Introduction

Faye D. Ginsburg, Lila Abu-Lughod, and Brian Larkin

The questions this book addresses about the place of media in the world are
not new; Raymond Williams, among others, wrote about them over a quar-
ter-century ago. But the questions feel more pressing now because the ubiq-
uity of media worldwide means that anthropologists encounter it in the di-
verse places where we work. This empirically driven sense of urgency led
Arjun Appadurai to invent the concept of “mediascapes” in an article whose
subtitle—“Notes and Queries for a Transnational Anthropology” (1991)—
deliberately recalls an earlier period of disciplinary sclf-definition in order
to signal the centrality of mass media to life in the late twentieth century
and the concomitant requirement that anthropology explore its analytic and
practical significance. A decade later, this collection of essays by anthropol-
ogists suggests that we need no longer lament, as Debra Spitulnik did in her
comprehensive review essay in the early 19gos, that “there is as yet no “an-
thropology of mass media’” (1993: 293). We now recognize the sociocultural
significance of film, television, video, and radio as part of everyday lives in
nearly every part of the world, and we bring distinctive theoretical concerns
and methodologies to our studies of these phenomena.

As we have recognized the place of media in a critical anthropological
project that refuses reified boundaries of place and culture, so we have at-
tempted to use anthropology to push media studies into new environments
and examine diverse media practices that are only beginning to be mapped.
Media reception occurs “beyond the living room” and media production “be-
yond the studio” not only because they occur in places like the Amazonian
rainforest or the Australian outback but also because, as Roger Silverstone
notes, regarding television watching, for example, they occur as part of “a
set of daily practices and discourses . . . through which that complex act is
itself constituted” {19g4: 133). It is the anthropological commitment to a
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wider concept of ethnography that gives us purchase on the wider social fields
within which media practices operate. Collectively, then, our work takes ad-
vantage of and pushes forward the theoretical insights and methodological
sophistication of our own discipline as well as neighboring fields with which
we engage.

Ethnography of media expands “what counts” in a variety of ways. An-
thropologists, for example, track the social players involved when one “fol-
lows the thing” (Marcus 19g95)—-a film or television serial as it moves from
elite directors to consumers (Abu-Lughod 1995, 1997; Dickey 1993; Man-
kekar 1993a, 1993b; Skuse 19gg) or an object like a cassette recorder (Man-
uel 1993), a radio (Spitulnik, this volume), or even radio sound itself (Tac-
chi 1gg8) as it circulates through various milieux. Such strategies help us see
not only how media are embedded in people’s quotidian lives but also how
consumers and producers are themselves imbricated in discursive universes,
political situations, economic circumstances, national settings, historical mo-
ments, and transnational flows, to name only a few relevant contexts.

As anthropologists, we take for granted a “global” perspective on media.
Cross-cultural work is fundamental to our project; indeed, some have ex-
panded on the textual traditions of film studies to show how one mightlook
at “a film's anthropology” (Caton 1999; Fischer 19gp). The kind of alter-
native circuits that we routinely encounter in our work—the spread of ille-
gal cable networks or the widespread presence of pirate videos as a means
of media exhibition outside the West—are rarely counted in the statistics
about the U.S. or global media industries on which many accounts of trans-
national media are based. Indeed it is one of our arguments that the con-
struction of media theory in the West, with rare exceptions (e.g., Sinclair,
Jacka, and Cunningham 1996; Sreberny-Mohammadi and Mohammadi
1994), has established a cultural grid of media theory with the effect of bring-
ing into visibility only certain types of media technologies and practices.
These lacunae are now being addressed from both within and outside me-
dia and cinema studies, and the work in this volume is aimed at remapping
the diversity of media worldwide.

While anthropologists are always firmly grounded in the local, we recog-
nize that certain sweeping technological and institutional changes have had
irreversible consequences over the past decades. The strong historical link
between broadcast television and twentieth-century nation-building, for ex-
ample, relied on a capital-intensive terrestrial technology that could be con-
trolled and tied to state interests with relative ease. Satellites and Internet
technologies, however, have opened up other kinds of spaces that cross cul-
tural and geopolitical borders more easily, have increased privatization of
media ownership, and have created new markets. They have also facilitated
new social configurations. This occurs through access determined by class
distinctions or diasporic connections. New technologies have also exacer-
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bated what Toby Miller has termed “the new international division of cul-
tural labor"—exporting media labor to the Third World—that has accom-
panied “the shift from the spatial sensitivities of electrics to the spatial in-
sensitivities of electronics” (19g8: 377). These technologies have facilitated
the creation of privatized media empires (Schiller 1969, 1g91), and at the
same time, research on video culture and other forms of decentralized “small
media” suggests the emergence of a “new media era” that is more fragmented
and diverse in its economic and social organization (Larkin 2000), more char-
acteristic of the expansion of informal markets under neoliberalism and the
fluidity of late capitalism than the older forms of mass media. Situating me-
dia as a social practice within these shifting political and cultural frames en-
ables us to speak to the larger concerns we share with many of our colleagues
in media studies: how media enable or challenge the workings of power and
the potential of activism; the enforcement of inequality and the sources of
imagination; and the impact of technologies on the production of individ-
ual and collective identities.

ANTHROPOLOGISTS AND MEDIA

For many years mass media were seen as almost a taboo topic for anthro-
pology, too redolent of Western modernity for a field identified with tradi-
tion, the non-Western, and the vitality of the local. As a result, anthropolo-
gists came to the study of media a little later than colleagues in some other
fields. Despite some singular efforts to study feature and propaganda films
as cultural documents in the 1940s (Mead and Metraux 1953; Bateson 1943),
the social relations of the film world of Hollywood in the 1g50s and the im-
pact of mass media in Africa (Powdermaker 1950, 196%7}, and Navajo film-
making in the 1g6os (Worth, Adair, and Chalfen [1972] 199%7)—what Sol
Worth called “the anthropology of visual communication™ (1980)—it was
not until the late 1980s that anthropologists began to turn systematic at-
tention to media as a social practice.

The anthropology of media emerged from a particular historical and the-
oretical conjuncture: the ruptures in anthropological theory and method-
ology of the 1980s and 199o0s, and the development of an “anthropology of
the present” (Fox 1gg1) that engages and analyzes the transformations of
the past half-century in which media play an increasingly prominent part.
Alongside a growing acceptance of work in North America and Europe came
more attention to the economic, political, and cultural traffic between ur-
ban and rural and “First” and “Third” Worlds. This relocation of geographic
and theoretical focus meant that anthropologists were both working in so-
cieties where media were more central and confronting the fact that forms
of electronic media were penetrating societies once seen as beyond their
reach.
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These shifts, in turn, catalyzed a critical rethinking of one of our most
productive notions—culture—and the parameters of our key methodology:
in-depth, intensive, and long-term ethnographic fieldwork (Abu-Lughod
1997; Gupta and Ferguson 1997a, 19g7b; Marcus and Fischer 1986; Ortner
1999). Increasingly, our theory and practice are unbounded, multisited, trav-
eling, or “itinerant” (as Schein proposes in this volume}, a transformaton
that is particularly evident for those studying media.

Anthropologists doing research on and writing ethnographies of media
have come to this work in different ways. The chapters in this book reflect
diverse and often overlapping intellectual legacies from within the discipline
and drawing from related fields. For many of us, our interest was first piqued
by unexpected encounters with the popularity, power, or passion of media
in particular locales (e.g., Fischer 1ggo; Kottak 19go; A. Lyons 1990; H. Lyons
1990). A number of the contributors to this volume (Ginsburg, Turner, and
Prins) link their work to the rethinking of visual anthropology over the past
couple of decades (see, e.g., Banks and Morphy 1997; Ginsburg 1994, 1998;
MacDougall 1998; Ruby 2000; Taylor 1994). This critical revision of the field
has been catalyzed by the increasing accessibility of media to people who
traditionally had been in front of the lens, as well as by an intellectual shift
that has expanded questions about the politics and poetics of documentary
representation—how anthropological filmmakers represent others (e.g.,
Prins 1997; Ruby 1991, 1995)—to encompass issues of how media are be-
ing taken up and made meaningful in different societies and popularized
in our own. This revisionist work in visual anthropology also draws on post-
colonial studies (as well as film practices) addressing the complexities of
cross-cultural representation (Marks 2000; Rony 1 996; Russell 1999; Shohat
and Stam 19g4), as well as minority (Juhasz 1995; Downmunt 1993; Riggins
1992), diasporic (Cunningham and Sinclair 2000; Gillespie 19g5; Kolar-
Panov 1997; McLagan 1996; Schein, this volume; Naficy 1993), and small
media practices (Manuel 1993; Sreberny-Mohammadi and Mohammadi
19g4). For those whose emphasis is on the institutional sites for the pro-
duction of media work, Pierre Bourdieu’s (1993) framing of the field of cul-
tural production—the system of relations (and struggles for power) among
agents or institutions engaged in generating the value of works of art, while
creating cultural capital for themselves—has been especially influendal.

Others were influenced by the contemporaneous turn toward ethnogra-
phyin cultural studies, which opened up a common in tellectual and method-
ological space, especially for those interested in media (Gurevitch et al.
1982). British cultural studies explored mass media’s centrality to contem-
porary projects of cultural hegemony, focusing on media consumption as
one of a wide range of active forms of social engagement through which it
is reproduced but also altered and resisted (Fiske 1987; Hall 1980, 1997).
This work, in turn, laid the groundwork for a range of groundbreaking re-
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ception studies, such as Radway’s influential study of women’s interpreta-
tions of romance novels (1984), research on the responses of culturally di-
verse viewers of American exported television shows {Liebes and Katz 19g0;
Ang 1983), and ethnographies revealing the creativity of an appropriative
and irreverent fan culture for television shows such as Star Trek (Bacon-Smith
1992; Penley 19g7; Jenkins 19g2). Equally influential were those who looked
more broadly at the place of television in the construction of “the nation”
(and other abstractions) in everyday life (Morley 1986, 1992; Silverstone
1994; Silverstone and Hirsch 1gg2), and the construction of the notion of
audience on the part of media industries (Ang 19g6), to mention only a few
key works.!

Many anthropologists found media a rich site for research on cultural prac-
tices and circulation that took seriously the multiple levels of identification—
regional, national, and transnational-—within which societies and cultures
produce subjects. The work of Benedict Anderson (1991) and Jirgen Haber-
mas (198g) have been central to those concerned with studying and theoriz-
ing the cultural effects of flows of people, ideas, and objects, flows crucially
mediated by communication technologies. Both Anderson and Habermas
have had a considerable influence in anthropology because their supple
concepts—*“imagined communities” and “the public sphere” respectively—
offered means of theorizing the formation of collectivities that cross rup-
tures of space and are outside formal definitions of “culture.” In the case of
Habermas, the well-known criticisms of his work (Calhoun 1g92; Fraser 1993;
Robbins 19gg) have forced attention to the formation of alternative or coun-
terpublic spheres (see Himpele, this volume; Baker 1g94; Diawara 1994; Eick-
elman and Anderson 19gg). A number of writers—in anthropology, cultural
studies, and other fields—have also used these ideas to extend Lacan’s psy-
cholanalytic notion of the imaginary (1967) as a way to comprehend the
construction of “national imaginaries,” when media are harnessed by state
and commercial interests as technologies of personhood.?

Appadurai’s work on public culture and global cultural flows draws on
Anderson and on Habermas, synthesizing these frameworks with contem-
porary anthropological concerns and methods as well as newer media forms.
His influence for this volume is most felt in his insistence on the centrality
of these media to the articulation of national and transnational with local
processes and to the significance of “the imagination” in the production of
culture and identity in the contemporary world (Appadurai 19g1). Along
with other recent work that rethinks material culture and exchange theory
(Marcus and Myers 19g5; Miller 19g5; Thomas 1991), Appadurai’s work
draws on anthropology’s longstanding theoretical interest in the complex
subtleties of exchange —of objects, narratives, and technologies—and the
implications of these processes for culture-making and personhood (Mauss
1967; A. Weiner 19gz2). Objects shift in meaning as they move through
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regimes and circuits of exchange. This argument, like that of active audi-
ence theorists, challenges the ontology of the text, arguing instead that
the meaning of texts or objects is enacted through practices of reception.
The usefulness of exchange theory to media studies can be seen clearly in the
work of Daniel Miller (1gg2), whose study of American soap operas in Trin-
idad, part of a wider project on consumption under capitalism, reveals an
active process of societal self-production through which people incorporate
objects into their own social value systems.*

The anthropological studies of media presented in this book challenge
stereotypes of media ethnography as narrowly empiricist versions of market
research—querying television watchers in their living rooms about what they
really think of certain programs, without placing them in wider structures
or recognizing their complexity. The contributors, drawing on a range of
scholarly traditions, take for granted the necessity of linking media pro-
duction, circulation, and reception in broad and intersecting social and cul-
tural fields: local, regional, national, transnational. They examine a range
of phenomena in order to understand the social impact and cultural mean-
ing of media in the everyday lives of those we study. Through grounded analy-
ses of the practices, cultural worlds, and even fantasies of social actors as they
interact with media in a variety of social spaces, we have begun to unbundle
assumptions regarding the political economy and social relations shaping
media production, circulation, and reception, and the impacts of media tech-
nologies themselves.

THE SOCIAL FIELDS OF MEDIA

Although the essays in this book reflect diverse intellectual legacies, they all
bring to the study of media anthropology’s capacious methodology. Many
ethnographies of media strategically include both producers and audiences
in the query, as well as intertextual sources through which meaning is con-
stituted, as Sara Dickey did in her groundbreaking study of the significance
for the urban poor of Tamil popular cinema, an industry that has a re-
markable influence in the creation of political celebrity in South India, part
of a “vast system of popular literature, greeting cards and posters, clothing,
fashions, gossip, legends, memories, and activities supporting the stars”
(1998: 41). Others have underscored the importance of the neglected area
of distribution. Power and status are signified through spatial and temporal
dimensions of exhibition, a central process through which media help con-
stitute and reflect social and religious difference in nation-states (Himpele
1996; Rajagopal 2001). Others also point to the significance of exhibition
sites—from the architecture of movie theaters as a diacritic of social class
and modernity (or its lack), to the social space of cinema as an arena of so-
cial experimentation (Armbrust 1998; Hughes 2000; Larkin, this volume).
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Film festivals are analyzed as loci for the consolidation of new cultural for-
mations (Bikales 19g7), professional subcultures (Lutkehaus 19g5; Nichols
1994), and regional and national claims (Ganti 1998).

Although the authors all situate their work in particular historical mo-
ments and political economies, producing what Purnima Mankekar aptly calls
“conjunctural ethnography” (1999: 49), the different kinds of media prac-
tices represented in this volume can be placed on a sociopolitical contin-
uum reflected in the different sections of the book. On one end are the more
classic formations of mass media produced through large governmental and
commercial institutions intent on constituting modern citizens and con-
sumers. Anthropological research on these kinds of mediations, which in-
clude popular soap operas, telenovelas, and melodramatic serials focuses on
the complex ways in which national cinemas, television, advertising, and de-
velopment media operate from production to distribution to consumption
(see Abu-Lughod, Davila, Ganti, Hamilton, Mandel, Mankekar, Wilk, and
Yang, all this volume; Hamburger 199g). This work assumes some soctal seg-
regation between producers and audiences and tracks the often unstable re-
lation between intention and effects.

In the middle range are more reflexive processes in which practical and
imaginative encounters with cinematic or televisual images and narratives
may express and/or constitute a variety of subaltern social and cosmologi-
cal worlds. Such work is typical of diasporic and minoritized communities
as they are reframed under different regimes of power and in diverse cul-
tural contexts through video, television shows, films, and even popular graph-
ics (see Hobart, Morris, Pinney, Schein, and Yang, this volume),.

On the other end of the continuum are more self-conscious practices, of-
ten linked to social movements, in which cultural material is used and strate-
gically deployed as part of a broader project of political empowerment by
indigenous and other disenfranchised groups (Ginsburg, Himpele, Prins,
Turner, and McLagan, this volume). Such work can provide a “third space”
(Bhabha 198q) for the representation of their concerns. However, the ne-
gotiation of mass media forms for counterhegemonic purposes is not with-
out compromises. While the authors in this section tend to stress the activism
of the people with whom they work, they also point out how media can fa-
cilitate the penetration of state power as well as consumer capital in local so-
cieties. In the remainder of this introductory essay, we introduce and discuss
key theoretical issues raised in the various sections of the collection.

CULTURAL ACTIVISM AND THE ACTIVIST IMAGINARY

Since the early 1g80s, indigenous and minority peoples have begun to take
up a range of media in order to “talk back” to structures of power that have
erased or distorted their interests and realities. Faye Ginsburg has called this
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kind of work “cultural activism,” to underscore the sense of both political
agency and cultural intervention that people bring to these efforts, part of
a spectrum of practices of self-conscious mediation and mobilization of cul-
ture that took particular shape beginning in the late twentieth century (1993,
1997). Similarly, George Marcus has coined the term “the activist imaginary”
to describe how subaltern groups turn to film, video, and other media not
only to “pursue traditional goals of broad-based social change through a pol-
itics of identity and representation” but also out of a utopian desire for “eman-
cipatory projects . . . raising fresh issues about citizenship and the shape of
public spheres within the frame and terms of traditional discourse on polity
and civil society” (1996: 6). The section focuses mainly on indigenous me-
dia as a key arena where these processes are being enacted but includes other
processes of cultural objectification for strategic political purposes, as in
McLagan’s essay on Tibetan Buddhist activists and their supporters.

Indigenous media incorporate a distinctive form of cultural activism that
has attracted scholarly attention (Asch 1991; Aufderheide 1995; Berger
1995; Carelli 1988; Fleming 1991; Ginsburg 1991; Leuthold 1998; Mead-
ows and Molnar, 2001; Philipsen and Markussen 1995; Prins 1989; Roth
2002; Turner 19g1a, 1991b, 1992, 1995; Vail ,1997;Weatherf0rd 19go; Wor-
tham 2000).1 It developed in response to the entry of mass media into the
lives of First Nations people, primarily through the imposition of satellites
and commercial television. In almost every instance they have struggled to
turn that circumstance to their advantage, a point effectively made by ac-
tivist researcher Eric Michaels in the Central Desert of Australia where, in
the 1g80s, he worked with Warlpiri people to develop their own low-power
television as an alternative to the onslaught of commercial television.® Such
formations seem particularly well suited for anthropological inquiry: small
in scale and sustaining an alternative to the mass media industries that dom-
inate late capitalist socicties, they occupy a comfortable position of differ-
ence from dominant cultural assumptions about media aesthetics and prac-
tices. In addition, indigenous media projects have often been a site for activist
participation on the part of anthropologists; they and native peoples alike
have been quick to see the political promise and cultural possibilities of in-
digenously controlled media-making. In this volume, those working with Na-
tive Americans (Prins), Aboriginal Australians (Ginsburg), and Amazonian
Kayapo (Turner) have helped to produce and /or promote as well as analyze
the making of film and video as part of indigenous cultural projects of cul-
tural revival, whether through recording traditional rituals or through the
use of video, film, and media events as a persuasive tool for claims to politi-
cal sovereignty.

Most indigenous media are produced and consumed primarily by people
living in remote settlements, although the work circulates to other native com-
munities as well as to nonaboriginal audiences via film festivals, human rights
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lorums, court hearings, and broadcasts. The range of the work is wide, mov-
ing from small-scale community-based videos, to broadcast quality television,
to major independent art films. Indigenous people who live in or closer to
metropoles, such as the urban Australian Aboriginal filmmakers discussed
by Ginsburg, participate in a wider world of media imagery production and
circulation (e.g., national film and television industries), and feel their claim
to an indigenous identity within a more cosmopolitan framework is some-
times regarded as inauthentic. Debates about such work reflect the chang-
ing status of “culture,” which is increasingly objectified and mediated as it
becomes a source of claims for political and human rights both nationally
and on the world stage. As Terry Turner has shown regarding the work of
Kayapo media-makers, cultural claims “can be converted into political assets,
both internally as bases of group solidarity and mobilization, and externally
as claims on the support of other social groups, governments and public opin-
ion all over the globe” (1993: 424).

This activist objectification of culture encompasses not only indigenous
work but also media being produced by other colonized and minority sub-
jects who have become involved in creating their own representations as a
counter to dominant systems, a framework that includes work being done
by people with AIDS { Juhasz 19g5); Palestinians in Israel’s occupied terri-
tories (Kuttab 1993); the transnational Hmong refugee community (Schein,
this volume), and African American musicians (Mahon 2000a). Appadurai
suggests the word “culturalism” to denote the mobilization of identities in
which mass media and the imagination play an increasingly significant role
(1996).

Part of the attraction of media for these groups is the publicity they gen-
erate, a critical component of political and cultural activism in late moder-
nity. Meg McLagan shows the tensions inherent in the Tibet Movement's ef-
forts to publicize their positions in the United States by analyzing celebrity
benefits, Buddhist spectacles, and cultural performances. Her analysis of the
use of public relations specialists by Tibet activists reveals the contradictions
involved in objectifying culture as a strategy for gaining access to media
venues and projecting a political movement into national and international
visibility (McLagan 1997; also this volume).

The broader question this raises—whether minority or dominated sub-
jects can assimilate media to their own cultural and political concerns or are
inevitably compromised by its presence—still haunts much of the research
and debate on the topic of the cross-cultural spread of media. In the con-
text of indigenous peoples, some anthropologists have expressed alarm at
these developments (Faris 1992); they see these new practices as destructive
of cultural difference and the study of such work as “ersatz anthropology”
(]. Weiner 1gg7), echoing the concerns over the destructive effects of mass
culture first articulated by intellectuals of the Frankfurt school.® Other schol-
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ars actively support indigenous media production while recognizing the
dilemnmas that it presents. Lorna Roth, for example, queries whether a state-
supported Aboriginal People’s Television Network in Canada is a break-
through or a “media reservation” (Roth 2002). Ginsburg suggests that in-
digenous media present a kind of Faustian contract with the technologies
of modernity, enabling some degree of agency to control representation un-
der less-than-ideal conditions (1gg1). However, the capacity to narrate sto-
ries and retell histories from an indigenous point of view—what she calls
“screen memories”—through media forms that can circulate beyond the lo-
cal has been an important force for constituting claims for land and cultural
rights, and for developing alliances with other communities (this volume).
Harald Prins (this volume), who has catalyzed indigenous filmmaking for
Native American claims to land and cultural rights, nonetheless points out
“the paradox of primitivism” in which traditional imagery of indigenous
people in documentaries about native rights, though effective (perhaps even
essential) as a form of political agency, may distort the cultural processes that
indigenous peoples are committed to preserving. Chris Pinney, in contrast,
makes a compelling argument that despite the colonial origins of photog-
raphy it is now so firmly inserted into everyday religious and secular prac-
tice that it is best seen at the confluence of overlapping visual regimes rather
than as the province of one (1997: 112).

Meanwhile, as anthropologists and media scholars debate the impact that
media technologies might have on the communities with which they work,
indigenous media-makers are busy using the technologies for their own pur-
poses. Activists are documenting traditional activities with elders; creating
works to teach young people literacy in their own languages; engaging with
dominant circuits of mass media and projecting political struggles through
mainstream as well as alternative arenas; communicating among dispersed
kin and communities on a range of issues; using video as legal documents
in negotiations with states; presenting videos on state television to assert their
presence televisually within national imaginaries; and creating award-winning
feature films.

Rather than casting aspersions on these efforts to use media as forms of
expressive culture and political engagement, a number of us see in the grow-
ing use of film and other mass media an increasing awareness and strategic
objectification of culture. As Daniel Miller has argued regarding the grow-
ing use of media more generally:

These new technologies of objectification [such as film, video, and televi-
sion] . . . create new possibilities of understanding at the same moment that
they pose new threats of alienation and rupture. Yet our first concern is not to
resolve these contradictions in theory but to observe how people sometimes
resolve or more commonly live out these contradictions in local practice.
(D. Miller 1ggy: 18)
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Whatever the contradictions, as new technologies have been embraced as
powerful forms of collective self-production, they have enabled cultural ac-
tivists to assert their presence in the polities that encompass them and to
more easily enter into much larger movements for social transformation for
the recognition and redress of human and cultural rights, processes in which
media play an increasingly important role (Castells 1997).

CULTURAL POLITICS OF NATION-STATES

Although many people consider themselves to belong to subnational or
transnational communities, the nation is the primary context for the every-
day lives and imaginations of most of the people who produce media and
constitute its audiences. Even if nations are always in relations with other na-
tions and transnational entities or ideas (and may be losing sovereignty and
power, as Appadurai [1993] and Hannerz [1992} among others have ar-
gued), the nation is still a potent frame of reference, especially in the many
countries where the state has been the prime actor in the creation and reg-
ulation of media networks.

If we accept Anderson’s (19g1) insight that nations are “imagined com-
munities,” we must recognize that media, from the novels and newspapers
Anderson discussed to the television broadcasts and video cultures analyzed
in this book, play crucial roles in producing nations and shaping national
imaginaries. One can analyze, for example, the ways that radio helped cre-
ate the postcolonial nation in Zambia by formalizing language hierarchies
in a multilingual state, influencing speech styles, signifying modernity itself,
and even embodying the state (Spitulnik 2001). Or one can, as Mankekar
does in this volume, ask how certain popular television serials in India, in
this case the televised Ramayan, “might have participated in reconfigurations
of nation, culture, and community that overlapped with and reinforced
Hindu nationalism” in the early 1ggos (sce also Mankekar 1999). As she ar-
gues, the serial was part of a sociohistorical conjuncture in which the dis-
course of Hindu nationalism was increasingly voluble, even though it was
not the intent of the producers to foster communal violence, to create the
exclusions felt by some viewers, or to conflate Indian with Hindu culture. Fi-
nally, the sense of belonging created in nationalist structures of feeling can
also be commodified or produced for specific commercial imperatives, as
Arlene Davila’s examination of the construction of “Latinidad” by the U.S.
Hispanic advertising industry shows (Davila, this volume).

Perhaps the most complex theoretical issues arise when we begin to con-
sider the implications of the political uses of media by national or state ap-
paratuses. Most radio and television has been state-controlled or in the hands
of culture industry professionals who, as Stuart Hall (1980) has argued, tend
to share the “dominant codes” of the nation-state. Censorship and antici-
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patory self-censorship are the norms. Whether to create loyalty, shape po-
litical understandings, foster national development, “modernize,” promote
family planning, teach privatization and the capitalist ethos, make good so-
cialists, or innocuously entertain, media have been viewed as powerful tools
for hegemony or social transformation.

The connections between media and politics can be quite direct, as when
state media is controlled, as it is in Egypt, not by the minister of culture but
by the minister of information. By contrast, media are often counterhege-
monic to certain state interests, as when a Bolivian television host uses the
Aymara audience for his program to create a new political party which he
heads (see Himpele, this volume); or when Tibetans in exile seeking free-
dom from control by the Chinese state hire public relations consultants to
manage their media campaign in the United States (McLagan, this volume);
or when clerics used “small media” like audio cassettes in Iran to mobilize
people for a religious revolution (Sreberny-Mohammadi and Mohammadi
1904); or when Palestinians use faxes and cell phones in the intifada to co-
ordinate their resistance to Israeli rule.

Three key intellectual issues emerge from these links between media and
national politics. First, what is the relationship between media professionals
in the “culture industry” and the stater These producers are critical media-
tors, articulating and translating larger projects. However, itis important to
remember that these producers of media are creative individuals, working
with their own profcssional codes, their own career interests, and their own
visions, sometimes oppositional because of training under earlier and dif-
ferent conditions or because they represent a new generation with other
influences. They also work within organizations—such as the British Broad-
casting Corporation (Born 1998), the U.S. Public Broadcast Service (Dorn-
feld 19g8; and this volume), or the training program for would-be soap opera
writers set up by the British Know How Fund in Kazakhstan (Mandel, this
volume) that establish dynamics of knowledge and power that intersect with
state projects in complicated ways. Early studies of cultural imperialism rightly
stressed that cultural domination was exported through models of profes-
sionalism and professional standards instituted through Western training of
non-Western media producers. What Mandel, Born, and other ethnogra-
phers of production show, however, is that frequently there is slippage be-
tween the standards insisted on by professionals and the way those standards
are adopted and transformed in local settings.

Second, one must ask what happens to media when state interests are com-
plex and contradictory. This is especially obvious in many of the countries
in which anthropologists work today, places where neoliberalism or struc-
tural adjustment policies have been adopted or where socialism is being re-
placed by “reform” or “transition to the market.” Ruth Mandel (this volume)
tracks the complex crosscurrents at work, and the conflicts that arose, in mak-



INTRODUCTION I3

ing Crossroads, the first Kazakhstani soap opera. Initiated by the British Know
How Fund to “teach capitalism to the communists,” it brought BBC profes-
sionals trained in the genre of British realist drama to Kazakhstan to train
writers, many of whom had worked in the tradition of Soviet socialist real-
ism, to develop the program. The emerging nation-state tried hard to con-
trol the product while the commercial interests it welcomed and its citizen-
audiences, newly enamored of American soap opera imports, made other
demands. As Mayfair Yang (this volume) notes for post-Mao reform China,
a reemergent pan-Chinese nation or alternative community that eludes the
state has been encouraged by the introduction of new media forms and the
access to films, popular music, and television from beyond the mainland,
mostly from Taiwan and Hong Kong. Although eager to keep control over
media, the state’s cautious embrace of capitalism and encouragement of links
(for investment) to overseas Chinese have led to the developmentof transna-
tional subjectivities and desires that threaten to shake its authority.

Third, one must ask how effective state media products—or any media
products, for that matter—are in achieving their goals of influencing audi-
ences. The thorniest questions in media studies are those about reception;
the history of attempts to assess the impact of media is discouraging. What
anthropology is able to bring to these questions is an exploration of the mui-
tiple levels at which failures and successes occur by studying the social ficlds
that structure these engagements and the actual ways that audiences engage
with media. Anthropologists have revealed ironies such as the way com-
mercial broadcasts uncontrolled by the state or not linked directly to state
interests can have the unintended consequence of bolstering national iden-
tity or pride. This seems to have been the case with a popular television show
in Puerto Rico that was a vehicle to promote Budweiser beer (Davila 1999)
or with the hookup to satellite that brought U.S. television directly to Belize
(Wilk, this volume). But they have also examined the way programs have
backfired. State-sponsored television soap operas intended to bolster national
sympathies instead foster debate and dissent. In Syria, the debate focused
on who has the right to control public representations of Syrian history (Sala-
mandra 19g8), while in China the dissent revolved around state repression
of intellectuals’ challenges to state power (Rofel 1994). Annette Hamilton
(this volume) analyzes how the state used mass media to create a sense of
the nation in Thailand via a distinctive set of programs aired on national
television, alongside intense mass-mediated public spectacles of the royal fam-
ily, while other media technologies, such as cable and videocassette recorders,
were embraced to serve local social concerns.

The challenge is to trace both how and why media messages go awry and
yet also how they shape lives, treating audiences neither as resistant heroes
to be celebrated nor as duped victims to be pitied. In Thailand, Hamilton
argues, the disjunction people perceived between the way national television
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represented the news and their knowledge of what was going on in the streets
may have led them to join in democracy protests. In Egypt, Lila Abu-Lughod
(this volume) traces how television melodramas produced by professionals
with middle-class assumptions about modernity and the kinds of individu-
als appropriate to it help stage, and thus foster, the kinds of selves that make
good citizens. But she also notes that even those viewers most involved with
television participate in other social institutions and engage in other prac-
tices, most notably of contemporary religious groups, that powerfully reori-
ent subjectivity. If the messages of state television “go wrong,” they do so in
patterned ways linked to the larger social fields that offer audiences other
interpretive frameworks.

TRANSNATIONAL CIRCUITS

The capacity of mass media to circulate beyond national boundaries impli-
cates it in most transnational processes, whether the borrowing by Australian
Aboriginal activists of American songs like “We Shall Overcome” during the
heyday of the U.S. civil rights movement (Ginsburg, this volume}); or the more
contemporary use of Western media for the representations of cultural dif-
ferences meant to mobilize support for a political cause in another part of
the world, as in the case of the Tibetans (McLagan, this volume). Unfortu-
nately, the dominant frameworks for thinking about media’s transnational
reach have been either globalization or cultural imperialism, which tend to
privilege media originating from or dominant in the West, with less atten-
tion to other circuits (but see Sinclair, Jacka, and Cunningham 1996).

One of our central concerns, then, is to develop a media theory that is
genuinely transpational and helps remap the presence and circulation of
specific media forms. From our perspective, media studies deploy a cultur-
ally specific cartography whereby only particular media forms and flows have
been made visible and are considered sociologically significant. The cate-
gory “Third World cinema,” for instance, has had a somewhat ambiguous
relationship to some popular forms.” Hindi cinema remains perhaps the most
striking example of a non-Western media form with a deep history and wide
global reach that has remained largely absent from debates on cultural im-
perialism and global media in the Western academy. In particular, the pop-
ularity of Indian films with Indian and non-Indian audiences in places as di-
verse as Egypt, Kenya (Fugelsang 1994), Japan, and Nigeria (Larkin 1997)
underscores the significance of alternative circuits of media flows that op-
erate outside the West.

A more recent example of media that are “off the map” are video films
in Nigeria and Ghana.® These video films are commercial and rarely circu-
late on film festival circuits where the concept of “African cinema” is pro-
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e edh and maintained. Unlike many African films, they circulate locally and
1re extremely popular. In 1999 the Ghanaian film industry produced over
Iy ol these narrative dramas, which were shot on video, released at the cin-
- ma (through video projection), and sold in markets. This output is perhaps
Luger than the entire repertoire of Ghanaian feature films, but it pales in
comparison with the over 5oo films that were produced and released in Nige-
1 in 1999 alone (Ukah 2000). This staggering growth of an industry that
w.s virtually nonexistent in 19go is redrawing the media map of West Africa.
¢ .hanaian directors have been overwhelmed by the success of these more vi-
olent Nigerian films and feel forced to conform to their narrative styles. The
negative influence of Nigerian videos is much more pressing locally than the
mihuence of films from the United States or Hong Kong.? Nigerian video
lihims, the regional dominance of Egyptian media in the Arab world, the pop-
ity of Hindi cinema, Aboriginal television productions, and Latin Amer-
1o Lelenovelas are all examples of alternative productions and circulations
ol media that are being brought into focus by an emergent transnational
|rerspective in media studies.

Anthropological studies of media in “other” places can reveal the exis-
tence and power of circuits that do not include the West. Mayfair Yang and
«hers are critical of the cultural imperialism framework that assumes West-
«1n hegemony. Yang’s work on mass media and transnational subjectivity in
Shanghai tracks 2 new phenomenon, what she calls a Chinese “traveling cul-
ture.” Over the past century, media have played a part in transformations of
ihe Chinese state, first in the development of a new national community,
(hen in the creation of a powerful state subjectivity and its effects on the mod-
crnist project of the nation-state. In the case of post-Mao China, it is not West-
¢rn domination but regional/ethnic Chinese capitalist modes of power that
are contesting the power of the Chinese state. The result is a “transnational
Chinese global media public,” a subjectivity detached from the state and
linked up, across imaginary space, with other far away Chinese subjectivities,
created through the interaction of mainland people with popular culture
irom Hong Kong and Taiwan. All this is facilitated by satellite dishes, the in-
troduction of new music and programs from other Chinese sites, and the
availability of films and television shows that explore what it might mean to
be Chinese abroad.

“Transnational subjectification” occurs, with the help of small media, in
a different way for a diasporic group living within a nation but with links to
distant homelands. Louisa Schein describes how the Hmong, who came to
the United States after the end of the Vietnam War, have developed both a
pop music world of their own and a thriving video industry. Through these
media, Hmong not only create a community and shape its memories and
desires, but mark it as transnational, beginning with efforts to show the cru-
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cial role played by Hmong who were recruited by the CIA during the Viet-
nam War. Among the most popular videos are documentaries about “home-
lands,” particularly China, and feature films that involve stories about Hmong
who go to these other places where Hmong are supposed to have originated.
Some are nostalgic and picturesque representations of Asian homelands and
brethren; others are about the relationships being forged between Miao (the
Chinese counterparts of the Hmong) and U.S.-based Hmong, relationships
that are fraught because of the inequalities apparent in the imbalance of cam-
corder ownership.

Because anthropologists often site themselves outside the West, even when
they examine media circuits originating in the United States or Europe, they
find that the local consequences of media flows are not so predictable. Man-
del’s work on the exportation of British “know-how” about media and capi-
talism to Kazakhstan shows both that cultural imperialism, built on a par-
ticular political and economic scaffolding, is alive and well and that imported
formulas, ideas, expertise, and codes of professionalism enter into a local
field whose historically specific dynamics of state power, class, ethnicity, con-
sumption patterns, and access to other media products subvert and derail
intentions. Richard Wilk, in contrast, shows that, ironically, the introduction
in Belize of direct access to U.S. television through satellite hookup actually
produced a new sense of coevalness that allowed people in Belize to stop
seeing themselves as backward or lagging behind the metropole. Instead,
they could come to understand themselves in terms of cultural difference,
a process that reinforced a sense of nationhood. Mankekar (1999: 346) has
analyzed the introduction of satellite television to India, noting how com-
mercial success for transnational television channels like Star required “In-
dianization” of their programming and thus a “reterritorialization.”

And finally, a key set of issues that anthropologists working with new me-
dia maps are well positioned to consider concerns the role of media in the
emergence of alternative modernities (Martin-Barbero 1988; Gaonkar 1999;
Morley and Robbins 19g5; Sreberny-Mohammadi 1996). In his study of me-
dia in northern Nigeria, for example, Brian Larkin uses the trope of “par-
allel modernities” to describe the worlds of those who are not mobile but
who nonetheless, through media, “participate in the imagined realities of
other cultures as part of their daily lives” through media. Hausa youth can
choose between “Hausa or Yoruba videos, Indian, Hong Kong or American
films, or videos of Qur’anic tafsir (exegesis) by local preachers” (Larkin 1997:
409). He argues that the spectacle and plot of Indian films and their indig-
enization in a local genre of soyyaya books (love stories) as well as in locally
produced videos (Larkin 2000; Haynes 2000) offer Hausa youth a medium
through which to consider “what it means to be modern and what may be
the place of Hausa society within that modernity” (Larkin 1997: 434). Sim-
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ilarly, in his study of youth in Kathmandu, Nepal, Mark Leichty argues that
Bombay and Hollywood films, “teen” magazines, pirated cassettes, and in-
lcractive radio shows—the cultural economy of a transnational public
sphere—provide the experience of modernity as a space of imagined pos-
sibilities contained within a commodified logic (1994: 194).

Clearly, any analysis of the subjective and imaginative must be linked to
the economic and social. The transnational circuits of media that enable the
circulation of ideas and images cannot be understood apart from the polit-
ical economies that underwrite this circulation, not to mention the tech-
nologies. States everywhere attempt to control the mediation of their own
representations, and that of others, through regulation, censorship, and con-
irol over the means of distribution. Yet as media are implicated in con-
structions of alternative modernities and local appropriations, they can also
uncover the ways in which transnational media flows can decenter nations
and produce transnational subjectivities, whether in geolinguistic regions or
across long distances.

THE SOCIAL SITES OF PRODUCTION

If mass media presented a kind of forbidden object to anthropologists in non-
Western settings, the final boundary (breached only by Powdermaker’s pre-
scient study of Hollywood in the 1g50s) was fieldwork in the social worlds
of media institutions where “dominant ideologies” are produced, in our own
as well as other societies. Anthropologists are bringing new methods and in-
sights to the territory already established by a small but significant body of
work by sociologists of media who focused in particular on the production
of “news” (Gitlin 1983; Pedelty 1995; Silverstone 1985) (a tradition that
Bourdieu joined in his lectures and subsequent 1998 book on television).

The more recent work is bifocal, attending to both the institutional struc-
tures and the agency and circumstances of cultural producers (Faraday 2000;
Mahon 2000b; Marcus 19g7). The essays in this volume that focus on media
producers cast a wide net, from American educational television, to the His-
panic advertising industry, to decision-making in Bombay’s Bollywood, to a
popular political talk show in Bolivia. In every case, they make clear the im-
possibility of separating ideas of the audience from the process of produc-
tion. Some, such as Barry Dornfeld (19g8), call for a radical rethinking of
the very divide between production and reception. In his research on the
production unit that created a seven-hour educational documentary series
on childhood for American public television, he shows the complex nego-
tiations through which a piece gets made. He demonstrates Ang’s argument
(1991, 1gg6) that in mass media, audiences not only are empirically “out
there” but also are prefigured in nearly every dimension of the production
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process, as public television workers bring certain assumptions about the par-
ticular class fraction of “the American public” that they imagine (and hope)
will watch their work.

Given the close institutional and ideological association between televi-
sion programming and commercial capitalism, it is not surprising that
stereotypical notions of audiences undergird operations in TV and in the
advertising industry. But what happens when both advertisers and their mar-
kets are from the same minority ethnic group, as Davila (this volume) asks
in her study of advertisers, “creatives,” and producers in charge of the com-
mercial imagining and representation of “Hispanics” in the U.S. Latino ad-
vertising and marketing industry? Their mission is not only to sell products
and help sustain a niche for this ethnically based market but also to chal-
lenge stereotypes and educate corporate clients about Hispanic languages
and cultures. In the end, Davila suggests, it is difficult for advertisers to un-
tangle their imagery from U.S. racial and ethnic hierarchies, despite claims
to be a “politically correct” alternative to mainstream advertising.

Like the work of Davila and Dornfeld, Tejaswini Ganti’s work on film pro-
duction in the Bombay film industry shows how decisions are predicated
upon an act of imagined consumption (Ganti 1g9g; and this volume). Her
analysis, which joins a small but growing body of ethnographic studies of non-
Western cinema industries (Sullivan 1993; Armbrust 1gg6, 2000), provides
a critique of prevailing ideas about how media producers imagine audiences,
as well as an incisive look at the actual routines whereby processes of cultural
imperialism become internalized, enacted, and transformed. Ganti exam-
ines the remaking of Hollywood films by Hindi filmmakers, focusing on the
decision-making processes whereby the “copy” is transformed to conform to
conventions of Indian film narratives. This process makes the Hollywood orig-
inal seem less like a hegemonic text than a resource to be strategically raided
and incorporated into the bold intertexuality of Hindi cinema as a strategy
for trying to manage the vagaries of box-office outcome.

Very different notions of a national audience—what Jeff Himpele calls
the televisual public sphere—shape the production of The Open Tribunal, a
popular television talk show in Bolivia that he studied as part of a broader
research project on the circulation of media in Bolivia. The show, which fea-
tures indigenous urban poor who describe their social problems and request
(and sometimes receive) aid, also became the basis for a major political party
led by the program’s charismatic host. Himpele, along with the other au-
thors in this section as well as other anthropologists who found themselves
unwittingly cast on popular television {Gordon 19g8), demonstrates how
ethnographies of cultural production open up the “massness” of media to
interrogation. They reveal how structures of power and notions of audience
shape the actions of professionals as they traffic in the representations of
culture.
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THE SOCIAL LIFE OF TECHNOLOGY

I'ne “ethnography of media,” as a category of media studies, involved de-
renlering the textual content of media technologies in favor of analyzing
the social context of their reception. Refiguring the ethnography of media
necessitates a further expansion by taking into consideration the physical
.nd sensory properties of the technologies themselves and examining the
muteriality of communication across cultures. This scholarship draws on two
main traditions. First, media technologies are not neutral. Each new medium
Imposes on society new relations to the body and to perception, time, and
s|rice, as theorists from McLuhan (1964) to Goody (1977), Ong (1991), Bau-
drillard (1984), and Kittler (199g) have argued. Those who highlight the
materiality of communication insist on understanding this physicality of me-
dix and the form of its mediation, rather than any particular information
heing carrted. The limiting of ethnography to content or its reception plays
down the means by which technologies, through their very form, impose new
social relations. The role of the subject in this tradition is submerged to the
circuit of information, and focus is placed on the method of recording, stor-
myg, and transmitting data—what Poster has called the “mode of information”
(Poster 19go; see also Kittler 19gg). In this poststructuralist mode the sub-
tect of media has no autonomous existence outside of its enunciation as an
address of the discursive operation of media flows.

Mapping the physical operations of media, as several essays in this volume
do, avoids the mistake of presuming, rather than examining, the diverse ways
that media technologies are manifest across different social spaces. The
dropouts on pirate video images, the temperature of cinema halls, and the
multiple shadows that appear on poor television reception all constitute what
Russian formalists referred to as the “semiotics of interference,” the process
whereby the physical qualities of media create noise that threatens to over-
whelm the message itself (see Tsivian 1gg4). These tactile physical qualities
suggest a need to focus on media as technology.

Larkin’s chapter on the introduction of cinema theaters in northern Nige-
ria, for instance, examines the ways in which cinema halls were part of the
construction of public space under colonial rule. These new spaces—libraries,
parks, theaters, and cinema halls—created new modes of racial, social, and
sexual interaction that raised anxieties about social hierarchies and spatial
segregation in Nigeria. What the cinema was allowed to be—who could at-
tend, how it was built, where it was to be located—was the outcome of a specific
project of colonial modernity. This subject is also taken up by Spitulnik in
her examination of a few days in the social life of a radio set. By tracking the
placing, possession, and circulation of radio sets in Zambia, she provides a
clear example of the precise ways in which the material environment of tech-
nology determines its use and presence as an icon of status and modernity.
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In an earlier paper on the introduction of radio sets as consumer items
in Zambia, Spitulnik (19gga) unpacks the complex of meanings associated
with the “radio listener.” In her examination of advertisements for radio sets,
Spitulnik describes how “listening to the radio” was constructed as a social
act involving specific modes of dress, consumption, education, and family
organization—in short, the production of the ideal colonial subject. This con-
nection between the materiality of media technology (in this case as a con-
sumer item) and colonialism is also brought out by Rudolf Mrazek in his ex-
‘amination of the rise of radio in the colonial Netherlands East Indies. He
argues that as well as being a site for communication flows, the radio was
also seen as a “shiny little furniture thing” and possession of it “became a
tool to define a modern colonial space” and a significant organizing prin-
ciple for the arrangement of the modern colonial home (Mrazek 1997: 10,
g). Mrazek and Spitulnik both point toward the double signification of me-
dia technologies, the fact that viewers and listeners are addressed by the con-
tent of media and at the same time interpellated by the technology itself,
which often carries with it the larger ambitions of the colonial and post-
colonial state. Electronic media in the colonial period, for instance, were
part of the introduction of other forms of technology such as cars, electric-
ity, factories, and railroads and thus part of the much larger discursive com-
plex of science, rationality, time, personhood, and colonial rule. As tech-
nologies, media often carry the burden, prestige, and controversy of being
made to speak for specific ideological projects. Zambians who circulate ra-
dio sets as icons of status and modernity (Spitulnik); Muslim Nigerians who
oppose the construction of cinema halls as a “kafir,” or un-Islamic activity
(Larkin); and Thai spirits who refuse embodiment and media representa-
tion (Morris) all suggest ways in which technology mediates larger ideolo-
gies of modernity and postmodernity.

Several essays in this section examine the consequences of technological
mediation for religious performance. In analyzing the production of Bali-
nese plays in theater and on television, Mark Hobart insists on interrogat-
ing the precise circumstances and discursive traditions that create distinct
acts of mediation. Hobart analyzes the difference between live theater per-
formances and their televisual mediation, not to lament the replacement of
an “authentic” cultural production with its televised other, but to see how
both consist of dialogic productions, albeit rooted in different discursive
regimes. In this, his concerns are shared by both Chris Pinney and Rosalind
Morris. Pinney, for instance, critiques Benjamin’s argument that mass re-
production destroys ritual and magical qualities of images. He arguesinstead
for an understanding of the magical and spiritual power involved in mass
images and interrogates this by looking at the “zone of mutuality” whereby
filmic and chromolithographic images act upon viewers and vice versa. Icons
of Hindi religious figures, for instance, demand a mode of viewing based on
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i lindu concepts of darshan, the conferring of spiritual benefit through the
actand presence of looking. According to Pinney, this direct spiritual benefit
misists on the materiality of representations, especially their surface levels,
and results in the sensation of the image acting upon its viewer in the mo-
ment that the viewer acts upon it (through looking). This tactile, embodied,
cngaged form of looking creates, for Pinney, a form of visuality that is radi-
<ally different from the paradigm of the disinterested, exterior, and ob-
lc ctified gaze that marks the dominant mode of Western visuality, what Hei-
egger (1977) referred to as “the world as picture.”?

The process of mediation is explored most provocatively by Morris
1hrough an examination of the absence, or refusal, of mediation. Thai spir-
i« manifest themselves through embodiment in a spirit medium, the con-
vulsing body, vomiting and jerky movements providing the outward
signification of internal and invisible possession. Morris focuses on the story
ol aspirit who refused to become manifest and claimed to communicate with-
out the need to materialize. Morris ties this event to the political economy
ol'a modernist Thai state that has commeodified spirit possession, repackag-
mg it through its electronic mediation on video and television as an object
ol desire and longing. It was at the point when possession became an icon
ol alterity, of history and authenticity, that stories appeared of a spirit that
relused mediation. Taken together these chapters invite us expand our con-
cept of the ethnography of media to take into account the phenomenolog-
ical experience of diverse forms of media technologies.

COMPLICITY AND ENGAGEMENT IN THE ETHNOGRAPHY OF MED]IA

sStudying media is, for anthropologists, particularly useful in attempts to write
against the grain of global inequalities because, as Abu-Lughod has argued,
“it forces us to represent people in distant villages as part of the same cul-
(ural worlds we inhabit—worlds of mass media, consumption, and dispersed
communities of the imagination” (19g7: 128). Yet the social and geographic
positioning of anthropologists working on media places them in complex
relations to their objects of study: usually engaged, sometimes complicit,
rarely neutral. More important, perhaps, for the kinds of political engage-
ments our work on media entails, is the fact that anthropologists, like many
of our informants, are mobile, moving back and forth from Native Ameri-
can reservations to U.S. law courts (Prins), from Amazonian communities
in Brazil to protests at the national capital (Turner), or from Aboriginal out-
stations to international video festivals (Ginsburg). We circulate both geo-
graphically, as we move between “home” and “field,” and socially, as we move
up and down social hierarchies in our association with people often quite
different from ourselves. This mobility gives us privileged knowledge of, and
sometimes ability to intervene in, situations involving media, but it also can
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create dilemmas. Intervening in complex political arenas where the conse-
quences for the local groups cannot be foreseen is tricky. As some have been
quick to point out, participating in the processes of cultural objectification
that media facilitates and the internal social and political jockeying that new
media production inevitably occasions can place anthropologists in the po-
sition of potentially transforming, rather than observing, societies other than
their own. What are the consequences? Finally, advocacy of subaltern groups
makes criticism, public or otherwise, of any aspects of these groups’ projects
awkward.

Anthropologists’ mobility across social hierarchies is just as crucial as ge-
ographic mobility for the kinds of engagements that mark their work on
media. Often doing fieldwork among and thus sympathizing with dominated
groups, anthropologists feel a responsibility to support projects by non-West-
ern or postcolonial groups who are resisting the impositions of Western or
global capitalist media; and to support media use by subaltern groups (e.g.,
women, peasants) or minorities within nation-states. The flip side of the coin
is the sense of responsibility to critically analyze the instrumental use of me-
dia by the powerful, whether the state or transnational capitalist enterprises,
or some combination. Thus Mankekar unveils the links between televised
religious epics and the growth of religious nationalism and communal vio-
lence, while Abu-Lughod shows how Egyptian television melodramas and
the projects of development and “modernization” both implicitly devalue
the uneducated and carefully skirt the representation of Islam (1g93b, 1997,
19g8).

Yet the dilemmas entailed by a critical stance regarding the links between
media and hegemonic projects are no less complex than those created by
working actively with indigenous media-makers. Anthropologists’ social mo-
bility, for example, allows us access to both sides—the reception by subal-
terns and the production by the powerful, even in foreign countries. But
our stance as intellectuals is what enables us to articulate and make public
our critical analyses. When we do research in and write about countries other
than our own, we may appeal to or consider ourselves to be joining with crit-
ics and intellectuals on the national scene. But it can be awkward for those
living and working “outside,” in the more powerful West, to criticize national
projects and the professional elites who participate in them.

Most relevant is the fact that we are professionals and intellectuals like
those who produce and analyze media anywhere. Media professionals are
not only our peers; they are also often similarly engaged in processes of cross-
cultural translation, as Pedelty's (1995) study of U.S. foreign correspondents
and McLagan's analysis of a public relations strategist make clear. When we
actually begin to study what they do, whether in our own backyards or on
PBS (Dornfeld) or in the Hispanic advertising industry in the United States
(Davila), or elsewhere, such as Bollywood (Ganti), we find our positions un-
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«lcar, and our ability to assert a privileged claim for cultural representation
is sharply limited. Given our access to their work processes, we may find it
difficult to see producers simply as tools of the state or commercial interests.
We come to know the conflicts and compromises involved. How different
are these from the conflicts raised by our own work as academics and pro-
lessional representers of cultures, communities, and social issuesr

In fact, the parallels between what we are doing as anthropologists study-
g media or analyzing and representing social and cultural life in general
.nd what media professionals are doing are unsettling, as Himpele's analysis
of his research on a Bolivian television program brings out clearly. He sug-
gests that being suddenly invited to appear on the show and questioned in
witys that served the host’s intentions reversed the usual authority of anthro-
pologist and subject. More problematic was what he called, following Taus-
sig {1993), the “mimetic vertigo” he experienced when drawn into a rival,
.nd paralle], arena of cultural production. What are the differences between
himself as an anthropologist and Palenque, the show’s host, in the elicitation
and cutting off of participants’ voices, in the appeal to lived experience to
validate one’s account, in advocacy for the marginalized, in the deployment
of testimonials of suffering to mobilize popular sentiment, and in the con-
struction of larger political analyses to frame individual accounts? Anthro-
pologists now recognize that we are implicated in the representational prac-
lices of those we study; and we are engaged or complicit, as the case may be,
in complex ways, with all those communities for whom media are important.

CONCLUSION: REMAPPING MEDIA

This book explores the dynamics of all these social processes of media con-
sumption, production, circulation, and theorizing while making a strong case
(or the new kinds of knowledge to be gained from ethnographic work that
studies practices in “out-of-the-way places” (Tsing 1994). Our work also under-
scores that oppositional logics are insufficient for grasping media practices;
rather, our models must allow for the simultaneity of hegemonic and anu-
hegemonic effects as we examine how “technologies of power” are created
and contested within intimate institutional cultures, shaped by ideologies
ranging from public service, to audience appeal, to aesthetics, to political
cmpowerment.

While the media we study may be “off the map” of dominant media car-
tographies, they are no less crucial to the transformations of the twenty-first
century and must be studied. Anthropologists seek to grasp the ways media
are integrated into communities that are parts of nations and states, as well
as transnational networks and circuits produced in the worlds of late capi-
talism and postcolonial cultural politics. We recognize the need for multi-
sited research strategies to track the relevant social domains of contempo-
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TV Head at ChuckBurger restaurant, San Leandro, California, 1988. (Photo: Jules
Backus, courtesy estate of Jules Backus)

rary life (Hannerz 19g2; Gupta and Ferguson 1997a, 1997b; Marcus 1995).
Our relations with those we study are changing as our cultural worlds grow
closer in ways that push anthropology in salutary directions; it is difficult to
exoticize others or to maintain fictions of bounded or untouched commu-
nities of difference when one includes media in one’s purview. Our work
crosses disciplinary boundaries as it intersects, overlaps, and sometimes dis-
places work not only in other social science disciplines such as sociology, with
which we share ancestors, but also in cultural studies, history, literary stud-
jes, and cinema and communication studies. Ethnographic studies of media
offer an interesting and important perspective on the arguments of Giddens
(and others) that one of the distinguishing characteristics of modernity is
“the lifting out of social relations from local contexts of interaction and their
restructuring across infinite spans of time-space” (Giddens 19go: 21; see also
Tomlinson 19gg). Because anthropologists generally work “close to the
ground” and at the “margins,” we can intervene in specific ways in academic
and wider debates about media and cultural imperialism or the dangers of
cultural homogenization represented by globalization. Our documentation
of local uses and meanings of media and of comparative political economies
of media production and consumption (including the constraints posed by
the unreliability of electricity and the vicissitudes of poverty) suggests the
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persistence of difference and the importance of locality while highlighting
ihe forms of inequality that continue to structure our world. Media prac-
lices are clearly central to these processes but not necessarily in the ways we
might have expected. It is this unpredictability and often vitality of responses
ihat anthropology helps us to understand, allowing us to better grasp how
(hese “restructurings” are taking place.

NOTES

I'his essay draws on Faye Ginsburg’s article “Shooting Back: From Ethnographic Film
t» the Ethnography of Media” (1999). Other comprehensive reviews of the current
litcrature in the anthropology of media include Dickey 1998 and Spitulnik 1993.

1. For an overview of the influence of cultural studies on work in the anthropology
of media, see Spitulnik 1993 and Traube 19gz. The vitality of this tradition of me-
«lin research influenced by cultural studies continues in two new journals, Television
and New Media, launched in 2000 and edited by Toby Miller, and the International
journal of Cultural Studies, which began publication in 1997.

2. The use of the term “imaginary” as a dimension of national identity con-
«ruction in which media play a central role became widespread in the 19gos. It ap-
propriates Lacan’s psychoanalytic use of the term as the mirror phase in human de-
velopment when the child sees its own reflection as “other” (1967), and resignifies
it through the work of Benedict Anderson (1991), Edward Said (1978), and others
who have been central to our contemporary understanding of how nations are con-
stituted as cultural collectives. Annette Hamilton, for example, in her seminal arti-
¢l¢ on Aboriginals, Asians, and the national imaginary in Australia, writes: “Imagi-
nary relations at the social, collective level can thus be seen as ourselves looking at
ourselves while we think we are seeing others,” citing such icons of Australian na-
sional culture as the film Crocodile Dundee (19go: 17). For a useful discussion of the
concept of the imaginary, see Lilley 1993.

3. See, for example, the work of the Material Culture Group at University Col-
legre London and the elaboration of this revisionist approach to this topic in the four-
nal of Material Culture.

4. Although indigenous can index a social formation “native”toa particular area
(c.g., I Love Lucy is “indigenous” to America), we use it here in the strict sense of the
term, as interchangeable with the neologism “First Peoples” to indicate the original
inhabitants of areas later colonized by settler states {Australia, the United States, New
7caland, Canada, most of Latin America). These people, an estimated 5 percent of
1he world’s population, are struggling to sustain their own identities and claims to
culture and land, surviving as internal colonies within encompassing nation-states.

5. Bad Aboriginal Art: Tradition, Media, and Technological Horizons, a posthumous
collection of Eric Michaels’s writings based on his activist research in Australia, was
published in 19g4.

6. For this debate in the context of indigenous media, see the Spring 1997 issue
of Curreni Anthropology (e.g., J. Weiner 19g7) and the Spring 1998 issue of Lingua
Franca (Palatella 19g8).

7. For example, Solanas and Gettino in their famous 1971 essay “Towards a Third
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Cinema,” explicitly condemned both Hollywood (first) cinema and auteurist (sec-
ond) cinema, favoring a militant documentary genre. Others called for a politicized
auteurism that could incorporate popular culture (Rocha 1987). Thanks to Bob Stam
and Ella Shohat for their comments on this.

8. For Nigeria see Haynes 2000; Ukah 2000. Knowledge of Ghanaian video pro-
duction is based on Meyer 19992, 19ggb, and personal communication.

9. See Meyer 19gga; personal communication between Brian Larkin and the di-
rectors Willy Akuffo and Seth Ashong-Katai (thanks to Birgit Meyer for facilitating
this conversation).

10. Drawing on Heidegger, J. Weiner (1997), for instance, makes the argument
that visual technologies such as cameras are predicated on a culturally specific mode
of vision—"the world as picture”—which is inherently Western and based on West-
ern ideas of perspective, objectification, and surveillance. The cultural construction
of the technology itself, Weiner thus argues, denies the possibility of appropriation
by indigenous, subaltern, or even non-Western groups for whom use of the technology
represents subjection to Western modes of visuality and subjectivity. Heidegger's con-
cept of the modern roots of Western visuality remains intriguing, though many of
the essays in this book make a powerful argument for media’s often successful trans-
lation into other cultura} fields.

REFERENCES

Abu-Lughod, Lila. 1ggga. Editorial Comment: On Screening Politics in a World of
Nations. Public Culture 5, (3): 465-69.

. 1993b. Finding a Place for Islam: Egyptian Television Serials and the National

Interest. Public Culture s, (3): 493-514-

. 1995. The Objects of Soap Opera: Egyptian Television and the Cultural Pol-

itics of Modernity. In Worlds Apart: Modernity through the Prism of the Local, edited

by Danie} Miller, pp. 1go—210. London: Routledge.

. 1997. The Interpretation of Culture(s) after Television. Representations 50

10G-33.

. 1998. Television and the Virtues of Education. In Directions of Change in Rural
Egypt, edited by Nicholas Hopkins and Kirsten Westergaard, pp. 147-65. Cairo:
American University in Cairo Press.

Allen, R. C., ed. 19g5. To Be Continued . . . Soap Operas around the World. London:
Routledge.

Anderson, Benedict. 1991. Fmagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread
of Nationalism. London: Verso.

Ang, len. 1985. Watching Dallas: Soap Opera and the Melodramatic Fmagination. London:
Methuen.

. 1991. Desperately Seeking the Audience. London: Routledge.

. 1996, Living Room Wars: Rethinking Media Audiences for a Postmodern Worid. Lon-

don: Routledge.

Appadurai, Arjun. 1991. Global Ethnoscapes: Notes and Queries for a Transnational



INTRODUCTION 27

Anthropology. In Recapturing Anthropology, edited by Richard Fox, pp. 191-210.
simta Fe: School of American Research Press.
——. 19g3. Patriotism and Its Futures. Public Culture 5 (8): 411~30.

—. 1996. Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization. Minneapolis: Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press.

\inbrust, Walter. 1gg6. Mass Culture and Modernism in Egypt. New York: Cambridge
LIniversity Press.
~—. 1998. When the Lights Go Down in Cairo: Cinema as Secular Ritual. Visual
Anthropology, special issue, The Seen and the Unseeable: Visual Culture in the Mid-
e East, 10 (2=4): 4183—41.

, ed. 2000. Mass Mediations. Berkeley: University of California Press.

\~ch, Timothy. 1991. The Story We Now Want to Hear Is Not Ours to Tell—
Relinquishing Control over Representation: Toward Sharing Visual Communi-
cation Skills with the Yanomamo. Visual Anthropology Review 7 (2): 102-6.

\ulderheide, Patricia. 19gr. The Video in the Villages Project: Videomaking with
and by Brazilian Indians. Visual Anthropology Review 11 (2): 83-03.

Ihacon-Smith, Camille. 1992. Enterprising Women. Television Fandom and the Creation of
Popular Myth. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

taker Jr., Houston A. 19g4. Critical Memory and the Black Public Sphere. Public Cul-
fure, special issue on the Black Public Sphere, 7 (1): 3-34.

tanks, Marcus, and Howard Morphy, eds. 1997. Rethinking Visual Anthropology. New
1aven, Conn.: Yale University Press.

Luteson, Gregory. 1943. Cultural and Thematic Analysis of Fictional Films. In Trans-
artions of the New York Academy of Sciences, pp. 72—78. New York: Academy of Sciences.

Bawdrillard, Jean. 1984. The Precession of the Simulacra. In An afier Modernism:
Rethinking Representation, edited by Brian Wallis, pp. 253~81. New York: New Mu-
scum of Contemporary Art.

Berger, Sally. 19g5. Move Over Nanook. In Wide Angle, special issue on The Flaherty,
17 (1-4):177-92.

Bhabha, Homi. 198g. The Commitment to Theory. In Questions of Third Cinema, edited
by ]. Pines and Paul Willemen, pp. 111-32. London: British Film Insttute.

likales, Tom. 19g7. From “Culture” to “Commercialization”: The Production and
Packaging of an African Cinema in Ougadougou, Burkina Faso. Ph.D. diss., De-
partment of Anthropology, New York University.

orn, Georgina. 1998. Between Aesthetics, Ethics and Audit: Reflexivities and Dis-
ciplines in the BBC. Paper presented to Department of Anthropology, New York
University, April.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1993, The Field of Cultural Production. New York: Columbia University
Press.

. 1998. On Telgvision. London: New Press.

Calhoun, Craig, ed. 1992. Habermas and the Public Sphere. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Carelli, Vincent. 1988. Video in the Villages. Commission on Visual Anthropology Bul-
letin, May, pp. 10-15.




28 INTRODUCTION

Castells, Manuel. 19g7. The Rise of the Network Society. Oxford, England: Basil Blackwell.

Caton, Steven. 199g. Lawrence of Arabia: A Film's Anthropology. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Cunningham, Stuart, and John Sinclair, eds. 2000. Floating Lives: The Media and Asian
Diasporas. St. Lucia, Queensland: University of Queensland Press.

Davila, Arlene. 199g. El Kiosko Budweiser. American Ethnologist 25 (3): 452—70.

Diawara, Manthia. 1994. Malcolm X and the Black Public Sphere: Conversionists vs.
Culturalists. Public Culture, special issue on the Black Public Sphere, 7 (1): 35—-48.

Dickey, Sara. 19g3. Cinema and the Urban Poor in South India. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

. 1998. Anthropology and Its Contributions to Studies of Mass Media. Inter-
national Social Science Journal 15%: 413-27.

Dornfeld, Barry. 1998. Producing Public Television. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Downmunt, Tony, ed. 19g93. Channels of Resistance: Global Television and Local Empow-
ermeni. London: British Film Institute.

Eickelman, Dale F., and Jon Anderson, eds. 1999. New Media in the Muslim World: The
Emerging Public Sphere. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Faraday, George. 2000. Revolt of the Filmmakers: The Struggle for Artistic Autonomy and
the Fall of the Soviet Fitm Industry. State College: Pennsylvania State University Press.

Faris, James. 1992. Anthropological Transparency, Film, Representation and Politics.
In Film as Ethnography, edited by P. Crawford and D. Turton, pp. 171-82. Man-
chester, England: University of Manchester Press.

Fienup-Riordan, Ann. 19go. Robert Redford, Apanuugpak, and the Invention of
Tradition. In Eskimo Essays: Yup' ik Lives and How We See Them. New Brunswick, N J.:
Rutgers University Press.

Fischer, Michael. 19go. Debating Muslims: Cultural Dialogues in Postmodernity and Tra-
dition. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

. 1995. Film as Ethnography and as Cultural Critique in the Late Twentieth
Century, In Shared Differences: Multicultural Media and Practical Pedagogy, edited by
Diane Carson and Lester Friedman. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.

Fiske, John. 1987. Television Culfure. London: Methuen.

Fleming, Kathleen. 19g1. Zacharias Kunuk: Videomaker and Inuit Historian. fnui
Art Quarterly (Summer): 24—28.

Fox, Richard, ed. 1991 . Recapturing Anihropology: Working in the Present. Santa Fe: School
of American Research Press,

Fraser, Nancy. 1993. Rethinking the Public Sphere: A Contribution to the Critique
of Actually Existing Democracy. In The Phantom Public Sphere, edited by B. Rob-
bins, pp. 1-32. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Fugelsang, Miniu. 19g4. Veils and Videos: Female Youth Culture on the Kenyan Coast. Stock-
holm: Studies in Social Anthropology.

Gant, Tejaswini. 199g9. Centenary Commemorations or Centenary Contestations?
Celebrating a Hundred Years of Cinema in Bombay. Visual Anthropology, special
issue on Indian Cinema, 11 (4): $99-419.



INTRODUCTION 29

t .wmkar, Dilip Parameshwar. 19g9. On Alternative Modernities. Public Culture, spe-
i1l issue on Alter/Native Modernities, 11 (1): 1-18.

«uldens, Anthony. 19go. The Consequences of Modernity. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Uni-

versity Press.

Allespic, Marie. 19gy. Television, Ethnicity, and Cultural Change. London: Routledge.

.mshurg, Faye. 1991. Indigenous Media: Faustian Contract or Global Village? Cul-
tival Anthropology 6 (1): g2-112.

—. 1993. Aboriginal Media and the Australian Imaginary. Public Culture r, (3):

H7—78.

——. 1994. Embedded Aesthetics: Creating a Discursive Space for Indigenous Me-

i, Cultural Anthropology 9 (2): 365-82.

— 1997. “From Little Things, Big Things Grow”: Indigenous Media and Cul-
nal Activism. In Between Resistance and Revolution: Cultural Politics and Social Protest,
cdited by R. Fox and O. Starn, pp. 118-44. London: Routledge.

——. 1998. Institutionalizing the Unruly: Charting a Future for Visual Anthroplogy.
I'thnos 63 (2): 173-201.

——1g99. Shooting Back: From Ethnographic Film to the Ethnography of Media.
in A Companion to Film Theory, edited by Toby Miller and Robert Stam, pp.
29r—%22. London: Blackwell.

atlin, Todd. 1988. Inside Prime Time. New York: Pantheon.

woody, Jack. 1977. The Domestication of the Savage Mind. Cambridge, England: Cam-
Inidge University Press.

«ndon, Joel. 19g8. Becoming the Image: Words of Gold, Talk Television, and Ra-
madan Nights on the Little Screen. Visual Anthropology, special issue on Visual Cul-
ture in the Middle East, 10 (2—4): 247-64.

wipta, Akhil, and James Ferguson, eds. 19g7a. Culture, Power, Place; Explorations in
Critical Anthropology. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

. 1997b. Discipline and Practice: “The Field” as Site, Method, and Location
in Anthropology. In Anthropological Locations, edited by A. Gupta and J. Ferguson,
pp. 1~46. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Curevitch, Michael, Tony Bennett, James Curran, and Janet Woollacott, eds. 1g982.
Culture, Society, and the Media. London: Routledge.

I 1abermas, Jirgen. 198g. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere. Translated
by Thomas Burger with Frederick Lawrence. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

11411, Stuart. 1980. Encoding/Decoding. In Cuiture, Media, Language, edited by Stu-
art Hall, Dorothy Hobson, Andrew Lowe, and Paul Willis, pp. 128-38. London:
Hutchinson.

. 19g2. Cultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies. In Cultural Studies, edited

by L. Grossberg et al., pp. 277-94. New York: Routledge.

. 1997. Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices. Lendon:
Sage.

1 lamburger, Esther. 19gg. Politics and Intimacy in Brazilian Telenovelas. Ph.D. diss.,
University of Chicago.




30 INTRODUCTION

Hamilton, Annette. 19go. Fear and Desire: Aborigines, Asians, and the National Imag-
inary. Australian Cultural History g: 14-35.

. 1gg3. Video Crackdown, or the Sacrificial Pirate: Censorship and Culwural
Consequences in Thailand. Public Culture 5 (3): 515-%2.

Hannerz, UM. 1gg2. Cultural Complexity: Studies in the Social Organization of Meaning.
New York: Columbia University Press.

. 19g6. Transnational Connections. New York: Routledge.

Harvey, David. 1989. The Condition of Postmodernity. Oxford, England: Basil Blackwell.

Haynes, Jonathan, ed. 2000. Nigerian Video Film. Revised and expanded. Athens, Ohio:
The Ohio University Center for International Studies.

Heidegger, Martin. 197%7. The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays. New
York: Harper Torchbooks.

Himpele, Jeff. 1996. Film Distribution as Media: Mapping Difference in the Bolivian
Cinemascape. Visual Anthropology Review 12 {1): 47-66.

Hughes, Stephen P. 2o00. Policing Silent Film Exhibition in South India. In Making
Meaning in Indian Cinema, edited by Ravi Vasudevan. Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Jenkins, Henry. 1992. Textual Poachers: Television Fans and Participatory Culture. New
York: Routledge.

Juhasz, Alexandra. 1995. Aids TV: Identity, Community, and Allernative Video. Dur-
ham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

Katz, Elihu. 1g77. Can Authentic Cultures Survive New Media? journal of Communi-
cation (Spring): 113~21.

Kittler, Friedrich A. 19g9. Gramophone, Film, Typewriter. Translated and with intro-
duction by Geoffrey Winthrop-Young and Michael Wurtz. Stanford, Calif.: Stan-
ford University Press.

Kolar-Panov, Dona. 19g7. Video, War, and the Diasporic Imagination. London: Routledge.

Kottak, Conrad. 19go. Prime-Time Society: An Anthropological Analysis of Television and
Culture. Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Modern Anthropology Library.

Kuttab, Daoud. 19g3. Grass Roots TV Production in the Occupied Territories. In
Channels of Resistance: Global Television and Local Empowerment, edited by Tony Down-
munt. London: British Film Institute.

Lacan, Jacques. [1967] 1982. Ecrits. Translated by Alan Sheridan. New York: Norton.

Larkin, Brian. 19g7. Indian Films and Nigerian Lovers: Media and the Creation of
Parallel Modernities. Africa 67 (3): 406-39.

__ 2000. Hausa Dramas and the Rise of Video Culture in Nigeria. In Nigerian
Video Films, edited by Jonathan Haynes. Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press.

Lerner, Daniel. 1964. The Passing of Traditional Society. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.

Leuthold, Steven. 1998. Indigenous Aesthetics. Seattle: University of Washington Press.

Liebes, Tamar, and Elihu Katz. 19go. The Export of Meaning: Cross-Cultural Readings of
“Datlas.” New York: Oxford University Press.

Liechty, Mark. 19g94. Media, Markets and Modernization: Youth Identities and the
Experience of Modernity in Kathmandu, Nepal. In Youth Cultures: A Cross-Cultural




INTRODUCTION 31I

Perspective, edited by Vered Amit-Talai and Helena Wulff, pp. 166—201. London:
Routledge.

Illev, Roseanne. 1993. Claiming Identity: Film and Television in Hong Kong. His-
tory and Anthropology 6 (2-3): 261-92.

| wnkehaus, Nancy. 1995. The Sundance Filin Festival: Preliminary Notes towards an
l'thnography of a Film Festival. Visual Anthropology Review 12 (1): 19~29.

[ vons, Andrew P. 1ggo. The Television and the Shrine: Towards a Theoretical Model
lor the Study of Mass Communications in Nigeria. Visual Anthropology 3 (4):
129-50.

i vons, Harriet D. 19go. Television in Contemporary Urban Life: Benin City, Nige-
via. Visual Anthropology 3 (4): 411-28.

\lacDougall, David. 19g7. The Visual in Anthropology. In Rethinking Visual Anthro-
plogy, edited by Marcus Banks and Howard Morphy. New Haven, Conn.: Yale Uni-
versity Press.

——. 1998. Transculiural Cinema. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

\l.hon, Maureen. 2o00a. Black Like This: Race, Generation, and Rock in the Post—
Civil Rights Era. American Ethnologist 277 (2): 283-311.

. 2000b. The Visible Evidence of Cultural Producers. Annual Review of An-
thropology 29: 467-02.

\.inkekar, Purnima. 1ggga. National Texts and Gendered Lives: An Ethnography of
Television Viewers in a North Indian City. American Ethnologist 20 (3): 543-63.

. 1993b. Television Tales and a Woman's Rage: A Nationalist Recasting of Drau-
padi’s Disrobing. Public Culture 5, (3): 469—92.

. 1999. Screening Culture, Viewing Politics: An Ethnography of Television, Woman-
hood, and Nation in Postcolonial India. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

Manuel, Peter. 19g3. Cassetle Culture: Popular Music and Technology in North India.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Marcus, George. 19gs. Ethnography in/of the World System: The Emergence of Multi-
Sited Ethnography. Annual Review of Anthropology 24: 95-117.

. 1996. Introduction to Connected: Engagements with Media, edited by G. Mar-

cus, pp. 1-18. Late Editions 3. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

. 1998a. Ethnography through Thick and Thin. Princeton, N.j.: Princeton Uni-

versity Press.

. 1998b. The Uses of Complicity in the Changing Mise-en-Scene of Anthro-

pological Fieldwork. In Ethnography through Thick and Thin, pp. 105-31. Prince-

ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

, ed. 1997. Cultural Producers in Perilous States. Late Editions 4. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press. '

Marcus, George, and Michael Fischer. 1986. Anthropology as Cultural Critique: An Ex-
perimental Moment in the Human Sciences. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Marcus, George, and Fred Myers, eds. 19g5. Introduction to The Traffic in Culture:
Refiguring Anthropology and Art, pp. 1-51. Berkeley: University of California Press.



32 INTRODUCTION

Marks, Laura. 2000. The Skin of the Film: Intereultural Cinema, Embodiment, and the Senses.
Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

Martin-Barbero, J. 1988. Communication from Culture: The Crisis of the National
and the Emergence of the Popular. Media, Culture, and Society 10: 447-65.

. 1993. Communication, Culture, and Hegemony: From the Media to Mediations. Lon-
don: Sage.

Mauss, Marcel. 1g677. The Gift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies. Trans-
lated by Ian Cunnison, with an introduction by E. E. Evans-Pritchard. New York:
Norton.

McLagan, Meg. 1g9g6. Computing for Tibet: Virtual Politics in the Post-Cold War
Era. In Connected: Engagements with Media, edited by G. Marcus, pp. 159-94. Late
Editions 5. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

. 19g7. Mystical Visions in Manhattan: Deploying Cuiture in the Year of Ti-
bet. In Tibetan Culture in the Diaspora, edited by F. Korom. Vienna: Austrian Acad-
emy of Sciences.

McLuhan, Marshall. 1964. Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man. New York: New
American Library.

Mead, Margaret, and Rhoda Metraux. 1g53. The Study of Culture at a Distance. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Meadows, Michael, and Helen Molnar. 2001. Songlines to Satellites: Indigenous Commu-
nication in Australia, the South Pacific, and Canada. Leichardt, Australia: Pluto Press.

Meyer, Birgit. 1ggga. Popular Ghanaian Cinema and the African Heritage. Working
Paper no. 7, WOTRO-Project “Globalization and the Construction of Communal
Identities,” The Hague.

. 199gb. Blood Money. On the Attraction of Nigerian Movies in Ghana. Paper
presented to the Workshop on Religion and Media in Nigeria, School of Oriental
and African Studies, London. February.

Michaels, Eric. 1986. The Aboriginal Invention of Television in Central Australia: 1982—
1986. Canberra: Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies.

. 1994. Bad Aboriginal Art: Tradition, Media, and Technological Horizons. Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Michaels, Eric (with Frances Jupurrurla Kelly). 1984. The Social Organization of an
Aboriginal Video Workplace. Australian Aboriginal Studies 1: 26-34.

Miller, Daniel. 1gg2. The Young and the Restless in Trinidad: A Case of the Local
and the Global in Mass Consumption. In Consuming Technology, edited by R. Sil-
verstone and E. Hirsch. London: Routledge.

. 1995. Introduction: Anthropology, Modernity, Consumption. In Worlds
Apart: Modernity through the Prism of the Local, edited by D. Miller, pp. 1—23. Lon-
don: Routledge. :

Miller, Toby. 19g8. Hollywood and the World. In The Oxford Guide to Film Studies, edited
by J. Hill and P. C. Gibson, pp. 371-82. New York: Oxford University Press.

Miyoshi, Masao. 19g3. A Borderless World? From Colonialism to Transnationalism
and the Decline of the Nation-State. Critical Inquiry 19 (4): 726-51.



INTRODUCTION 33

Morley, David. 1986. Family Television: Cultural Power and Domestic Leisure. London:
Comedia.

—. 1992. Television, Audiences, and Cultural Studies. London: Routledge.

‘oo ley, David, and Kevin Robins. 1995. Spaces of Identity: Global Media, Flectronic Land-
wapes, and Cultural Boundaries. London: Routledge.

\thiasck, Rudolf. 1gg7. Let Us Become Radio Mechanics: Technology and National
ldlentity in Late-Colonial Netherlands East Indies. Comparative Studies in Society and
Hasiory 39 (1): 3-33%.

“..hey, Hamid. 1998. The Making of Exile Cultures: Iranian Television in Los Angeles. Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

< hiols, Bill. 19g4. Discovering Form, Inferring Meaning: New Cinemas and the Film
I'cstival Circuit. Fitm Quarterly 47 (3): 16-30.

Oing. Walter J. 1991. Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word. London:
Routledge.

vniner, Sherry, ed. 1999, The Fate of “Culture”: Geertz and Beyond. Berkeley: University
ol California Press.

I"+latella, John. 1998. Pictures of Us. Lingua Franca 8 (5): 50-57.

I'edelty, Mark. 1995. War Stories: The Culture of Foreign Correspondents. New York: Rout-
Tedge.

I"ndakur, Manjunath, and Radha Subramanyam. 19g6. Indian Cinema beyond Na-
tional Borders. In New Patterns in Global Television: Peripheral Vision, edited by J. Sin-
¢luir, E. Jacka, and S. Cunningham, pp. 69—82. London: Oxford University Press.

I'enley, Constance. 1997. Nasa/Trek: Popular Science and Sex in America. New York: Verso
Rooks.

I'lilipsen, Hans Henrik, and Birgitte Markussen, eds. 1995. Advocacy and Indigenous
Filinmaking. Aarhaus, Denmark: Intervention Press.

I"nney, Chris. 1997. Camera Indica: The Social Life of Indian Photographs. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

I"oster, Mark. 1990. The Mode of Information: Poststruciuralism and Sociai Context.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

I'owdermaker, Hortense. 1950. Hollywood, the Dream Factory. Boston: Grosset and
Dunlap.

———. 1967, Copper Town: Changing Africa; the Human Situation on the Rhodesian Cop-
perbelt. New York: Harper and Row.

I"ins, Harold. 198¢. American Indians and the Ethnocinematic Complex: From Na-
live Participation to Production Control. In Eyes across the Water, edited by R. Boon-
sijer Flaes, pp. 8o—go. Amsterdam: Het Spinhof.

——. 19975. The Paradox of Primitivism: Native Rights and the Problem of Imagery
in Cultural Survival Films. Visual Anthrepoelogy g (3—-4): 245—66.

I.ulway, Janice. 1984. Reading the Romance. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press.

. 1988. Reception Study: Ethnography and the Problems of Dispersed Audi-

cnces and Nomadic Subjects. Cultural Studies 2 (3): 359—76.




34 INTRODUCTION

Rajagopal, Arvind. 2001. Politics afier Television: Hindu Nationalism and the Reshaping
of the Public in India. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Riggins, Stephen Harold, ed. 1992. Ethnic Minority Media: An International Perspective.
London: Sage.

Robbins, Bruce, ed. 1993. The Phantom Public Sphere. Minneapolis: University of Min-
nesota Press.

Rocha, Glauber. 1987. The Aesthetics of Hunger. In Brazilian Cinema, edited by Ran-
dal Johnson and Robert Stam, pp. 97-112. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Rofel, Lisa. 1994. Yearnings: Televisual Love and Melodramatic Politics in Contem-

porary China. American Ethnologist 21 (4): 700-22.

Rony, Fatima. 1996. The Third Eye: Race, Cinema, and Ethnographic Spectacle. Durham:
Duke University Press.

Roth, Lorna. 2002. Something New in the Air: Indigenous Television in Canada. Montreal:
McGill Queens University Press.

Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland. 1951. Notes and Queries
on Anthropology. London: Routledge and K Paul.

Ruby, Jay. 1991 . Speaking for, Speaking about, Speaking with, or Speaking alongside:
An Anthropological and Documentary Dilemma. Visual Anthropology Review7 (2):
50-67. )

. 1995. The Moral Burden of Authorship in Ethnographic Film. Visual An-

thropology Review 11 (2): 83-93.

. 2000. Philosophical Toys: Explorations of Film and Anthropology. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

Russell, Catherine. 199q. Experimental Ethnography: The Work of Film in the Age of Video.
Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

Said, Edward. 1978. Orientalism. New York: Pantheon.

Salamandra, Christa. 19g8. Moustache Hairs Lost: Ramadan Television Serials and
the Construction of Identity in Damascus, Syria. Visual Anthropology, special issue
on Visual Culture in the Middle East, 10 (2—4): 227-46.

Schiller, Herbert. 1969. Mass Communications and American Empire. New York: Augustus
Kelley.

. 1g91. Not Yet the Post-Imperialist Era. Critical Studies in Mass Communication
8: 13—28.

Sen, Krishna. 19g4. Indonesian Cinema: Framing the New Order. London: Zed Books.

Shohat, Ella, and Robert Stam. 1994. Unthinking Eurocentrism: Multiculturalism and
the Media. New York: Routledge.

Silj, Alessandro. 1988. East of Dallas: The European Challenge to American Television. Lon-
don: British Film Institute.

Silverstone, Roger. 1985. Framing Science: The Making of a BBC Docwmentary. London:

‘British Film Institute.

. 1994. Television and Everyday Life. London: Routedge.

Silverstone, Roger, and Eric Hirsch, eds. 1992. Consuming Technologies: Media and In-
formation in Domestic Spaces. London: Routledge.




INTRODUGTION 35

“iuclair, John, 19g6. Mexico, Brazil, and the Latin World. In New Patierns in Global
Iidrvision: Peripheral Vision, edited by ]. Sinclair, E. Jacka, and S. Cunningham, pp.
13-06. London: Oxford University Press.

“uni Laiv, John, Elizabeth Jacka, and Stuart Cunningham, eds. 1996. New Patterns in
 obal Telvision: Peripheral Vision. London: Oxford University Press.

" use, Andrew. 199g. ‘ Negotiated Outcomes : An Ethnography of the Production and Con-
sumption of a BBC World Service Radio Soap Opera in Afghanistan. Ph.D. diss., Uni-
virsity College London, University of London.

“«w.linas, Fernando, and Octavio Gettina. 1g71. Towards a Third Cinema. Afterimage
-+ (summer): 16—-35.

s atnlnik, Debra. 19g3. Anthropology and the Mass Media. Annual Review of Anthro-
pology 22, Palo Alto, Calif.: Annual Reviews.

——. 1999a. Producing National Publics: Audience Constructions and the Electronic Me-
diet in Zambia. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

——. 199gb. Mediated Modernities: Encounters with the Electronic in Zambia.
Visual Anthropology Review 14 (2): 63-84.

——. 2001. Media Connections and Disconnections: Radio Culture and the Public Sphere
in Gambia. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

“ieherny-Mohammadi, Annabelle. 1996. The Global in the Local in International
Communications. In Mass Media and Society, (2d ed.), edited by J. Curran and M.
Gurevitch, pp. 177-20%. London: Edward Arnold.

S1ehberny-Mohammadi, Annabelle, and Ali Mohammadi. 19g4. Smail Media, Big Rev-
olution: Communication, Gulture, and the Iranian Revolution. Minneapolis: University
of Minneapolis Press.

sreberny-Mohammadi, Annabelle, Dwayne Winseck, Jim McKenna, and Oliver Boyd-
Barrett, eds. 1997. Media in Global Coniext: A Reader. London: Edward Arnold.

snllivan, Nancy. 1ggg. Film and Television Production in Papua New Guinea: How
Media Become the Message. Public Culture 5, (3): 533-56.

lechi, Jo. 1998. Radio Texture: Between Self and Others. In Material Cultures: Why
Some Things Matter, edited by D. Miller. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

lmissig, Michael. 1993. Mimesis and Alterity— A Particular History of the Senses. New York:
Routledge.

laylor, Lucien, ed. 1994. Visualizing Theory: Selected Essays from V.A.R., 1990-1994.
New York: Routledge.

I'homas, Nicholas. 1991. Entangled Objects: Exchange, Material Culture, and Colonialism
in the Pacific. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

l'omlinson, John. 1991. Cultural Imperialism: A Critical Introduction. London: Pinter.

. 1999. Globalization and Culture. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

{raube, Elizabeth. 1ggz. Dreaming Identities: Class, Gender, and Generation in 1 98o0s Hol-
lywood Movies. Boulder, Colo.: Westview.

'I'sing, Anna. 1994. Jn the Realm of the Diamond Queen. Princeton, N J.: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

‘Tsivian, Yuri. 19g4. Early Cinema in Russia and Its Cultural Reception. New York: Routledge.



36  INTRODUCTEON

Turner, Terence. 1gg1a. The Social Dynamics of Video Media in an Indigenous So-
ciety: The Cultural Meaning and the Personal Politics of Video-Making in Kayapo
Communities. Visual Anthropology Review 77 (2): 68—76.

. 1991b. Representing, Resisting, Rethinking: Historical Transformations of

Kayapo Culture and Anthropological Consciousness, In Colonial Situations, edited

by G. Stocking, pp. 285—413. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

. 1992. Defiant Images: The Kayapo Appropriation of Video. Anthropology To-

day 8 (6): 5—16.

. 1995. Anthropology and Multiculturalism: What Is Anthropology That Mul-

ticulturalists Should Be Mindfut of It? Cultural Anthropology 8 (4): 411—29.

. 1995. Representation, Collaboration, and Mediation in Contemporary
Ethnographic and Indigenous Media. Visual Anthropology Review 11 (2): 102=6.

Ukah, A.F-KA. 8. 2000. Advertising God: Nigerian Christian Video Films and the
Power of Consumer Culture. Paper presented to “Consultation on Media, Reli-
gion and Culture in Africa,” GIMPA, Ghana, May.

Vail, Pegi. 1997. Producing America: The Native American Producer’s Alliance. Mas-
ter’s thesis, New York University.

Weatherford, Elizabeth. 1ggo. Natve Visions: The Growth of Indigenous Media. Aper-
ture 19 (5): 53-61. ‘

Weiner, Annette. 19g92. Inalienable Possessions: The Paradox of Keeping-While-Giving.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Weiner, James. 1g97. Televisualist Anthropelogy: Representation, Aesthetics, Politics.
Current Anthropology 38 (2): 197-236.

Wilk, Richard. 19g4. Colonial Time and TV Time: Television and Temporality in Be-
lize. Visual Anthropology Review 10 (1): g4-102.

Williams, Raymond. 1y974. Television: Technology and Cultural Form. New York: Schocken.

Worth, Sol. 1g80. Margaret Mead and the Shift from “Visual Anthropology” to “The
Anthropology of Visual Communication.” Studies in Visual Communication 6: 15-22.

Worth, Sol, John Adair, and Richard Chalfen. [1942] 1997. Through Navajo Eyes, with
a new introduction, afterword, and notes by R. Chalfen. Albuquerque: University
of New Mexico Press. ‘

Wortham, Erica Cusi. 2000. News from the Mountains: Redefining the Televisual Bor-
ders of Qaxaca. In Sphere 2000. New York: World Studio Foundation.

Yang, Mayfair Mei-hui. 1gg4. Film Discussion Groups in China: State Hegemony or
a Plebian Public Sphere? Visual Anthropology Review 10 (1): 477-bo.




Media Worlds

“The Consumers,” 1984, by Michael Leunig {Courtesy Michael Leunig)



