Chapter Two

Television and anthropology: towards a clearer picture
For most people there are only two places in the world - where they live and their television set.  

Don DeLillo, White Noise

Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to outline some of the many approaches that can be employed in the study of television and to argue for a context based analysis of the act of viewing.  

Television is a leading object in the contemporary world - an object, institution and practice interpellated by financial, global and national factors.  Television sets are commonplace domestic objects in settings as disparate as the locations that they themselves display.  Television programmes create common links between people, providing topics of conversation, shared experience, and frames of reference.  Television networks, national or pan-regional, create massive communities of viewers, imagined communities across disparate social, geographic and political settings.  Occasionally, they bring the televised world together, for a sporting event, a wedding or a funeral.  A child in front of the television set travels the world before she is allowed out of the house (Meyrowitz 1985: 238).  Televisions are purveyors of images, household termini through which viewers embark and information disembarks.  Televisions act as a link between people in a city, or region or country; they join a household to the wider world wherever that may be.  Televisions deliver commercial messages direct to the home, creating consumers of viewers with their images of desire.  Programmes create needs, show other lives, styles and ways of being.  Some view television as a glorified shopping mall, others a tool for education, a baby-sitter or time waster.  For others, television acts as a point of contact to a distant world, a friend, someone to talk to in moments of boredom or solitude.  Those more politically focused might see television as a handmaiden of imperialist, capitalist forces - a peddler of political and commercial ideology.  Consequently some countries seek to limit what their citizens can watch fearing a deluge of distracting and harmful foreign influence.  

In the house, as someone in Varanasi once said, television is like another member of the family: an unnoticed addition to the household furniture, a reassuring glow in the corner and a technology inculcated into the web of family relations.  Its farrago of images can be ignored, resisted, abhorred or adored.  It can be a friendly, interactive clock, marking mornings from evenings, Mondays from Tuesdays, inscribing corporate and national life on the household routine.  Televisions can reiterate the solidarity of the house, when all sit down to watch a favourite programme together.  They create fights, when people refuse to accede to others’ demands.  Televisions are objects around which rooms are planned, meals cooked, routines organised.  Television is a symbol of existence, a signal that people are in the house, and that the house is in the world.  

Given the range of meanings that television can hold, the links it can make and the diverse ways in which it is received or employed in different cultural settings this type of introduction seems a legitimate way to begin, an act of self-defence and a signal of intention.  The defence: that the television set, its programmes and viewers are implicated in an infinite realm of contexts that cannot be evoked in any other way.  The intent: to try, within this chapter, and beyond, to conjure up a framework which will allow for a discussion of some of these contexts.  One writer has noted that radios, in their early existence in Britain, were often viewed as an ‘unruly guest’ (Moores 1988: 23).  Television is my unruly, but invited guest, and this section will outline the way in which I seek to tame and explain it.  

The introduction was suggestive of the ways in which television is, at one and the same time, object and medium, that the practice of viewing can take a range of forms, and that numerous institutions and ideologies are involved in the production, dissemination and regulation of television programming.  Any analytical frame must therefore try to simultaneously capture these various attributes.

From all the conceptual and theoretical perspectives available, my research experience and practice has inevitably guided my employment of heuristic tools.  Principally, I sought to concentrate on the settings in which television viewing took place.  This study is therefore one more concerned with televisual contexts than televisual texts and develops from the conviction that an ethnographic study of television should be concerned with the nature and meanings of the activity, rather than with the meanings of texts as understood outside of this activity.  It will be argued that television watching is a socially constituted practice moulded by the contexts in which it occurs.  By framing an account of television viewing in this way it is possible to highlight the cross-cultural variability (cf. Lull 1988), and the historically specific nature of such practice.  

In short, I sketch out an “analysis of the specific relationships of particular audiences to particular types of media content which are located within the broader framework of an analysis of media consumption and domestic ritual” (Morley 1992: 276-7).  Attention to television content is made in terms of the context of viewing.  The programmes are important, but I argue that the nature of viewing and reception by the north Indian joint family household is predicated on this particular organisational form.  The household is imagined in terms of the gendered, generational and kinship patterns which define its members’ relations to each other, to the internal spaces of the house and the outside, and the temporality of daily life.  

This chapter is organised in the following way.  It begins by considering literature on technology with the objective of framing technology, broadly speaking, within its social context.  The aim is to draw attention to the ways in which technology is impacted by society.  We often assume that “technology has developed a power so completely of its own making that it overrides human participation” (Gutman 1982: 2).  This section seeks to show how social engagement with technology is crucial in determining its form, function and implications in any given cultural context.  The development of television as a national institution and a household practice illustrates the impact of society on technology.  

Attention is then turned to communication technologies, and television in particular.  It is argued that, on the whole, media have been analysed in terms of their content.  Insights from medium theorists, as opposed to content analysts, can encourage a focus on media as environments rather than in terms of their content.  A consideration of the development of television studies takes issue with the content based focus of such research and, by discussing recent movements towards contextual accounts of media use as a practice, marks out space for an anthropology of television.  

The question of technology: the case of television  

Answering the question of effects on society of a particular technology requires one to have a good theory of how that society works.  The simplicity of the question is misleading.  Answering it properly will often require an understanding of the overall dynamics of a society, and it is thus one of the most difficult, rather than one of the easiest, questions to answer.

(Mackenzie and Wajcman 1985: 6-7, original emphasis).
The narrative of Western historiography is, to a large degree, that of technological innovation.  The ‘Ages of Man’ are those of progressive technical development, moving humans from the Stone age, to the Iron, Steam and Information Ages (Pfaffenberger 1992: 494).  Technology is, in this estimation, the driving force of history and divorced from its actual applications and uses.  In Williams’ view this amounts to an ideology, a “way of interpreting general change through a displaced and abstracted cause” (1974: 119).  

Technological determinism holds that, “technology impinges on society from outside of society” (Mackenzie and Wajcman 1985: 4).  It is a view which obscures the social, political and economic factors which lie behind the invention and uses of technology.  Technology appears to have its own logic, internal to itself and external to its creators.  In this view, we are governed by technology, it is a deus ex machina, a Frankenstein’s monster that controls its creators.  Rather than see the use of technology as a cause of change, technology itself becomes the prime causal factor.  

Such a view of the world, and the instruments of change that drive it, have to some extent been internalised and permeate both popular and academic accounts of technology and/or social change.  However, recent attempts to write against the grain of such technological determinism have argued that we should consider two aspects of technology and its effects (Lemonnier 1992; MacKenzie and Wajcman 1985; Pfaffenberger1992).  In the first instance, attention should be directed to the ways in which social forces lie behind technological innovation, and in the second, consideration should be paid to the manner in which social forces affect the ways in which a technology is used.  On both counts we should consider the “social shaping of technology” (MacKenzie and Wajcman 1985).  

Technology can be understood in a broad sense, to include the human body, ploughs, writing, trains and televisions.  The first of these examples, the body, appears most out of place.  However, as Marcel Mauss argued, the body is the “first and most natural technical object” (1973: 75) and the one that is most clearly inscribed upon by those that create, decorate, refine and legislate over it.  His observations have created room for various thinkers to consider the body as a prime site of culture (Bourdieu 1977), and the forces that seek to control it (Foucault 1977).  It is a recognition of the social and cultural impact on this technical object that is at the heart of recent attempts to think less about what technology does to humans and more about what we do to technology.  If we accept that the body is a technology, and that society, politics and economy shape it, then the acknowledgement that other technologies are impacted by a reason that is as ‘cultural’ as it is ‘practical’ will not be demanding.  

Writers such as Lemonnier (1992) and Latour (1993) have written about the process of technological creation or invention.  Innovations are represented by media and professional discourses as applications of science, of reason overcoming human needs.  However, their work highlights how other more arbitrary forces, cultural and social, and more urbane interests are at work in the creation of technology, be it household or other.  Detailing the production of ‘highly technical’ products such as jumbo jets, Lemonnier (1992: 19) argues that “the technical options of engineers...are clearly influenced by representations, beliefs, and ideas which have little to do with basic scientific, technological or even economic logic”.  Need and function assume a secondary importance in the process of technological innovation and creation.  The social forces at play in the creation of technology are obscured by discourses that hide the humdrum aspects of technological innovation and instead present technological innovation as the application of pure science to human need.  

The case of television offers an example of the social and political forces which lie behind technological creation and application.  As Raymond Williams notes, “radio and television...were developed for transmission to individual homes, though there was nothing in the technology to make this inevitable” and that “unlike all previous communication technology, radio and television were systems primarily devised for transmission and reception as abstract processes, with little or no definition of preceding content” (1974: 23-5).  His argument here is twofold:  he shows that radio and television were not devised to fulfil any ‘need’ or master function, this was sought for them once the technology had been developed.  Secondly, radio and television (in Britain) were seized upon at a specific historical juncture for the purposes of propagating social welfare values in a Reithian public service model.

The previous chapter detailed some of the political motives underlying the expansion of the National network in India.  We can recall the words of committee members who asked whether the Delhi-centric focus of television programming was the “inevitable result” of the technology being employed.  The development of a ‘National network’ was circumscribed by political and ‘national’ agendas which overrode consideration as to the actual content, beyond that which accorded with Indira Gandhi’s needs.  Similarly, the political economy of television in the late 1980s and 1990s has driven the organisation of services and programme production.  These factors are not technological but speak of the political and economic environment within which the institution of television has developed both inside and outside India.  

While MacKenzie and Wajcman demonstrate the social shaping of technology in various domains they are weakest in discussing how ‘use’ is itself an important factor.  This represents a lacuna since they are quick to point out that technology refers to human activities as well as objects (1985: 3).  It is the uses to which technology is put which most clearly articulate the social shaping of it, in particular historical and cultural settings.  

The processes through which television became a domestic medium of entertainment, how its uses were learnt, is best outlined by Spigel discussing America in the 1950s (1990; 1992).  Her work describes how post-war families learnt to live with television as a household object and medium.  She describes some of the suspicions that families harboured and some of the resources through which they were encouraged to incorporate television into home and life.  Advertisements and features in women’s magazines created discursive rules for thinking about television and ‘serving suggestions’ for its use.  Images of domestic space in such advertisements were important because they allowed people to see how television might fit into their own home.

The introduction of television into family life was not without hesitations on the part of parents.  There were concerns about where the television should be put, who would watch what, with whom and when.  The television had to be represented as an object that would sit comfortably within the social fabric of post-war American family life.  An interaction between pre-existing social forms and a new technology is at the centre of this process of accommodation.  At times the television models produced reflected this: a set with dual screens was advertised, sending the message that television did not have to be a divisive household object and could instead lead to a more cohesive, though differentially satisfied, family.  An oven with built-in television screen reflected the gendered divisions of household labour and offered women the ability to cook and watch.  Technological innovation intimately reflects the cultural and social settings to which is addressed.  

What it is necessary to appreciate for any technology is that a dialectic is at work between society and that technology.  Political and economic factors are often important in determining what form a technology takes (MacKenzie and Wajcman 1985).  And the subsequent use and development of the technology is intimately effected by social forces.  Society and technology interact in what might be termed a socio-technological system.  

This is not to argue that technology does not shape society, but rather that it is important to consider the manner in which its creation and uses are themselves shaped by society.  These two points must be raised prior to the question of effect.  Once it is accepted that society shapes technology and that the uses of technology are also shaped by society, the proposition that technology  causes an effect of type 1 must be reconsidered within the frame of a much wider range of factors.  For, as Williams argues in respect of communication technologies, “if [they are] the cause, all other causes, all that men ordinarily see as history, are at once reduced to effects” (1974: 127).

Therefore effects cannot be seen as preordained by the type of technology which is adopted.  As Schaniel argues:

the process of adopting and adapting introduced technology...does not imply that introduced technology does not lead to change, but the change is not preordained by the technology adapted...the process of technological adaptation is one where the introduced technology is adopted to the social processes of the adopting society, and not vice versa (cited in Pfaffenberger 1992: 511).  

Although the use of television might appear to be uniform and preordained by its technological characteristics, a cross-cultural account of television can show that this is far from the case.  This is not to discount the possibility that the American ‘couch potato’ might equate with the Indian ‘couch pakora’ (apologies to Lutgendorf 1995) but to contend that the remainder of this thesis will demonstrate that the social and cultural settings into which television arrived and has developed in Varanasi are inseparable from its subsequent use and potential impacts.  

To anticipate my arguments we shall see that the nature of, and ideas about, the joint family, relations patterned by conjugality and affinity, gender and generation are all implicated in the uses and reception of television within the households of Varanasi.  Historically and culturally specific ideas about domesticity and public space are also implicated in the ways in which television has been appropriated by the families I encountered.  The idiom of darshan, seeing, and the hierarchies between people that this presumes, inflect patterns of access to the television and particular genres of programming.  In the context of increased foreign programming, the idiom of sharm, shame, plays an important role in the organisation of family viewing.  

To sum up, the one-way traffic typical of technological determinism (technology determines the shape of society and has the same effects in all social settings) can be replaced by an appreciation of the flows between the technology and society.  Rather than see the technology as the cause of all change, we can consider questions about the uses and varieties of technology in any social setting, and then begin to think about the question of its effects.  

Information or communication technologies: Content or medium?

Effective study of the media deals not only with content of media but with the media themselves and the total cultural environment within which the media function (McLuhan 1995[1969]: 236).

The question of technology and its effects is most often posed in discussions about communications technology.  Following the ‘Ages of Man’ typology, this is the Information Age in which communications technologies are responsible for the generation, storage, and dissemination of information, in greater quantities and at higher velocity than in any previous historical epoch.

The questions asked about television (by scholars and audiences) have largely avoided the medium itself especially when the objective has been to delineate the effects.  Instead, the focus has traditionally been on the content that the medium carries with the assumption that a medium is a “neutral delivery system” (Meyrowitz 1985: 15).  The tendency has been therefore to see the effects as a function of the text, message or content, rather than the effect (following the section above) as a product of an interaction between social and technological forms.  This is particularly the case with television where the question of effects on children is posed in terms of content (e.g., on-screen violence leads to violent children).  However this is only half the story, as Medrich notes: “The effects of television content are often thought to be the principal problem, but television’s role as constant background to daily life may culturally prove to have greater significance” (cited in Morley 1992: 166).

Medium analysts argue that it is the media environment, not the media content, which affects social life.  This proposition was most forcefully (and cryptically) argued by McLuhan who suggested that “‘the medium is the message’ because it is the medium that shapes and controls the scale and forms of human associations” (1994 [1964]: 9).  Whether talking about televisions, printed books or hieroglyphic tablets, McLuhan was concerned by the media apart from their content.  

In this respect McLuhan’s work occupied similar theoretical territory to that of Goody (1968; 1977) and Ong (1982), although it was only Ong that explicitly accepted the McLuhanite axiom that media are powerful shapers of culture and consciousness.  Their debates about the relation between political, social and mental organisation, and forms of communication technology, show less concern with the what and more with the how of communication.  Anderson’s (1983) work on the origins of nationalism inhabits a similar theoretical position.  His notion of simultaneity is unimaginable without print, although he is less concerned by the content of the books and more with the potentialities of movable type.

In the light of our discussion about technological determinism, it can be argued that the medium theorists, especially those in the McLuhanite vein, endorse a position of causality in which the means of communication wholly shape culture or personality.  Others, such as Goody, conclude that media of communication are important contributors to, or factors enabling, social change.  Parry (1985) takes issue with this position, arguing that the features of social and mental life which Goody (1977) assigns to literacy do not hold good for traditional Hindu India.  Instead, he suggests, the ‘cognitive conservatism’ which Goody suggests is a feature of literate culture is displayed in an oral religious culture orientated towards inter-theoretic competition, another aspect of literate culture in Goody’s model (ibid.: 201).  The benefit of Parry’s article is therefore to provide a cautionary tale for those who seek to adopt a determinist approach towards communication media as environments which engender particular forms of social life.  He shows that what Goody regards as features of literacy can be found in oral cultures.  

However, the suggestion that media constitute environments, rather than neutral conduits of information is a valuable one.  Therefore, some attention should be focused on the form of communication apart from specific messages.  The invisibility of the media environment makes attention to messages (the more tangible element of communication) more readily accessible and attractive to examine than the environment itself.  However, it is the form or nature of a medium that is more instrumental in patterning social life especially because it has a quality of invisibility.  As McLuhan put it, fish do not know of the existence of water until beached.  

From the perspective of medium theorists the term ‘media studies’, in its usual sense, is clearly a misnomer because the media are a peripheral aspect of investigation.  Instead of investigating the media, their particular characteristics and the environments in which they are used, the overbearing orientation of media studies has been with the textual characteristics of the medium.  And, as I have suggested, popular reaction to media is most often organised around their texts: violent programmes or pornographic web-sites.  Rarely is the media environment considered as important in its own right.  Much of the debate about television encountered in Varanasi was concerned with the content of television in the new media environment.  I have not ignored this fact but have sought to consider the place of television within homes as a medium not just a disseminator of texts.   

However some of the earliest accounts of mass media concentrated on the nature of the medium, particularly its mass nature, but it can be argued that this criticism of mass culture was an attack on content by proxy.  By targeting the messenger the message was attacked.  The most famous proponents of the mass culture critique were Adorno and Horkheimer (1977) in whose theory the messages of all powerful texts are accepted by passive unreflective audiences.  In this hypodermic model, where “the product prescribes every reaction” (ibid.: 361), the contents of the syringe-like medium enters the audience directly.  Two key assumptions were being made here: namely that the message was wholly undesirable in itself and would lead to an homogeneous and undifferentiated society.  Further, that nothing mediates between the message and the viewer, that is, all individuals are the same, share the same biographies and concerns, and therefore consume, in unadulterated form, the same mass mediated message.

The restatement of variants of this mass culture thesis, in which the medium is equated with the content and both are considered as negative influences, was not hard to find in Varanasi.  It was often suggested that television or cinema was for other lower forms of existence.  There is a general ambivalence about cinema and other mass mediated forms, the former considered fit for the ‘other’, the undifferentiated mass (cf. Dickey 1993: 42-3; 141-2).  Publicly cinema going was often disavowed, privately people admitted to being addicted to films.  

Mass cultural forms were stigmatised in a way which was about more than mere content, and not just by cultural patrons of more ‘traditional’ or esoteric arts, though they are more vociferous in their criticisms.  Judgements about content often turned out to be judgements about the medium.  In the most extreme form some would argue that even the mythological stories were demeaned when they were shown on television.  Evidently the more complex question of the class-based nature of cultural distinctions is at play here (cf. Bourdieu 1984), and this is revisited below.

At this point it is necessary to acknowledge that the medium plays an ambiguous part in accounts about mass media.  In popular accounts of media, and not just in India, the medium itself is often singled out for attention in a way which suggests the content not the media is being attacked.  However, since the mass society thesis was revised, critiques and studies of television have, historically, favoured attention to the content rather than the medium.  This has led to detailed criticisms of television programming and research which sought to locate televisual effects within texts.

I have suggested that our attention must be focused on the historical and social circumstances in which technology is created and used.  And, having considered insights which medium theories offer into television, it remains to summarise critically the dominant currents in television analysis.  The intention is to mark out a space from which an anthropology of television can operate.  It is important to chart these textualist works, if only to establish foundations, because they have been central to television research but it should be recognised that ethnographic methods may have something different to offer.  

Towards an anthropology of television: from text to context

Spitulnik has written that “there is as yet no ‘anthropology of mass media’” (1993: 293), which is not to say, as she recognises, that there is a paucity of theories about mass media.  Her diagnosis, to date still more or less correct, is all the more pointed since mass mediation is one cultural form that is precipitating a general rethink as to what anthropology should concern itself with.  As she, and many other writers across a range of disciplines are noting, “mass media themselves have been a contributing force in these processes of cultural and disciplinary deterritorialization” (ibid.).  At the same time the challenge is to incorporate mass media into the complexities of everyday life.  

Two immediate questions arise: can anthropology add to understandings of television generated in other disciplines and to what extent can it provide a special theoretical or practical handle on mass media?  It is in order to answer these questions that we must navigate a course through some of the text based approaches to media analysis, before recommending that the space which anthropology is best suited to inhabit concerns the contexts of media use rather than the content of media.  

The history of mass media research is one of pendulum swings from audience dependency to agency, from ideology to ‘semiotic democracy’ (Curran 1990), audience passivity to activity (cf. Morley 1995).  Where audiences were once mindless dupes now they find scope for resistance and pleasure.  Where a text once encoded ruling class ideology now there is semiotic polysemy.  Perhaps the most striking resemblance between media theory and socio-political economy was the conjunction, in the 1980s, of free market models in which consumers reigned supreme.  The vocabulary here, as it was for the ideologues of the era, was of consumer choice, freedom and expression.  In this respect the history of media theory represents something akin to an ideological weather vane moving with the spirit of the times
.

From the mass culture thesis of Adorno and Horkheimer grew the sociology of mass persuasion and the ‘uses and gratifications’ approach.  The former questioned the unbroken link between text and effects and established audience responses as the key to measuring effect.  Hereafter, audience response became the major methodological component of future research (Morley 1992: 48).  What emerged was a more qualified view of mass media power, in which effects were considered in terms of what came between the medium and the audience (Morley 1995: 298).  The process of communication became the object of study.  

In time, this approach evolved into the more subtle ‘uses and gratifications’ theory, which, succinctly stated, asked what people do to media, rather than vice versa.  Rather than see the text as monovalent it was recognised through empirical work, which grew in complexity, that media messages could be variably responded to or interpreted (Morley 1995: 300).  It was this variability of response and interpretation that earlier theories had discounted.  In general ‘uses and gratifications’ theory, with some deviation, criticism and further theorisation has become foundational in the study of mass media and their audiences.

A more nuanced version of the uses and gratifications approach, one which employs ethnographic insight, is typified by Mankekar (1993a & b).  In analysing the responses of viewers to programmes on the Indian National network she outlines the ‘uses’ to which mainly female viewers put such televisual fare.  She charts what they are able to do with such texts and in so doing she constructs, perhaps in her own image, household viewers as concerned textual critics.  They are ‘readers’ of texts rather than casual watchers of television snatching moments of programmes when they are able to.  She argues that “intimate engagement with Draupadi’s disrobing enabled them to rupture hegemonic constructions of Indian womanhood”, and later she writes that the disrobing “compelled them to confront and theorize their emotional, financial and sexual vulnerabilities” (1993a: 479, emphasis mine).  

I cite this study not to deny its many insights (about which more below) but to remark on the ambiguous fashion in which such scholars themselves negotiate their texts, televisual and other.  Here, the televisual text is enabling and compelling female viewers, creating scope for a critique and forcing them to confront their positions as Indian women.  The power and the freedom are within the text, but what remains under-theorised is the extent to which the concerns of the analyst and her search for “viewers’ active negotiations” are obscuring the more mundane aspects of television viewing.  The reader is left asking to what extent these really are the viewers’ interpretations.  

Hall’s seminal article on encoding and decoding (1973) prefigures the textual orientation that was set to dominate work on television for several years.  Hall argued for consideration of the meanings encoded within texts and viewers’ abilities to decode them; the varying codes (or repertoires) that different sections of an audience have at their disposal.  A theoretical approach of this nature is adopted by Katz and Liebes (1990) in their study of cross-cultural readings of Dallas.  They approach the question of the meaning of Dallas to Moroccan, Russian, Israeli and Japanese viewers through their retelling of episodes.  Hall’s original model allowed for acceptance, resistance to or rejection of the encoded meanings based on the class position of the viewer.  Through analysis of retellings and discussions.  Katz and Liebes place ‘readings’ within a modified version of Hall’s three-way model.  

Hall’s work led to consideration of the manner in which ‘texts’ positioned the spectator.  For the ‘Screen theory’ of the 1970s the task was one of analysing the manner in which texts interpellate, or hail ‘readers’ (cf. Morley 1992: 60-64; Morley 1995: 303).  Having secured the ‘reader’ in a particular subject position, ideology, be it patriarchal or ruling class, could be successfully transferred.  For adherents to this theory, there was no significant struggle between the ‘reader’ and text: the subject position of the ‘reader’ was predetermined by the text.  ‘Screen theory’ represents the apogee of the text based accounts of mass media.  

I have placed ‘reader’ in inverted commas to draw attention to a particular form of activity that such theories are assuming in the practice of television watching.  That is, they concerned interpretation, usually of a specific programme by an individual viewer.  In such textual accounts there is no channel surfing, no television dinners, no conversation around the set (and therefore no possibility that interpretative communities of viewers may exist), rather there is intense, and more or less solitary, cerebral activity on the part of viewers.

An account of television viewing in the domestic realm that employs any type of qualitative method, will quickly portray the act of viewing as different from the version presupposed by textual models.  Instead, it will appear as a reflection and product of the domestic domain: the viewing of men and women, young and old will vary, according to time of day and types of programme available.  Without locating television viewing within “the specific semantics of the everyday” (Bausinger 1984), the act of viewing becomes generalised and essentialised.  The man who puts the television on to avoid his wife is unlikely to be ‘interpellated’ to the same degree as another more intentioned viewer.  Grossberg (1987: 36) sums up the indifference of television viewing and the weakness it creates in textual theories of media: 

Critics...fail to face the consequences of the limited concentration or interpretative activity invested in television...[they] continue to speak as though all the values they can read in the text are somehow magically inscribed upon the minds of the viewer.

In the face of such criticism the simple but important question of ‘What does television watching actually involve?’ must be asked.  How television is watched is the question that my analysis poses above any other and one that opens up possibilities for an anthropology of television.

A space for the anthropology of television

The space for an anthropology of television is cleared by the recognition that attention to the text is insufficient in itself and that the meaning of television viewing is to be found in its actual practice.  The tendency of media studies has been to shift the problematic of meaning between the text and the reader but the actual conditions of watching have largely been ignored.  Even sensitive accounts (e.g., Morley 1980) have removed viewers from their natural settings for the purpose of interviews and discussions
.  

The comments of Grossberg were not a call for qualitative methodology, but for more realistic assessments about the reality of viewing.  However, they did provide grounds for invoking the total social environment in which viewing occurs.  Following Bausinger (1984), Grossberg questioned many of the assumptions in textual accounts: does watching television involve sitting down, does switching the set on signal intent to actually watch it, do people intently gaze at, or distractedly glance at the screen?  In short, what else is going on around television sets and in the spaces where they are watched?  How does viewing fit into the warp and woof of everyday life?

Once the actual context of viewing is invoked a much larger social field is opened up for analysis.  If the structure and dynamics of daily life within households are considered as the context of television viewing, then questions of power, gendered divisions of labour, issues of access and control can be reappraised.  For example, the idea that television is watched in an uninterrupted and concentrated manner, can be framed within questions about power relations in the domestic sphere (Seiter 1989: 234).  The assumption of individual readers of televisual texts can be replaced by questions about how different family members bring different interpretative repertoires to the set and how these play out in the act of viewing.  The asocial, ahistorical “textual determinism” that constructed the viewer as a prisoner of the text (Ang 1989: 99), can be replaced by the recognition that audience activity is “embedded in a network of ongoing cultural practices and relationships” (ibid.: 101).

Framing television within household life enables greater sensitivity to variations in households, their size, structure, economic and educational resources and how these might impact on the practice of viewing.  Viewing can be approached as one amongst many other practices enmeshed within the symbolic and material spaces of a household.  The meaning of viewing can be apprehended outside of the narrowly defined televisual text, and begin to include ideas about inter-texuality and household communication.  The posters of television stars, or everyday discussions about the ‘real’ and ‘reel’ lives of characters in favourite serials are as much a part of the television experience as the watching of programmes.  In fact, the way that these permeate to those that have little contact with the programmes compels us to further rethink the narrow textuality of prior television research.  

In short, the world of television extends far beyond the screen and its immediate environs.  A single television set can influence the whole organisation of a household: its meal times, daily communications and interactions, and the uses of available space.  The television is part of the overall structure and dynamics of a household and feeds into these.  We can only hope to understand television and its consequences if we think about it within the context of its total social environment.  Particular programmes and their temporality are important (cf.  Scannell 1988: 15-31) but must be considered in the context of the household and its relations with the neighbourhood and the world.  

A space for an anthropology of television therefore opens up at the point where the textuality of television can no longer be assumed to be of primary significance and where the insights of medium theorists force us to consider the social and communicative environment that media engender.  Television is not just a mechanism through which texts are pumped into households, wherein viewers have more or less ability to decode, interpret, resist, negotiate or contest, but is a technology that is part of the social fabric of the domestic sphere (Silverstone 1994: 78-103).

Television: a technology in and of the home 

Now that we have moved beyond the text, it is necessary to think about some of the contexts in which television is situated in the domestic domain with the intention of pointing to the complexity of the media space that the household represents and of which television is a part.  The work of Silverstone (1994) is most useful in this regard because he draws out two complementary yet discrete aspects of television: that it is a domestic object and a medium: 

As an object it is bought and incorporated into the culture of the household for its aesthetic and functional characteristics, and it is displayed (or hidden) in the public or private spaces of the household, and collectively or individually used.  As an object the television becomes both an element in a national and international communication network and the symbol of its domestic appropriation.  As a medium, through the structure and contents of its programming as well as through the mediation of public and private spheres more broadly, it draws the members of the household into a world of public and shared meanings as well as providing some of the raw material for the forging of their own private, domestic culture (Silverstone 1994: 83).

The television as an object is incorporated within the household’s spatial and aesthetic schema and marks out household spaces and their uses.  The television as a medium is part of, and partly constitutive of daily life.  Its schedules signal certain times of the day, the imminent family meal or bedtime argument.

The television as an object can mark out spaces as shared or private.  The physical space that a television occupies in a house may speak of the importance that it holds in its owners’ eyes as both an object and an activity.  A television placed in an internal, private room may speak of the desire of its owners to restrict viewing to family members, to be seen to relegate it to a place of relative unimportance.  A television, embellished and put centre stage in a room may pronounce the importance that its owners accord it, the possible centrality of it in their lives, as object and activity.  Televisions, before they are even switched on, have massive communicative powers.  

The viewing of television is enmeshed within an elaborate set of domestic practices which cannot be disaggregated from its spatial location or the social relations which embody this space.  A television mediates programmes and by so doing mediates between people.  The resolution of the viewing demands of those present, or their negation, depends on where the set is, who is in the room, what time it is, and what is on television.  It demands attention or attending to.  People may pretend to watch to avoid domestic obligations or interactions (cf. Bausinger 1984), or pretend not to watch to avoid embarrassment.

The viewing of television, contrary to what textual accounts may have us believe, is often a shared activity not the preserve of a lone individual.  Within the group of viewers power is unevenly distributed.  Some may control what is watched, others know that their place is not to argue with such decisions.  Some may feel obliged to sit tolerantly through a programme, others know that they can vociferously complain.  

The complexity of the social setting in which television is most frequently implicated, the household, can be viewed in terms of the relationships in that household, of its spaces and temporality.  Relationships of conjugality, between siblings and parents, or amongst siblings, are played out in front of the set and express cohesion or dispersal, authority and submission, freedom and constraint on the part of the viewers.  The televisual relationships (though they are not just televisual) are conducted in differential domestic spaces that are restrictive or expansive, highly differentiated (a family viewing room or a room for children) or undifferentiated.  Similarly the temporal dis-/organisation, routines or chaos of the house play a role in this social setting and its use of television (Silverstone 1994: 33).  By focusing on a household, with particular daily routines and inhabiting particular spaces, it is possible to consider the ways in which it incorporates television into its daily life which, in itself, is a good way of understanding the family system as a whole.

The domestic sphere in the present work is largely that of the north Indian joint family.  Such families, and their houses and routines, display a similar degree of complexity to those indicated in the abstract above.  What this particular approach to family life and television allows in the Indian context is the scope to further understand the functioning of the joint family.  It is an assumption of this work that the joint family, although a resilient and enduring social form, is not a static unchanging entity.  Nor has it ever been.  By approaching the joint family ‘through’ the television screen it is possible to consider the context into which television has entered, and in which it must be accommodated, and more significantly, to consider the ways in which relations between family members may be reevaluated around the television.  To anticipate two aspects of my argument illustrating this claim: the increasing frequency of television sets in dowry prestation and their subsequent placement in conjugal bedrooms signifies, at least spatially, a certain readjustment of this marital dyad within the joint family (although much more can be said).  Secondly, relations between brothers and their wives, characterised by relations of avoidance and joking, render shared family viewing problematic.  That it happens suggests a certain realignment or negotiation of relations between such family members.  

Goodman (1983) has argued that television may be as good a way to understand family life and its interactions as food might once have been.  There is scope for discussing the family through a combination of the two, or at least thinking through some parallels.  The following section operates as a prelude to later, and more detailed consideration of parallels and interconnections between television, hearths and food in the household.  Here the objective is to suggest ways in which ethnographic observation and analysis of the culinary domain can provide a point of departure for an ethnographic account of television in households.  

Television and the hearth: televisual politics and gastro-politics

Thinking about television and viewing in terms of food can involve more than the observation that people have ‘television dinners’ and that both involve acts of consumption.  

Approaching television as a social practice...is in some ways like observing how people take meals.  Meals are ubiquitous, routine, domestic events that embody subtle ideologies of providence and sociality, apply complex rhetorics of arrangement and display, and stage occasions for a great variety of special comportment (Saenz 1994: 584)

Therefore, if we are seeking for fresh ways in which to think about television as a social practice of the household, food can offer a good way in.  Both are apparently straightforward activities.  Television watching, like eating is quotidian, ‘ritual’, altered for the benefit of guests, it iterates gendered and generational relations, and speaks of the educational and cultural resources of the household.  Both are acts of consumption which go some way to defining those who partake in them.

Both television watching and eating are apparently mundane activities that involve the household as group, whether financially or commensally.  Both activities involve transactions between people, both food and television mediate between people.  A specially prepared meal can bring members of the household together, it may be the grounds for such integration, in the same way that a much loved old film can provide a pretext for family viewing.  Special foods for children or extra generous portions and the granting of some televisual laxity (staying up late to watch the film) are comparable dispensations that reiterate the status of children and ideas about their upbringing.  Withholding food from girls in favour of their brothers, and distinguishing types of programmes suitable for young males and females is an important aspect of gendering and role socialisation in the family.  In Varanasi, women (and daughters-in-law especially) eat last and watch television only when others have had their televisual fill.  Talking of their daily routines many said that they watched television only after making the bread (roti).  

As objects televisions provide the warm flickering glow around which a household gathers.  The television affords an opportunity for all to share an activity and this activity can symbolise their unity.  The hearth or chulha, on which meals are prepared, provides food for all and represents a commensal unity.  Both televisions and hearths therefore reflect and generate commonality in a joint family.  However, as later chapters will show, additional television sets or hearths can represent the ‘segmentation’ or imminent or actual partition of a household. 

There is a connection between temporality and culinary and televisual consumption, and both are inflected by the spatiality of their surroundings.  The times family members eat, the space they use to do so, and the impact that guests may have on their standard arrangements, are all significant in both respects.  Family members may be fed in the kitchen, guests in more ‘public’ reception rooms.  The serving of food may be rearranged so that the guests receive theirs before those usually first in line.  

Culinary syntax is, like much repetitive everyday activity, relatively unreflected upon.  But this is not to argue that the syntax cannot be put to use.  Similarly, television viewing is, “no more casual and spontaneous than the family dinner.  It is accomplished by competent actors with great improvisational skill” (Anderson, cited in Morley 1992: 184).  As Appadurai (1981) has cogently argued, because food is an accepted and shared idiom through which relationships are expressed, it is a highly malleable, or semiotically versatile means through which to send messages.  More significantly, food is prone to manipulation to express things but so is the context: “food can be made to encode gastro-political messages by manipulating the food itself (in terms of quantity or quality) or by manipulating the context (either in terms of precedence or of degrees of commensal exclusivity)” (ibid.: 501).

Literature on food in India not only reflects these general social, symbolic and syntactic properties of food and eating but also identifies the actual substance of food as of real significance.  Ideas about food and its effects on the body, and moral or social status, are revealed in everyday practice and through medical and religious prescriptions and proscriptions (Appadurai 1988: 10).  The ability to share food with people signifies similarity of bio-moral substance (Marriott 1968).  As described below, the ability of people to watch similar programmes together assumes a similar likeness or is at least predicated on some degree of status symmetry.  The transactional model of commensality that Marriott (ibid.) presents in terms of caste, or Khare (1976) presents for the household, could be loosely transposed onto television viewing.

The wrong types of food “prepared and served by the wrong person, eaten at the wrong time or place corrupt the body, rot the brain and spoil the character” (Parry 1994: 170), while prescriptions and proscriptions advise for or against certain foods at certain times for certain people.  As the grandmother of a household we meet below said: 

We say to them [the children] that we can eat these sweets (mithai) but you cannot eat them.  If we eat them there will be a benefit (fayda) but they will damage (nuksan) you.

This woman was not, in fact, talking about food in a literal sense but about television in a discussion about its moral and physical perils for children.  In this social setting, the parallel between television and food can be extended beyond that of gastro- and televisual politics, as a social activity or transaction between people, but to the very substance itself.  A person’s moral qualities “are thought to be altered by changes in the person’s body that result from eating certain foods...or falling under certain other kinds of influence” (Marriott and Inden 1977: 228).  These words could be those of any number of people that I spoke to about television, particularly in relation to children
.  

Gastro-politics (Appadurai 1981) and televisual politics can, it seems, stand up to sustained comparison.  However, there are clearly some limitations to such an analogy: households have more control over what foods they provide for themselves than over what television programmes are provided for them.  The question of gender further illustrates a weakness in the analogy since, by and large, women’s role in the provision of food is much greater than in their decisions over what, and when, they watch television.  However, by drawing parallels between these two forms of activity it is possible to argue that television viewing is about more than what people watch.  It is a meaningful activity, one amongst a range of social practices within the household, that is variable and varied.   

The domestication of television in Indian households  

The preceding two sections have argued that television viewing cannot be understood outside of the household spaces and relations in which it is based.  Attention to the social contexts of viewing can illuminate the workings of the household.  This section takes a step backwards and assumes that the arrival of a television, or connection to a cable network is an event which will entail some process of accommodation within the household.  Attention to the processes through which television is incorporated and domesticated into households offers significant insight into the family system itself.  What is presented here acts as a signpost towards fuller ethnographic illustration in later chapters.

Domestication: to accustom (an animal) to live under the care and near the habitations of man, to tame or bring under control, to civilise; to make to be, or to feel, ‘at home’; to make or, or settle as, a member of the household (OED).

On the few occasions that I caught a glimpse of the interior of refrigerators in Varanasi I was struck by the scarcity of their contents, a scarcity very different from the bulging fridges of the television advertisements.  It was rare to find more than a few chillies, a stub of ginger, some milk or curd and chilled water.  On the television, fridges were sold on the basis of their storage capacity and delighted housewives willingly displayed their contents to the viewer.  A minor line of enquiry began, premised on this disjunction.  Why were fridges - in the estimation of one shopkeeper more sought after than that status symbol of old, the television - so often practically empty?  The simple answer, which will suffice for our purposes here, is that ideas about storage of cooked food, particularly of defiled leftovers (jootha) and the predominantly daily basis of shopping yield fridges empty physically, if not symbolically.  

The intention is not to return the discussion to matters culinary but to link up some of the theoretical and practical points with which this chapter has been concerned.  My concern is to consider the processes of domestication that technologies, be they televisions or refrigerators, necessitate.  Technologies are marketed with certain cultural practices in mind, and, as Spigel (1990) shows, these are essential in allowing their owners to think through some of the possible applications they may have in their lives.  However, as the example of refrigerators illustrates, the dominant ‘use value’ often runs counter to patterns of shopping and ideas about food.

The early section of this chapter argued that the use, meaning and potential effects of any technology are not preordained but arise out of an interaction between the socio-cultural contexts in which they are employed.  The story of television in most households is one in which the television has to be appropriated according to household life and the ideas, routines and relations that pattern this domestic life.  The word ‘domestication’ signifies the variable senses in which an object is accommodated according to these human habitats, how, in short, it is tamed according to the practices of those in whose habitat it occupies space.  

In respect of both commodities and media offerings, Miller (1987; 1988) has considered this process, which he labels appropriation
, charting the ways in which objects are inscribed with local meanings as they pass into the household.  It is a process through which they are rendered intelligible according to the needs and outlook of the household.  His terminology stresses the ‘taking for one’s own use’ involved in this process.  This appropriation of meaning and its form or extent, “is a negotiation defined by and articulated through… the ‘moral economy of the household’” (Silverstone et al. 1992: 17).  Put another way, media and media offerings are filtered or engaged with, and gain meaning, in terms of the values of the household and its members.

In the contexts of television and of the Indian joint family this terminology is applicable for two primary reasons.  Televisions provide a link “between households, and individual members of households, with the world beyond the front door” (ibid.: 15).  Televisions are the nexus between two spheres of meaning: the household economy of meaning and, in the vocabulary of Silverstone et al. (ibid.), the formal economy of the outside.  Secondly, there are particular kinship and status aspects of the relations within the joint family which play significant roles in patterning access to the television set(s) and frame ideas about programme appropriateness and how members should respond to content.  The household as physical and social space is the point of consumption, the household as moral economy patterns the resources with which such consumption and negotiation occurs.  

However on a secondary level, this terminology seems pertinent.  Since the advent of satellite television, and the preceding period of commercialisation of the DD network, television programmes have been more inclined to provoke concern and embarrassment.  These reactions are specifically linked to the relations between members of the joint family.  Therefore household members have to negotiate with these new media and their offerings.  The task is to find a place for television and its programmes within the house which does not interfere with the practical and moral nature of the household.  If television is to coexist within the pre-existing routines and relations between people, then it must be worked on and around. 

During fieldwork in Varanasi, the morality of India culture, symbolised par excellence by the joint family, was often counterposed to the amorality of Western (or Westernised) families as seen on television.  Those Brahmanically inclined in the conceptualisation of their household, talked of its ‘moral economy’ in terms of samskar
, which can be glossed as referring to correct refinement, nurture and with regard to children, upbringing.  It provides a sense of how a household, and its members should act and is suggestive of the particular morality of a household.  While some household members articulated household morality through the idea of samskar, others drew on a more nebulous sense of appropriateness that was located and transmitted through the Indian joint family.  Implicit in such ideas is the pre-eminence of the joint family as opposed to a nuclear one, of obedience to elders, of learning embedded and embodied within the household and its members.

In relation to media, some noted that children now learnt samskar from the television, rather than their parents and elders.  As a young Brahman man put it, “Samskar is not safe in every house.  Why not?  New samskar is coming through the medium of television”
.  This represents the juxtaposition of two diametrically opposed moralities.  At the same time the Indian family system was held up as a bulwark against which such amorality would have to contend: “the joint family can protect India from the influence of satellite television”.  There is a sense in which morality or appropriateness, embodied by the joint family, is opposed to this external, ‘other’ morality.  The threatening morality is judged and acted upon in terms of this social and moral form of organisation.  

The domestication of the savage television is, paradoxically, manifest in the television’s high visibility and invisibility.  Televisions are pronounced features of rooms and household lives, and yet they are also just another (albeit ‘living’) ornament whose presence is barely noted.  They become so part of the fabric and routines of the household that they no longer merit comment.  Yet they can, at any time, draw comment, induce embarrassment or cause arguments.  

Their invisibility implies the totality of their domestication.  A woman in my neighbourhood, Lata, who commented that the television had “become another member of our family” (hamara parivar ka ek aur sadasya ho gaya), saw that the often belligerent television had been tamed or incorporated.  Its position within the web of social relations of her household had been accepted.  It no longer, in her opinion, interrupted relations between people.  The anthropomorphism in this housewife’s comment on her television concedes both the socially constituted nature of the viewing practices of the household and also the web of kinship in which the relations between a set and family members are suspended.

The set that has become a structurally invisible part of the house and its routines has become settled or tamed, made to live in accord with other members of the family.  Yet it can quickly become a highly noticeable part of the household.  ‘Obscene’ dance scenes, disagreements over whether to watch cricket or a film can invert its invisibility.  The taken-for-granted nature of the television in the household suddenly evaporates; it takes centre stage when previously it had been unnoticed.  The process of domestication has both long and short term characteristics: the illusory appearance of finality can be suddenly ruptured.  

It may seem contradictory to be highlighting programming here since I have proposed that we view television less in terms of its texts, and more in light of the contexts of its actual use.  However, the negotiation of the programming, the dialectic between programmes and people, represents a more ongoing process that is a crucial part of viewing.  The chapters below which focus on social relations within households will suggest that programme content must be negotiated in terms of which family members are present.  By highlighting relations between brothers, and their wives, adults and children, and cross gendered relations it will be possible to illuminate the nature of this programme-personnel dialectic in action.

By talking about this domestication of sets within the moral economy of the household we can evoke the contexts in which an object and medium is tamed, according to a specific moral outlook.  Learning to live with television is about learning to find an appropriate place for it in the household: a place, literally, where it can be put and a position for it between members of the household.  How does the television become part of the geography of the house, how does the unruly guest (and with satellite the rude and shameless guest) become “another member of the family”?  These questions are ones whose answers are inseparable from a sense of the household as a social and moral institution.

Television and armchair anthropology

My intention in this final section is to reflect on the nature of research into television and the status of ‘culture’ in a world where the recent and rapid expansion of global media networks has created armies of armchair anthropologists.  

A car crash and funeral in August 1997 brought home to me the implications of the object of my study and the limitations of my research.  Like countless other billions I watched the funeral and became part of the imagined community of mourners, all mourning, (or watching people mourning) for a woman that they had never met.  The oft quoted work of Anderson (1983) on print media and simultaneity seemed inadequate in such a situation.  He drew attention to the sharing of a newspaper by members of a country.  Here, it seemed, the world was reading the same line, of the same article, in a paper written in a common idiom, and doing so simultaneously.  

There have been two discernible currents in analysis of the implications of the spread of media and communications networks.  One, considers the role of media in cultural encounters, and particularly the power of western media to control the menu, if not the agenda.  Some hypodermic models of media imperialism consider the cultural consequences of western domination of media markets (e.g., Mattelart et al. 1984).  Others stress the power of different audiences to make their own meanings (e.g., Liebes and Katz 1990).  A healthy balance between the two seems to be necessary, as does the recognition that the flow is not always one way but that most television audiences are message consumers not producers.  The second approach stresses the reordering of experience and place in which global media are implicated (e.g., Meyrowitz 1985; Gupta and Ferguson 1997), the emergence of a ‘television geography’ (Rath 1985).  It is this second approach that has most serious implications for anthropological theory and practice, and not just that which is explicitly concerned with media.  

Anthropology has, for well over a decade, questioned the tropes of ‘imprisoned native’ (Appadurai 1988), of the unsullied village isolated from national, let alone global flows of capital, people, goods and information.  The growing inapplicability of the assumption that ‘culture’ resides in ‘place’ is now accepted, as is the reality that the world is no longer constituted by bounded cultural entities (Appadurai 1990b; Hannerz 1992) and can no longer be conceptualised as a mosaic of separate cultures (Gupta and Ferguson 1997).  But as Wolf has argued (1982: 18), the methodology of anthropology (a single anthropologist, in one village, with limited time and scope for meeting more than mere representatives of the ‘culture’ therein) has dominated the discipline theoretically.  

Several mechanisms are seen as forces through which the world is becoming ‘smaller’, its constituents increasingly connected, and cultural flows more widespread: world capitalism, global media flows; migration (Gardner 1995) and tourism.  The world is now connected by flows of goods, currency, ideas and people.  Anthropology has the task therefore of attending to ethnographic diversity whilst at the same time remaining alert to the much wider cultural flows that impact on the area of study.  Indeed, it is the ‘area of study’ that is made problematic by the necessary recognition that culture today is both local and global and a complex hybrid of both.  If the bounded area of study was the essential component of an ethnographic study, and there is a recognition that either such boundedness never existed (i.e., it was a figment of the anthropological imagination) or no longer exists, where does anthropology situate itself in such a globalising context?

The problem is necessarily most acute in the study of mass media because such studies rely on a ‘place’ in which ethnographic research occurs and must account for the mass mediation that simultaneously fragments the idea of a ‘place’, in the sense of a site in which any one culture resides.  The face to face interaction on which ethnographic fieldwork is based must compete with the relations between consociates - those who we ‘know’ but have never met (Hannerz 1992: 30), and on the para-social interaction (Horton and Wahl 1956) that is a hallmark of a world inhabited by mass media networks.  Of all the mechanisms identified behind such global flows, televisions appear as first among equals: they deliver advertisements of global products to the living rooms of the world and provide “proto-narratives of possible lives, fantasies which could become prolegomena to the desire for acquisition and movement” (Appadurai 1990b: 299).  They advertise the goods, show how diverse peoples have appropriated them, and suggest possible places for their purchase.  In a world where electronic media have altered the meaning of ‘place’ (Meyrowitz 1985) televisions provide the transport, and sitting rooms act as the termini for dis- or embarkation.

Perhaps this then is where the critical interrogation of ‘place’ in a mass mediated world should begin: the sitting room (cf. Morley 1992: 270-89).  Anthropology, since its disciplinary rationale lies in small scale observations of micro-processes, is well suited to exploring the actualities of household media use, in a globalising or any other context.  This is not to argue that an anthropological study of television should begin and end in the armchair.  However, having accepted that the meaning and impact of television is not merely textual, but rather more extensive than that, researchers should be willing to go further afield in search of their televisual material. 

The most problematic aspect of the ‘place’ conundrum is that globality is still too unwieldy.  However less attention has been focused on local manifestations of media change than on the global aspects of such change.  By considering the implications of media change in Varanasi, by charting the relationships between cinema and television, between newspaper readers and homes, between ‘traditional’ performative events in the city and their counterparts in the televisual age it is possible to relativise the purported globality of these cultural forces and to look at their more local manifestations.  The implications of Zee TV filming in Varanasi are at least as important, and interesting, as the interaction between the global mourners with which I began this section.  It was certainly more amenable to research because I could attend the event, chart its coverage in the local papers, discuss the issues that arose in my local tea shop and talk to those who viewed the show when it was broadcast (and who had seen me amongst the audience).  

One all important aspect of television is that it moves information, it does not store it.  In light of this property of movement or transportation, and the other flows evoked above, we might want to counterpose such motion with the more static environment around it.  This is not to suggest that there is no dynamism or motion outside the world of the television and the information it propels - far from it.  Rather, it is to suggest that studies of television should consider the ‘places’ where they are watched: the ‘home’ but also the world just outside the door.  Subsequent chapters will detail the city of Varanasi, and the media operating within it, with the intention of considering in some more detail the epigraph at the start of the chapter.  If there are only two places in the world, as DeLillo submits, an anthropology of television should look at the ‘home’ (the city or the house) in which the television is found and places on television against which the house comes to be defined.  The following chapter will begin this task by offering the first in a series of sections which move in towards the home. 
�The more significant point, in the present era, is the extent to which claims about the ‘freedoms’ that consumers or audiences enjoy act as a justification for imperialist expansion into cultural and media markets.  


� Katz and Liebes note (1990: 26) that Japanese couples were unlikely to watch Dallas together but for the purposes of their study they were asked to do so.  


� Many parents were prone to suggest that their children would quite happily eat nothing but chocolate (Cadbury’s, not the indigenous Amul), crisps (Uncle Chips), Pepsi and Maggi noodles.  A young couple remarked, with a sense of shame, that one of the first words their daughter ever uttered was ‘Pepsi’, closely followed by ‘Frooti’, the name of a mango drink. This is the preferred menu for contemporary children and one which stands in stark contrast to the rigorous and comprehensive ideas about food and eating. 


� In Miller’s terminology, appropriation refers to the process through which commodities become objects and achieve significance.  It signals their “active participation in a process of social self-creation” (1987: 215).  The term domestication makes explicit what ‘appropriation’ leaves unstressed, i.e., that that process involves a commodity, medium or message leaving the formal economy and entering the household.  Therefore, it emphasises the domestic aspect of the process.  


� Sanskar denotes the life cycle rituals that perfect and refine individuals, and like dharm (caste duty) is viewed in relation to caste.  Sanskars are sacraments which ensure regeneration after death.  Inden and Nicholas note that sanskar “makes people” (1977: 37): aside from the formal performance of sanskaras the world denotes a correct sense of upbringing, nurture, edification according to religious tradition. 


� A similar point is made by Gaurishankar Gupta in his article “Where is our young generation going?” (Aaj 28. x. 88, pg. 4). “The young generation feels no shame (lajja) or embarrassment (sharm) in singing obscene songs, watching obscene films or reading cheap novels in front of their parents or elders.  And in the end why is this so?  Only because they lack samskaras”.
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