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Abstract

This thesis investigates the Japanese film industry’s interactions with the
West and Asia, the development of transnational filmmaking practices, and the
transition of discursive regimes through which different types of cosmopolitan
subjectivities are produced. It draws upon Ulrich Beck’s concept of “banal
cosmopolitanization” (2006) — which inextricably enmeshes the everyday lives of

individuals across the industrialized societies within the global market economy.

As has often been pointed out, modern Japanese national identity since the
19th century has been constructed from a geopolitical condition of being both a
“centre” and a “periphery”, in the sense that it has always seen itself as the centre of
East Asia, while being peripheral to the flow of Western global processes. Contrary
to the common belief that defeat in the war sixty years ago radically changed the
Japanese social structure and value system, this sense of national identity and of
Japan being “different from the West but above Asia” was left intact if not
ideologically encouraged by the American Occupation policy through the
preservation of many pre-war institutions (cf., Dower 1999; Sakai 2006). In a world
that was to become dominated by a hierarchical logic of “the West and the rest”
established against the backdrop of the Cold War, Japan and its culture effectively
found 1tself in a privileged but ambiguous position as part of but not part of the
“West’, something which was solidified by the international success of Japanese
national cinema in the 1950s. But all this was to change with the process of

globalization in the late 1980s and 1990s.



The main goal of this thesis 1s to analyse the ways in which globalization
brought about a historic rupture in a national filmmaking community and discover
the significance of this process. It shows how economic globalization undermined
the material and discursive conditions that had sustained the form of national identity
that had resulted from the process described above and gave rise to forms of
cosmopolitan subjectivity which reveal a very different way of thinking about both
Japan’s position in the world and the sense of identification that younger filmmakers
have towards it. This is illustrated through extensive interviews conducted with many

filmmakers and producers in the Japanese filmmaking community.
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Preface

This research concerns the cultural consequences of economic globalization and the
emergent cosmopolitan subjectivity, or, what 1s sometimes referred to as “really” or
“actually existing cosmopolitanism” (cf., Malcomson 1998; Beck 2006) in the
context of Japanese filmmaking communities. The questions raised by this process
touch me personally and I would like to explain what motivated me towards

undertaking this research.

[ am a Japanese native and I arrived in Britain in 1984 to be trained as a
filmmaker at the National Film and Television School. After graduation, I remained
based in London and 1 have worked n both the Japanese and British film, and TV

and advertising industries.

The mid-1980s to 1990s was a period of economic and cultural
globalization, which radically stretched the sphere of individual experiences virtually
and physically. I was often making TV documentaries about Japan, its people and
culture etc, for Bntish television at a time when Japan’s economic power was
becoming a source of bewilderment and anxiety for the Western public in the late
1980s. Then, after Japan’s economy faltered in the late 1990s, I was often producing
TV commercials in Eastern Europe for Japanese clients who loved locations with a
high European feel and low production costs - an unbeatable combination for
Japanese advertising projects. My moves between Japan and the West were
motivated by economic as well as cultural considerations. I had been spending

much of my time chasing commissions and jobs throughout these years, but I
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decided I would like to pause for a while and to make sense of these experiences.

Bruce Robbins (1998) draws our attention to the first entry under
“cosmopolitan” in the Oxford English Dictionary. It begins with a quote from John
Stuart Mill’s Political Economy and says: “‘Capital,” Mill wrote in 1848, ‘is
becoming more and more cosmopolitan’., Cosmopolitanism would seem to mimic
capital in seizing for itself the privilege (to paraphrase Wall Street) of ‘knowing no
boundaries’.” (1998: 248) The complicity of cosmopolitanism with capitalism has
been an age old truism and 1n the latest round of globalization, it was again “capital”
or neo-liberalism which propelled globalization and a certain kind of
cosmopolitanism. Though it was not my personal aspiration to be a ‘“capitalist
cosmopolitan” (Calhoun 2002: 103), I was fully aware that I was searching for

opportunities in the capitalist system as 1t was rapidly globalizing.

I left Japan for a British film school because the conditions in the Japanese
film industry appeared grim, and the future looked much brighter in the West. The
Japanese studio production systems had collapsed in the 1970s, and, there were a few
years in the early 1980s wh‘en the independent sector was invigorated by young
filmmakers. In this short period I worked on numerous low or no budget independent
films as a cinematographer. The working conditions on such independent films were

usually harsh. Safety regulations were barely observed and production companies

often had no insurance, but this didn’t worry me until one day I suffered the
consequences. I was shooting a dangerous action sequence for a youth film about
motorbike gangs when the bike on which I was filming crashed into twenty other

motorbikes speeding towards us. The accident resulted in a spinal injury and many
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broken bones and I was tied to a hospital bed for four months.

In the orthopedic ward, lying beside me in the same room, were other
young men whose backs had been crushed by steel frames or who had fallen from
high on a building while working on a construction site. It felt as if I was in an
industrial human dumping ground. I was twenty-two then and this experience gave

me time to think about my future.

Arjun Appadurai said that “the 1image, the imagined, the imaginary - these
are all terms that direct us to something critical and new in the global cultural
process: imagination as soctal practice” (1996: 31). According to Appadurai, the
imagination “can become the fuel for action” (ibid.: 7). Indeed, as a filmmaker I was
brought up on the French “Nouvelle Vague” and the American “New Wave” and so
forth. I felt so much more affiliation with these cinemas and my future looked just so

much better in the West in my imagination. So 1 started planning my escape from

Japan.

I first looked at film schools in the United States. The American Film
Institute (AFI) was said to be running the best professional training programs in the
world but the National Film and Television School (NFTS) in Britain also came to
my attention. I found out, to my surprise, that these two schools operated with rather
different politics and philosophies which reflected two different cultural traditions
within the West. To put it simply, the contrast between the two schools reflected
American commercial culture on the one hand and European public culture on the

other. Personally, the choice of the NFTS was the obvious one since it offered me far
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better financial support and autonomy over the planning of my education. However,
soon after I arrived in Britain, I was made to realize that things were changing very

quickly and very drastically under the Thatcherite revolution. Today, the NFTS no

longer operates in the way it did when I was there.

It used to be taken for granted that cultural industries were nationally
organized and that cultural productions needed to be locally embedded in order to be
meaningful. Culture was understood as being something rooted within the national
framework and it was the depth of a particular cultural tradition that endowed the

national cinema with universal appeal as an art form.

However, the last two decades of economic globalization have
significantly undermined the national basis of such an understanding of cultural
production and its value. On the one hand, the cosmopolitanism of capital has freed
certain individuals from the national frameworks and engaged them in new forms of
transnational cultural production and hybridization. But, on the other hand, it has
significantly undermined the local capacity for the production of meaning and
individuals have been subjected to the new constellation of power which has

subjugated them according to certain criteria that have formed under the regime of

transnational capitalism.

Duning the process of this research, I have spent a great deal of time
talking with many of my contemporaries in the Japanese film industry and analyzing
their experiences of this period of global change. This research is therefore an

attempt to understand their experiences in conjunction with my own as some who
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has spend many years living abroad and working in the media industry.
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Introduction

Something happened in the last part of the twentieth century which radically changed
the relationship between the West and the rest, and among the “rest” between Japan
and Asia. Radical claims about an epochal shift from modemity to postmodernity
were made and debated, and, in this context, Japan was sometimes highlighted as the
nation that “had for nearly three centuries ‘experienced life at the end of history™
(Alexandre Kojéve cited in Miyoshi and Harootunian 1989: xiii). However, these
drastic claims are “less convincing than Anthony Giddens’s accentuated modernity
thesis (1990), by which he means the globalization of modernity’s transformative

dynamics” (McGuigan 2006: 4, italics in original).

In the widely acclaimed book Global Transformations (1999), David Held
el al. mapped out the globalization debate by identifying three different camps of
theorists — the “hyperglobalist”, the “skeptical”, and the “transformationist.”
According to Held et al., the “hyperglobalist” tends to exaggerate the extent to which
“traditional nation-states have become unnatural, even impossible business units tn a
global economy” (e.g., Omae 1995: §), whilst the *“skeptical” position argues that

globalization is a myth and defends the validity of the national framework from the
view point of the political left. These two perspectives are thus diametrically opposed.

But, the “transformationist” thesis offers a third perspective:

At the heart of the transformationist thesis is a conviction that, at
the dawn of a new millennium, globalization is a central driving

force behind the rapid social, political and economic changes that
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are reshaping modern societies and the world order. (Held et al.,

1999: 7)

According to the proponents of this view - such as Anthony Giddens, Mam}el
Castells, and Ulrich Beck - “contemporary processes of globalization are historically
unprecedented such that government and societies across the globe are having to
adjust to a world in which there is no longer a clear distinction between international

and domestic, external and internal affairs” (ibid.: 7).

My approach in this thesis will follow the spirit of this transformationist
view to investigate the ways in which transnational filmmaking practices have been
conducted in the Japanese film industry from the post-World War Two period to the
present. The goal is to illustrate how the subjectivities of the Japanese filmmakers,
and their relationship to the West and the rest (of Asia), were transformed through the

process of globalization during the last part of the twentieth century.

The prevalence and normalization of what Ulrich Beck called “banal
cosmopolitanism” (2006: 10) 1s one of the most significant side effects of the
economic globalization that 1s re-shaping individual subjectivity. According to Beck,
in the societies in which our everyday life is largely sustained by producing and
consuming goods and symbols from and for many different parts of the world, being
cosmopolitan becomes ordinary, if not compulsory. Furthermore, the awareness of
this connectedness and mutual dependence should undermine hitherto “banal
nationalism” (Billig, cited in Beck 2002: 28) giving a chance for a cosmopolitan

perspective to develop. Potentially, banal cosmopolitanization enables individuals to
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recognize the othemmess of others and gives them a disposition to interact with
otherness positively. And most significantly, banal cosmopolitanization is a social
reality which could transform the subjectivity of the mass population in the age of
globalization. Cosmopolitanism in this sense is no longer just a philosophical and
political ideal in the Kantian sense (I will discuss this topic further in Chapter Two),

but it 1s something actually existing as a social practice of everyday life.

[ will attempt to show, in the specific context of the post-war Japanese film
industry, how different generations of Japanese filmmakers engaged and interacted
with the structural opportunities and limitations posed by global forces, and how
their subjectivity has been shaped by their transnational experiences and has changed
as a result. I shall start the empirical part of this research by examining, comparing
and contrasting two well-known events in post-World War Two history that brought
the Japanese film and media industry onto the world stage — the internationalization

of Japanese cinema in the 1950s and the globalization of Japanese film finance in the

1990:s.

When the film Rashomon (Kurosawa, 1950) won the Golden Lion at the
Venice film festival in 1951, just at the end of the American military occupation, it
signaled both Japan’s returmn to the international community after the war, and
triggered the internationalization of Japanese cinema. Just thirty-odd years later, the
acquisition by Japan’s electrical giant, Sony, of Columbia Pictures, heralded the
globalization of Japanese film finance on the eve of the end of the cold war. In
retrospect, this was an event that marked the beginning of the conglomeration of

media corporations and an era of the global culture industry — what Miller et al. have
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called Global Hollywood (2000). By juxtaposing these two historic events and the
case studies of individual players who were involved in them, I will show why and
how globalization in the 1990s was qualitatively a very different phenomenon from
internationalization in the 1950s for Japanese filmmakers and the Japanese film
industry. In other words, I will be arguing that the process of globalization involved a

historic rupture, and brought about new and unprecedented conditions for individuals

in the Japanese film industry.

As numerous historians and cultural theorists have pointed out, modern
Japanese national identity was produced under the geopolitical condition of being
both “centre and periphery” (Sugimoto 1998) through the Westernization and
modemization process from the mid-nineteenth century onwards. For a long time,
“Japan has been the only non-Western country that has achieved and even surpassed
the level of economic and technological development attained by industnalized
Western counties” (ibid.: 85). Contrary to the common belief that the defeat in the
war sixty years ago changed Japan’s social structure and cultural value system
radically, the fundamentals of national identity - Japan being “different from the
West but above Asia” - was kept intact, if not reaffirmed by the American
Occupation policy which preserved many pre-war institutions (cf, Dower 1999;
Sakai 20006). The discourse of Japan’s cultural uniqueness and superiority over other
Asian countries was ideologically encouraged for the maintenance of western
“democracy” in the East and the Southeast Asia region in the context of the cold war
politics. The international recognition of the Japanese national cinema — following
the success of Rashomon — effectively re-established the Japanese film industry’s

leading role in Asia and its privileged position in a world dominated by the logic of
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“the West and the rest.” However, all this was to change in the process of economic

globalization and consequent cosmopolitanization.

The core of the argument I will put forward in this thesis is that the process
of globalization changed the material and discursive conditions that had underlined
the essentialist discourse of Japanese cultural uniqueness and identity. Now, as we
enter the twenty-first century, it is important for Japan and others to recognize this
change. I will show the ways in which numerous individuals in Japanese filmmaking
communities are variously linked to transnational networks, and how they profess
their cosmopolitan views and values in a world in which Japan is no longer so

different from the West and is certainly not above Asia.

Chapters One to Three map out the theoretical and methodological terrain
of the research. Chapter One traces the development of academic and lay discourses
from Cultural Impenialism to various globalization, hybridity and
cosmopolitanization theories. The long debate between political-economists and
cultural studies writers over whether cultures of the world are being homogenized or
heterogenized through TV and screen trades now seems to be synthesised to a view
that can be summarized as: “the other side of cultural hybridity is transcultural
convergence.” (Nederveen Pieterse 1995: 50) Cultural heterogenization through
hybridity is actually bringing about cultural convergence on a global scale. With an
eye to the global spread of neo-liberalism and the emergence of the global culture
industry in the last part of the twentieth century, I will reconsider the claims made by
the old-school leftists such as Herbert Schiller’s Cultural Imperialism thesis, and

Adorno and Horkheimer’s ideas in “The Culture Industry” (1972). I will put the

20



alleged “transformative” potential of globalization and hybridity in question and
examine the way power operates in the global age through what Kevin Robins has
called “structures of common difference” (1997) with an example from the Asian
film industry. Then, in the last section of this chapter, I will examine Ulrich Beck’s

“cosmopolitan perspective” (2006), and the bio-political management of the

cosmopolitan subject in the global age.

Chapter Two continues the discussion about cosmopolitanism and
cosmopolitanization. I shall explore the difference between the normative
philosophical cosmopolitanism of the Kantian tradition and the contemporary
approach to cosmopolitanism in the social sciences, which is variously referred as
“discrepant” (Clifford 1986), “actually existing” (Robins 1998) or “really existing”
(Beck 2006) cosmopolitanism. Then, after a brief discussion on the
cosmopolitanization of national cinema and industry with reference to the British
case, I shall move on to develop distinctions between different types of “actually
existing” cosmopolitan subjectivity by adopting Manuel Castells’ distinction

between “three forms and origins of 1dentity building.” (2004: 7)

Castells defines three different ways collective identities could be formed
in relation to the dominant social power. Social actors can either legitimize or resist
the dominant social power to form an identity, or alternatively, they can invent a new
category as a third way. In Castells’ classification, these three forms of identity
formation are named as Legitimizing, Resistance, and Project Identity. Here,
following Castells, I shall develop concepts of Legitimizing, Resistance and Project

Cosmopolitanism as tools to analyze how cosmopolitan subjectivity is formed in
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relation to the dominant national power and identity.

Chapter Three discusses the methods, methodological issues and
epistemological status of my empirical research. Ulrich Beck called for the
development of “methodological cosmopolitanism” (2006:24), and this research
intends to respond to his call by investigating the transnational experiences of
Japanese filmmakers and the ways they construct their “narrative of the self”
(Giddens 1991). As Anthony Giddens has pointed out, a “distinctive feature of
modemnity, in fact, is an increasing interconnection between the two ‘extremes’ of
extenstonality and intentionality: globalizing influences on the one hand and personal
disposition on the other.” (1991: 1) Put briefly, the self becomes the intersection of
the global and the local. Hence we can investigate globalization locally through
analyzing individual stories of the self. The thesis is based on a series of in-depth
interviews with Japanese filmmakers. I discuss my approach to these interviews and
my relationship to my interviewees, invoking the concepts of “cinematic truth” and

“shared ethnography” developed by the iconic filmmaker Jean Rouch.

Chapters Four to Seven are the main body of the thesis based on the
empirical research. Chapter Four, “The Internationalization of Japanese Cinema:
How Japan was Different from the West and Superior to Asia”, investigates Japan’s
interaction with the West (mostly America) and Asia in the pre-globalization phase
from 1945 to the 1970s. With case studies from the Japanese filmmaking community,
this chapter aims to demonstrate how the Occupation and the post-war
re-modernization process inscribed in Japan its own othemess against the West on

the one hand, and a superiority complex over its Asian neighbours on the other.
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Encouraged by the international success of Rashomon, the producer of Daiei Co.,
Masaichi Nagata, initiated the formation of the “Federation of Picture Producers in
Asia” with the Hong Kong producer Run Run Shaw in 1954, which re-established

Japan’s leading position among Southeast Asian film industries.

Chapter Five, “ The Globalization of Film Finance: The Actually Existing
Cosmopolitanisms of Japanese Film Producers”, will show how the_Globalization of
Japanese film finance was something very different from “the internationalization of
Japanese cinema.” While the previous “internationalization” threw back the
oriental-to-be-looked-at-ness to the Western gaze through film exports, many
Japanese producers in the “globalization” phase sought integration through direct
financial investments into the film industries in the West, and as a result,

disarticulated their assertion of cultural “uniqueness.”

This chapter argues that what was called Kokusaika (the Japanese
configuration of economic globalization) in the mid 1980s to 1990s was about the
end of Japanese cultural exceptionalism and the beginning of attempts to integrate
Japanese particularity into the emerging global economy within the post-cold war
constellation of powers. In practical terms, Kokusaika was a consumption-based
project that purported to open the Japanese market for foreign goods, symbols, and
labour. Thus Kokusaika was not designed to promote Japanese culture and industry.
Instead, it attempted “to open the Japanese mind to other cultures and values as well
as transform Japanese systems to meet internationally accepted norms and standards”
(Itoh 2000: 39). Therefore, on the one hand Kokusaika was an ambivalent and

contradictory process for the national government and industries. And on the other
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hand 1t provided opportunities for Resistance Cosmopolitans — independent film
producers and distributors — who attempted to carve out a niche within the national

culture.

Chapter Six, “Global America? : Transnational Film Production from
Shogun (1980) via Lost in Translation (2003) to Grudge 2 (2006)”, investigates, first
of all, the transition of the discursive regimes between the “before and after” in the
globalization phase through a comparative case study of two Japanese-American
co-productions, Shogun (1980) and Lost In Translation (2003). This comparative
case study highlights the fact that a radical transition of discourse occurred. The
discursive regime governing individuals in the Japanese filmmaking community
clearly shifted from “national” to “transnational” or “cosmopolitan” between the two

productions.

In this chapter, I also discuss a new technology of self-discipline used to
regulate the cosmopolitan subject 1n the transnationalized culture industry through a
case study of the re-make of the Japanese horror film, Grudge 2 (2006) how
cosmopolitanism could sometimes “degenerate into a set of strategies for the

biopolitical improvement of human capital” (Cheah 2006: 495) and become

impossible to distinguish from neo-liberal globalism.

Chapter Seven, “Pan-Asian Cinema?: The End of Japan-Centred Regional
Cosmopolitanism,” investigates the changing dynamics of Asian regionalization and
Japan’s relationship with Asian film industries, particularly with Hong Kong and

mainland China. In the context of so-called “Japan’s return to Asia” (Iwabuchi 2002)
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in the 1990s, Japanese media companies have invested heavily into cultural
production in Asia. And the exchange between the Japanese and Hong Kong film
industries has been reinvigorated in the process of the globalization of film finance
after nearly twenty years of dormancy since the “Golden Age of Japan-Hong Kong

Interchange in the 1960s.” (Yau 2003) This time, however, the balance of power has

tipped and their relationship is different.

Japan’s relative decline and China’s rapid economic ascent in the early
twenty first century has changed the dynamics of Asian regionalism. To put it
succinctly, in the wake of a truly hybrid form of regionalism in East Asia,
“‘flying-geese-style Japanization is out, ‘beyond Japanization’ is in” (Katzenstein,
2006: 2-7). The chapter shows that in a world in which Japan is no longer perceived
to be different from the West, nor above Asia, “Asia” is simply bigger than any
single nation-state, and becoming an “Asian” director, producer, or actor/actress, 1s

one step closer to becoming “global”.
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Chapter One

From Cultural Imperialism to Cosmopolitanism via Globalization:

The Spread of Modernity and Neo-Liberal Hegemony.

‘History’ itself is often equated with the history of the West, and the
story of modernization is hard to disentangle from the story of
Westernization, and, in the twentieth century, from the story of

Americanization (Morley 2006: 41).

Introduction

In this chapter I will look at how the discourses of globalization, unlike discourses of
Cultural Imperialism (which provoke nationalist sentiment and affirm national
identity), shape and produce cosmopolitan forms of subjectivity, and give rise to a
new disciplinary regime which regulates cosmopolitan subjects. Caught up in the
vicissitudes of national identity, we thus see the emergence of different types of

cosmopolitan subjectivities in the process of globalization.

Cultural Imperialism thesis claims that the hegemonic culture, the
American or Western, is homogenizing the rest of the world, but this line of
arguments became very un-fashionable in British Cultural Studies in the last part of
the twentieth century. Following Michel Foucault, John Tomlinson suggests that we

should think of Cultural Imperialism as a set of “discourses” which operate within a
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political power field rather than as a stmple academic “theory” (1991: 9). Following
and extending Tomlinson’s suggestion, I will treat the Cultural Imperialism thesis, as
well as globalization theories, as sets of discourses and will draw attention to the

differences and similarities between the two.

In doing so, I shall re-visit and evaluate some of claims made by the Cultural
Imperialism argument with an eye to the global spread of neo-liberal marketization
in the last part of the twentieth century. My aim here is to question and re-examine
some of the axiomatic understandings of cultural globalization, which appear to be,
in part, “promoting the rise of the informal empire of the USA and tending to support
the growing neo-liberal hegemony of our times” (Morley 2006: 4). As I write, at the
beginning of the 21st century, it has become axiomatic to say that “modernity 1s
inherently globalizing” (Giddens 1990: 177), hence “globalization today 1s only
partly westernization. Globalization i1s becoming increasingly decentered - not under
the control of any one group of nations, still less of the large corporations. Its effects
are felt as much in Western countries as elsewhere” (Giddens 1999: 31).
Consequently, it has also become axiomatic to point to Japan as a prime example of a
non-Western global centre acting as a source of cultural power (e.g., Iwabuchi 2002).
However, 1 argue in this chapter that concepts such as media power and the
core-peripheral power differential between the Anglo-American cultural zone as

represented by Hollywood and the rest of the world, are still in need of being taken

very seriously.

First, I shall trace the historic development of the discourse of Cultural

Imperialism and the threat of cultural homogenization. Second, 1 shall critically
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examine the discourse of globalization, understood as a force behind cultural
heterogenization through hybridization. I will argue, following Kevin Robins, that
the process of globalization represents neither a straightforward cultural
homogenization nor heterogenization, but that what “globalization in fact brings into
existence 1s a new basis for thinking about the relation between cultural convergence
and cultural difference” (1997: 42). This insight - “the other side of cultural hybridity
1s transcultural convergence” (Nederveen Pieterse 1995: 50) - leads us to examine
what Ulrich Beck has termed a *“banal” and *really existing cosmopolitanization™
(2006: 19). I will discuss how economic globalization, according to Beck, is shaping
our reality in such ways that it brings about cosmopolitan subjectivity as a side etfect.
Finally, in the last section of this chapter, I will explore the part that the media 1s
playing in shaping this cosmopolitan subjectivity. I will do this through presenting a
discussion firstly of Arjun Appadurar’s (1996) observations about the special power
peoples’ imaginations gain as a result of media consumption in the age of
globalization, and secondly through a discussion of mass media as a new system of
surveillance and as a disciplinary regime that controls cosmopolitan subjects.
Drawing on Michel Foucault’s (1979) critique of the nineteenth century prison
project of “Panopticon control”, Zygmunt Bauman has called this global technique of

surveillance and bio-political control of the subject the “Synopticon™ (1998).

It will be seen from this analysis how academic and lay discourses have
shifted from Cultural Imperialism to focus on globalization, as the concepts of
modernity and modemization have been reconsidered and reformulated. This chapter
maps out the theoretical terrain that informs the subsequent chapters of empirical

research and analysis in which I will examine historical changes in the ways
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subjectivity is constructed in the Japanese film industry.

From Cultural Imperialism to Cultural Globalization

In academia and elsewhere, the globalization of {film culture and its industries
1s most often talked about within the context of Hollywood’s domination of all other
national cinema industries: what is commonly referred to as the “Hollywoodization”
of global culture and which i1s a part of a wider phenomenon known as
“Americanization.” Indeed, at the beginning of the new century, Hollywood appears
to be ubiquitous and all-pervasive. It dominates not only multi-screen cinema
complexes worldwide, but also other forms of media as well: magazines, newspapers,
billboards, shop windows, TV sets and computer screens. In 1998, the 39 most
popular films across the world all came from the US (Miller et al., 2001: 4).
Meanwhile the condition of the industry in other major filmmaking countries
declined: ‘the percentage of the box office taken by indigenous films was down to
10% in Germany, 12% in Britain, 26% 1n France, 12% in Spain, 2% in Canada, 4%
in Australia’ (ibid.: 4) and 25-30% 1n fapan (Motion Picture Producers Association in

Japan [MPAIJ)).

Such talk of the domination of culture everywhere by the sounds and images
produced 1n Hollywood, in America, or in capitalist cultures generally, is usually
informed by a theoretical position known as the Cultural Imperialism thesis - or its
revised version, known as the Media Imperialism thesis (cf,, Boyd-Barrett 1977,

1998; Lee 1980). In the classic formulation, Herb Schiller claims that “the United
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States exercises mastery over the global communication/cultural sphere” (2000: 49).
In his seminal book Mass Communications and American Empire (1969), he traced
the long history of American dominance within a series of different media and the
role of the US government in supporting this dominance. When Herbert Hoover was
the president of the Board of Trade in the 1920s, he spotted the potential of
Hollywood as a form of advertising for exporting the “American way of life” and US
consumer products abroad. Then in the 1940s, the head of the Time Life magazine
conglomerate Henry Luce argued 1n his book The American Century (1941) that the
USA’s potential to influence, if not control, imagery and opinion overseas was, in
fact, the new quintessence of its power. To put it in short, according to Schiller, in

effect, the “media are American” (Schiller, cited in Morley 2006: 32).

However, in the 1980s and 1990s, the weaknesses of the Cultural/Media
Imperialism thesis were exposed by researchers who studied: (1) how audiences
responded actively and differently to various forms of American TV drama (e.g., Ang
1985, 1996; Liebes and Katz 1990); (2) the complexity and multi-directionality of
regional and international flows of media texts (e.g., Mattelart et al. 1984; Sinclair
1992; Sreberny-Mohammadi 1996); and (3) “glocalisation-from-below” strategies

deployed by local (i.e. non-Anglo-American) filmmakers and other media content

producers (e.g., Klein 2004).

In this section 1 shall outline a history of lay and academic discourses of
Cultural Imperialism and examine how these were later superseded by discourses of
globalization. In the book Cultural Imperialism (1991), John Tomlinson suggests that

as an academic discourse, the term “Cultural Imperialism” does not have a very long
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history. He says it “seems to have emerged, along with many other terms of radical
criticism, in the 1960s and endured to become part of the general intellectual
currency of the second half of the twentieth century” (Tomlinson 1991: 2). However,
a lay discourse related to fears of cultural domination by a foreign power and of 1ts
homogenizing effects can be identified much earlier than this. In fact, it can be found
from more or less the very beginning of the history of cinema, since cinema was “the
last machine” (Chapman 2003: 52) of the Victorian age which made culture portable

and the world radically smaller.

A series of revolutionary technological inventions in the Victoria era - the
telephone (1876), the internal combustion engine (1876), the phonograph (1878), the
electric light bulb (1879), wireless telegraphy (1894), and cinema (1895) - enabled a
dramatic increase in international communication and trade (Chapman 2003: 53-4).
The interconnectedness of the world in those days was remarkable. As Hirst and
Thompson (1996) have demonstrated, as part of their “globalization skeptic” thesis
(Held et al. 1999), it is possible to argue, in terms of international trades, that the
world was even more economically interdependent and integrated at the beginning of

the twentieth century than it is today.

By the 1920s, through the international trade in feature films Fthe
domination of cinema by Hollywood films had begun in those countries in which
cinema was part of the cultural life of its inhabitants - i.e. mainly European nations.
There, “American movies occupied as much as 80% of the screen time in those
countries that had no established quotas against American imports to protect their

own film production industries” (Maltby 1995: 126). In reaction to this fact, by the
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late 1920s the governments of most film producing nation-states in Europe - but not
that of Japan - had put in place protectionist mechanisms against this American
“cultural invasion” (cf., Dickinson and Street 1985; Street 1997: 6-8) and a strong
sentiment against what came to be called Cultural Imperialism could be found In
many parts of the world. For example, in support of the British Cinematograph Films
Act (1927), which restricted imports of American films, a Conservative MP wrote in

an impassioned letter to The Times on January 25th, 1927:

Children and young men and women, who pour nightly into the
cinemas in the UK, perpetually see stories of divorce, of running away
with other men’s wives, distorted home life, burglaries, murders,
revolvers, produced as a matter of course by all and sundry... evidence
of police, judges, school teachers, all accumulates to prove the

disastrous effect of this on the rising generation (Viscount Sandon,

cited in Street 1997: 8).

In 1929 in Japan, the cultural critic Koushin Murobuse wrote in his book

America:

Where could you find Japan not Americanized? How could Japan exist
without America? And, where could we escape from Americanization?
I dare to even declare that America has become the world, Japan is

nothing but America today (Murobuse 1929, cited in Yoshimi 2001:

167).
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Though 1t may appear to be exaggerated seen from today’s viewpoint, his argument
was a “crude statement of cultural imperialism.” (Yoshimi 2001: 167) The Japanese

sociologist Yoshimi (1bid.) indicates that a major wave of Americanization swamped

Japan in the 1920s, with Hollywood films being its main agent.

Thus, feelings of resentment, grievance, and self-victimization associated
with what today we call Cultural Impenalism, evidently already existed in the 1920s
when America as a nation-state was still ascending as the world’s new hegemonic
power. What British and Japanese testimonies indicate is that, for them, their national
space being inundated with foreign media texts was experienced as the imposition of
“culture” by Americans to “exalt and spread the value and habits of foreign culture at
the expense of native culture” (Bullock, cited in Tomlinson 1991: 3). However, what
these third-world-like outcries from the elites of the great power nations of Britain
and Japan indicate is the complexity of the concept of “culture” and the ambiguous
relation it has with nation-states and their ruling classes. As Tomlinson points out,
“culture™ cannot be understood as a straightforward cohesion or imposition, which
the term “imperialism” implies. It 1s very hard to argue, for example, that those
“children and young men and women, who pour nightly into the cinemas in the UK”
were coerced to go to the cinema or did not enjoy watching the American films.
Therefore, one cannot help feeling that there is something patronizing about those

who deplored the spread of American films and culture within certain segments of

local society.

According to Curran and Park (2000), what is normally called the Cultural

Imperialism thesis in media and communication studies, emerged as a critical
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discourse related to modernization theories in the late 1960s. Moderization theories
saw the world only from a Western perspective and “assumed the developing world
should imitate the West. [They] argued that good communication was the key to ‘the
most challenging social problem of our time - the modemizing of most of the
world’” (Lemer, cited in Curran and Park 2000: 3). In their book De-Westernizing
Media Studies (2000), Curran and Park discuss how modemization theorists, such as
Daniel Lemer, concluded that, “the connection between mass media and political
democracy is especially close” (Lerner 1963: 342). For Lemer, the modern
communication system eases the transition from tradition to modernity. “The
diffusion of new ideas and information...stimulates the peasant to want to be a
frecholding farmer...the farmer’s wife to want to stop bearing children, the farmer’s
daughter to wear a dress and to do her hair” (1963: 348). He also insists that this
communication system matures the political system because it informs people about
what is happening in society as a whole. It thereby encourages them to have opinions
about public affairs and educates them to be participating subjects. However, Curran
and Parks bring forward a counter-argument that this “was not how ‘modernization’
in fact took place in many pro-Westem developing countries” (2000: 3). They
maintain that, in most cases, ‘“the media system was directed towards maintaining
control rather than educating for democracy”, and “modernization” in this context
merely fosters “dependency within an exploitative system of global economic
relations. It promotes American capitalist values and interests, and erodes autonomy

of local [national] culture in the process of global homogenization™ (Curran and Park

2000: 3).

The Cultural Imperialism thesis was largely discredited and became hugely
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unfashionable in cultural studies in the 1990s for a number of reasons. One of the
major defects of how arguments around Cultural Imperialism were developed relates
to the way it understood media audiences and the consumption of media texts.
Discourses surrounding the notion of Cultural Imperialism ignored the active nature
of audience reception and the hermeneutic process of appropriation that is an
essential part of understanding the consumption of symbols. For example, a
well-known study by Liebes and Katz (1990) examined the reception of the TV show
“Dallas” among different ethnic groups in Israel. It demonstrated that different ethnic
groups negotiated meanings according to their own cultural backgrounds and
understood the program in different ways. Therefore, the reception and appropriation
of symbols such as media texts are complex social processes, which leave a certain
degree of autonomy for an audience to construct meanings according to their own

contexts. Hence John Thompson convincingly argued:

The electronic invasion of American films and TV programs would
serve to extend and consolidate a new imperial regime only if it could
be reliably assumed that the recipients of these programs would
internalize the consumerist values allegedly expressed in them; but it is

precisely this assumption that must be placed in doubt (Thompson

1995: 173).

Secondly, the Cultural Imperialism thesis had placed “too much emphasis
on the role of consumerist value and ha[d] neglected the enormous diversity of
themes, 1mages and representations which characterized the output of the media

industry” (Thompson 1995: 170). It entirely discounted and ignored the reflexivity of
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symbol creators and the complexity of the power play within media organizations.
Thirdly, the Cultural Imperialism thesis assumed that the production of media texts
happened predominantly in the core Western countries and that flows of media texts
and communications were uni-directional from the core West to other parts of the
world, designated as peripheral. But, this “core-periphery” model of cultural
imperialism became empirically unsustainable with the de-centering effect of
globalization in the 1990s. For example, Sreberny-Mohammadi (1996) argues that
global flows of media texts are multidirectional and she points out that the 1dea that
the West dominates the rest of the world actually obscures the complexity and the
real dynamics which comprise the interactions between different cultures. John
Sinclair (1992) shows that it is overly simplistic to think that Hollywood is the only
centre of production and global flows of media texts all originate there. There are
other “non-anglophone centres of international media production and trade based on
what might be called ‘geolinguistic regions’: Bombay for the Hindi film industry;
Hong Kong for Chinese genre movies; Cairo for Arabic films and television; and
Mexico City for film and television production in Spanish” (1992: 99), Within the
literature there was also talk of “reverse colonization™ with reference to “the export
of Brazilian television programmes to Portugal, and the Mexicanization of southern
California” (Curran and Park 2000: 4), which suggests an ironical “winner loses”

situation; “the very success of the West resulting in its loss of social advantage”

(Tomlinson 1997: 145).

In a new era of complex globalization, the Cultural Imperialism thesis is now
unfashionable in some quarters and is even derided as a “conspiracy theory.”

However, in the world in which trade in TV and film is largely dominated by
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Hollywood producers in which “only one of whom - Sony - 1s neither
Anglo-American nor European” (Morley 2006: 35), the concept of media power and
the centre-periphery power differential between the Anglo-American cultural zone
represented by Hollywood and the rest of the world needs to be taken seriously.
Moreover, we should be aware of the fact that, today, it is simply not helpful to think
of even the only non-Anglo-American or non-European company in Hollywood -
Sony - as “Japanese” (Sinclair 2007: 137). This is because, as John Sinclair rightly
points out, Sony “is a prime example of a truly ‘global’ corporation, made so through
what Lash and Urry call ‘international horizontal integration’ (1994: 130, cited 1n
Sinclair: 137). Sony famously went through a very pricey process of
“de-Japanization” for it to stay in Hollywood and become “a truly ‘global’
corporation” (cf., Griffin and Masters 1996; Negus 1997; Nathan 2000), while
another Japanese electronics giant, Matsushita’s, buyout of MCA failed utterly and

they withdrew from the operation. Fredric Jameson observed:

It does seem to me that fresh cultural production and innovation...
are the crucial index of the centrality of a given area and not its
wealth or productive power. This is why it was extraordinarily
significant when the ultimate Japanese moves to incorporate the
U.S. entertainment industry — Sony’s acquisition of Columbia
Picture and Matsushita’s buyout of MCA -~ both failed: it meant
that despite immense wealth and technological and industrial
production, even despite ownership itself and private property, the
Japanese were unable to master the essentially cultural productivity

required to secure the globalization process for any given
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competitor (Jameson 1998: 67).

It seems to me that these Japanese failures signify and support Herb Schiller’s
point in “Not Yet the Post-Imperial Era” (1991). In this essay Schiller updated his
argument that the key change that has happened in the process of globalization today
1s that “national (largely American) media-cultural power has been largely (though
not fully) subordinated to transnational corporate authority” so that if “American
national power no longer is an exclusive determinant of cultural domination” and if it
1S “transnational corporate cultural domination” that is now the key issue,
nonetheless, that domination still bears a “marked American input” (Schiller

1991:13-15).

Throughout the late 1980s and 1990s, the ownership of Hollywood
studios changed hands. Today Japanese, Europeans, Australians and Canadians also
own parts of Hollywood, so that Hollywood is no longer simply an American
institution. Hollywood became global and media ownership across the world
converged into the hands of a few transnational media conglomerates. Robert
McChesney (2000), who succeeded Schiller as the leading proponent of the Cultural
Imperialism thesis in the late 1990s, states that we are seeing the creation of a global
oligopoly; this happened to the oil and automobile industries earlier in the twenticth
century and it is now happening to the entertainment industry. The global media
market has come to be “dominated by the same eight transnational corporations, or
TNCs, that rule US media: General Electric, AT&T/Liberty Media, Disney, Time
Warner, Sony, News Corporation, Viacom and Seagram, plus Bertelsmann, the

Germany-based conglomerate” (McChesney 2000: 260).
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David Hesmondhalgh, the British author of The Cultural industries (2002),
states that the Schiller-McChesney tradition is part of North American political
economy work, which has been “extremely important in cataloguing and
documenting the growth in wealth and power of the cultural industries, and their
links with political and business allies” (2002: 32-3). This tradition emphasizes the
strategic use of political and economic power by capitalists, and assumes that the
owners of media companies have total control over the media operation.
Hesmondhalgh argues that although this work is sometimes dismissed as a
“conspiracy theory”, it is wrong to do so because there is “no doubt that such
strategic uses of power by businesses are common” (ibid.: 33). However,
Hesmondhalgh suggests that there is a real weakness in this approach, in that 1t
underestimates the contradictions and resistances within the media system by

emphasizing only the concerted strategies of big businesses (ibid.: 33):

In my view, the processes of concentration, conglomeration and
integration relentlessly catalogued by the Schiller-McChesney
tradition are extremely important. But McChesney and others rarely
comment on how such i1ssues of market structure affect the
organization of cultural production and the making of texts on an

ordinary, everyday level. (Hesmondhalgh 2002: 34, italics in

original)

In other words, the Schiller-McChesney tradition underestimates the power

of the market over cultural production. Moreover, it entirely discounts the agency of
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“symbol creators — the personnel responsible for the creative input in texts, such as
writers, directors, producers, performers” (Hesmondhalgh 2002: 34). 1 agree with
Hesmondhalgh that this is a fundamental weakness of the Schiller-McChesney
tradition — and probably, of the political economy approach in general. It tends to
neglect the reflexivity of those who work 1n the culture industries, and underestimate

their agency to negotiate with, and construct the industrial structure in turn.

Therefore, one of the main aims of the present thesis is to provide nuanced
accounts of individual experiences of globalization within the film industry and to
make a contribution to a group of literatures variously called *“the culture industry”
(Adorno and Horkheimer 1972), “cultural industries” (Gamham 1990; Hesmondhagh
2002), and the “creative industries.” To do so, in the latter chapters, I will provide
case studies of a “project of the self” (Giddens 1991) narrated by a new generation of
Japanese film producers which illustrates the ways they interact with radical

structural changes brought by economic globalization in the late 1980s and 1990s.

In their recent book, Global Culture Industry (2007), Scott Lash and Celia
Lury argue that with the globalization of media industries “things have changed”
(2007: 3) and Adomo’s worst nightmares have come true. In his essay “Rethinking
creative production away from the cultural industries” (2006), Keith Negus aptly
documents the transition of academic discourses in British media and culture studies
from a focus on Adorno and Horkheimer’s (1972) critical concept of “the cultural
industry” to a plural and a descriptive concept of “cultural industries” (Garmham
1990), followed by yet another transition to a celebratory concept of the “creative

industries”, which is more in tune with neo-liberalism. As Negus indicates, often
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there is “uncritical and even celebratory reasoning associated with notions of ‘the
creative industry’” (Negus 2006: 197). There, what is tacitly implied is that the
market mechanism itself is creative — a viewpoint that [ am critical of. Therefore, for
the subtitle of the present thesis, I have chosen the old term “the culture industry”
purposely in order to retain a critical edge against this type of celebratory discourse

about the *“creative industry” under the global spread of neo-liberalism.

According to John Tomlinson, who suggests that it is best to think of the
concept of Cultural Imperialism as one “which must be assembled out of its
discourses” (1991: 3), there are four main ways of talking about Cultural Imperialism
in academic debates and elsewhere (ibid.: 19-28). He does not intend to create an

exhaustive list. The four ways are:

1) Cultural Imperialism as “media imperialism” - domination by transnational media
conglomerates.

2) Cultural Imperialism as a discourse of nationality - domination by American/
Western culture over local cultures.

3) Cultural Imperialism as the critique of global capitalism - domination by capitalist
culture, consumer culture, so called McDonaldization.

4) Cultural Impenalism as the critique of modernity — the global spread of modermnity.

Tomlinson observes that the main claim of the Cultural Imperialism thesis
common to many variations is that capitalism, America, or the West is a
“homogenizing” cultural force, and that “the spread of capitalism [or American or

Western culture] is the spread of a “culture of consumerism: a culture which involves
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the commodification of all experiences” (ibid.: 26). Additionally, Tomlinson believes
that there has to be a sense of domination by a powerful agent to justify the use of the
word “impenalism”. However, there is some difficulty in seeing that consumer
cultures are actually “imposed” on developing or non-Western countries. Thus,
Tomlinson maintains, the grounds for a neo-Marxist critique of consumerism as a
cultural ill in a wider sense is not without ambivalence. It presupposes that a
capitalist culture of consumerism 1s “inherently incapable of providing meaningful
and satisfying cultural experience” (ibid.: 26), and tends to regard those local
subjects who were seduced by the capitalist, American or Western culture as

regrettable cases of “ideological dupes.”

The final way of talking about Cultural Imperialism on his list - as a
critique of modemnity - has more explanatory power and bridges to globalization
theory (ibid.: 26). The critique of modernity is not about the domination of one
country over another. Thus, this discourse actually goes beyond the scope of what
was hitherto called the Cultural Imperialism thesis. Tomlinson further suggests that
the first three ways of talking about cultural imperialism can ultimately come
together as a critique of modernity because mass communication, the nation-state
and capitalism are all distinctive features of modernity. For Tomlinson, the “various
critiques of cultural imperialism could be thought of as a (in some cases inchoate)

protest against the spread of (capitalist) modernity.” (1991: 173) Thus, it was natural
that talk of Cultural Imperialism was superseded by the globalization debates in the

1980s through to the 1990s.

We may conclude from Tomlinson’s critique that discourses of Cultural
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Imperialism were inchoate forms of talking about modemity and modemization.
Additionally, this spread of modemity - globalization - is transforming power
relations between the core West and the rest of those nations who are on the

periphery. Therefore it is no longer appropriate to talk about their relationship in

terms of domination and subjugation - the line of argument which 1 shall critically

examine 1n the next section. I will close this section with his remark:

For, though the world has changed from one in which it was possible to
think of a simple division between ‘imperialist’ and ‘subordinate’
cultures, there remains a sense of legitimate protest in these critical
discourses. We may think of protests against cultural imperialism as

claims for a human level of cultural experience in a globalised system.

(Tomlinson 1991: 177-8)

So, what is globalization and how does it transform our life? And where does power

lie in this new paradigm?

Modernity and New Global Structure of Common Difference

[Globalization] is more than a diffusion of western institutions across
the world in which other cultures are crushed... We are speaking here
of emergent forms of world interdependence and planctary
consciousness [and] the way in which these issues are approached and

coped with ... will inevitably involve conceptions and strategies
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derived from non-western settings (Giddens 1990: 173).

The dominant strain of global mass culture, according to Stuart Hall,
‘remains centred in the West... and it always speaks English’. Though
responding to cultural differences, ‘it is wanting to recognize and
absorb those differences within the larger, overarching framework of
what is essentially an American conception of the world’ (Hall 1997:

33, cited in Curran and Park 2000).

In contrast to the spirit of skepticism displayed in the epigraph above,
Anthony Giddens famously stated that “modernity is inherently globalizing™ (1990:
177). According to him, “modernity refers to modes of social life or organization
which emerged in Europe from about the seventeenth century onwards and which
subsequently became more or less worldwide in their influence” (ibid.: 3). Now,
globalization, as we have seen in the last section, is understood to be something
different from physical or cultural impenalism that transforms power relations
between the West and the rest. Giddens argues that although it is undeniable that
there are significant inequalities and power imbalances existing among nations,
“alobalization today is only partly Westernization. Globalization is becoming
increasingly de-centered - not under the control of any group of nations, still less of
the large corporations. Its effects are felt as much in Western countries as elsewhere”
(1999: 31). Thereupon, Giddens concludes that globalization involves “the declining
grip of the West over the rest of the world” (1990: 52) as the institutions of

modernity that first arose there have now become ubiquitous.
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Starting from Anthony Giddens’ theory of globalization, in this section, I will
discuss the putative homogenization and heterogenization of global culture through
various forms of cultural mixing and indigenization — the processes known vartously
as cultural hybridity, bricolage, creolisation, or glocalization-from-below and so forth.
Even Stuart Hall, who is normally skeptical about optimistic views of globalization,
as we have seen in the above epigraph, once stated that, “‘hybridity’ is transforming
British life” (1995: 18). Like Hall, many post-colonial theorists including Homu
Bhabha and Paul Gilroy regard “hybridization” as an exciting aspect of globalization,
which undermines the dominant national culture and transforms the cultural life of

metropolitan centres by creating new differences.

But at the same time, “some unexciting caution” (Hannerz 1996, cited in
Morley 2006: 40) is necessary before we celebrate the newness of such hybrid
cultural differences created by globalization. Because, as I will show in this section,
it 1s not only immigrants, diasporas and common local populations who are mixing
their home cultures with the dominant America/y Western culture, but also
transnational capital and the culture industry that are hybridizing, Based on an
anthropological study which examined Caribbean aspirations for Miss Universe
beauty contests, Kevin Rob<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>