the role of producers and the interaction between consumers and producers is crucial to understand consumers’ interpretations.
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