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derlying assumptions of the system or the powerful
analytic capacity that it has.

Nahumck is successful in this book to the extent
that she introduces Laban’s concepts and gives the
reader some idea of the scope and conceptual power
of his system. She clearly documents her belief, which
| share, in the primacy of Laban’s system as the most
precise one available for analyzing movement in its
own terms. The book is particularly useful for readers
interested in a purely structural application of the nota-
tion system independent of the kinesthetic context,
such as the comparative analysis of the steps of two
related dance forms. A dancer looking for a shorthand
for writing choreography would also find this book
useful, as would a student of another notation system
looking for comparative material. But it is only through
rigorous study of Laban’s work that its full potential for
movement research can be realized.
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Leicester; Temple University.

Barbara Rosenblum’s illuminating study succeeds at
tying photographic style in specific ways to the social
organization of photographers at work. Style, she ar-
gues, is ‘‘a deposit of the work role’’ (p. 113). More-
over, “‘distinctive social processes dominate each set-
ting where pictures are made and they affect what
photographers can and cannot do, what kinds of im-
ages they can and cannot make, what kinds of visual
data they can include in the picture or leave out’’ (pp.
1-2). The division of labor, technology, photographer-
client relations, audience expectations, and control
over work processes interact to fashion largely auton-
omous “‘worlds’’ (p. 19) of photographic custom and
practice, worlds to which we gain entry via Rosen-
blum’s report of her participant observation at three
work settings. In her comparison of the ways in which
news, advertising, and fine arts photographers make
pictures, ‘‘the relationships between photographic
style and social structure setting can be seen’’ (p. 2).

In these three spheres neophyte photographers are
socialized into different work roles (what novices might
know about picturemaking before this explicit sociali-
zation is not discussed). As apprentices, news photog-
raphers learn to be unobtrusive; they learn to antici-
pate sequences of social action so as to be able to
plan their next shot; they internalize news values and
learn to negotiate a fit between their pictures and the
stories they may accompany. As assistants to estab-
lished advertising photographers, newcomers learn to
manage shooting situations: where to obtain special
materials, how to make creases in satin look ‘‘right,”’
how to keep models relaxed, how to take orders from
agency art directors and clients. At school fine-arts
photographers learn that photography is a visual art
and that, somehow, their pictures should both unveil
and bear witness to their own individuality.

We learn a good deal about the ways photogra-
phers go about their work. News photographers on the
night shift generally cover different sorts of events
than their colleagues on day work. Rather than the
prescheduled events of day — press conferences, fash-
ion shows, baseball games—at night ‘‘good human in-
terest material. . . the birth of a baby . . .
murder, fire, death’’ take precedence (p. 49).

News photographs, too, often function as a record that
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an event has in fact occurred. As one informant puts it:
“With a picture, it’s either there or not there. No bull-
shit. No reporter making up a story’’ (p. 22). ‘“‘Getting
the picture,’ if it is a good picture, means getting the
story (p. 47); and the veracity of the photograph re-
mains pristine even as the photographer is in practice
subordinated to conventional journalistic storylines. In
the similarly restrictive domain of the advertising pho-
tographer the chief job is to translate sketches sup-
plied by advertising agencies into conventional photo-
graphic terms. Here creativity is seen to lie in “‘the
solution to a technical problem for which there are no
standardized solutions’’ (p. 84): how to shoot a toy
castle underwater; literally, how to make the product
shine. Advertising photographers thus derive concepts
of creativity from their need to produce ‘‘original stan-
dard pictures’ (p. 81)—photographs whose technical
brilliance permits expression of the client’s design.
News photographers, however, may explain creativity
in terms of a search for new angles when covering
well-worn faces; and fine-arts photographers use cre-
ativity as a badge of their individuality by finding ‘‘orig-
inal,”” often difficult or dangerous shots, or by printing
in unexpected ways.

Style “is not the outcome of the history of the rules
of a form’” Rosenblum observes (p. 111), and her
study reinstates a valuable empirical emphasis on the
actual processes through which cultural forms are
hammered out. If | find some problems with Rosen-
blum’s conceptualization of style (which | will discuss
below), they are secondary to her substantial contribu-
tion to our knowledge of the structured practices of
photographers in American society.

We might have learned more from this book had a
larger number of illustrations been included. A few
photographs, chosen to exemplify broad stylistic dif-
ferences between news, advertising, and fine-arts
photography, find their way into the text. Yet there are
many occasions where visual information is pertinent
and some where the argument is damaged by its ab-
sence. The reader is too often shut off from good eth-
nographic data, and omission of illustrative resources
obliges Rosenblum to shut doors which should have
remained open. To take one major example, she states
(p. 43) that “‘understanding the differences between
newspapers, with regard to their definitions of the
‘news,’ is the first step in understanding the picture as-
signment process and the picture selection process.’’
A paper’s ‘‘general editorial attitude,”’ she continues
(p. 43), varies in accordance with ‘‘what news fits the
image of the paper, and what kind of treatment of
news items the editors think the readers expect of that
paper.”’ But what do these differences actually look
like? How, specifically, does ‘‘general editorial atti-
tude’ impinge on the production and style of photo-
graphs, and how does its impact vary as one moves
from journal to journal and from one end of the generic

style (‘‘news photography’’) to another? Might not the
tabloid and the prestige press, for example, diverge
along a photographic dimension, as they so evidently
do across conventional axes of content and visual
form? Unaccompanied by photographic illustrations,
Rosenblum’s single example, a grisly murder, cannot
provide an answer.

More serious, Rosenblum relinquishes any attempt
to link such generic variation to the pattern of social
stratification which pervades American society. Might
not the styles of picturemaking employed by different
newspapers be related to social structural differences
between their publics? Can work practices not be seen
as unfolding a graded series of photographic styles in
relation to disparate audiences?

Rosenblum acknowledges that ** ‘the specificity of
the audience’ is a very important variable, one which is
based on structural features of social systems” (p.
125). However, she then asserts that for news and ad-
vertising photographers a ‘“‘primary audience’ is com-
prised of “‘significant others,”” who make the ‘‘stop-
and-go decisions along the distribution channel’’ (p.
118) and who, therefore, take analytic precedence
over the “‘general public.”’ In brief, the audience and
its expectations are incorporated into the work organi-
zation itself: One produces for colleagues and editors,
or for an ad agency art director and the client, rather
than for any ultimate public. This is a valid and impor-
tant argument, which has been developed at greater
length in recent work on the production of news (Gold-
ing and Elliott 1979; Schlesinger 1978). It under-
scores the insight that in systems of industrial cultural
production the interaction between producers and au-
diences tends to be uneven, with power held asymmet-
rically at the producing end. Nevertheless, it is worth
pointing out that circulation and sales managers, with
their market research staffs, are far from blind to the
‘‘demographics’’ which herald the interaction between
style and audience penetration. Abolishing the au-
dience by fiat segregates the newspaper from the con-
text which, ultimately, underpins much of its cultural
meaning.

Inattentiveness to the audience, therefore, allows
style to become what it patently is not: a thing, ‘‘a de-
posit of the work role”’ (p. 113). As social structure
disappears, work role and, by extension, style itself
become pure expressions of organizational or institu-
tional requirements.

In actuality differences exist between individual
practitioners, or between subgroups, even in the most
bureaucratic and routinized organizations—and these
differences may be substantial. Among news people,
for instance, Janowitz (1975) has argued that ‘‘gate-
keepers’’ and ‘“‘advocates’’ are disposed to project
distinct journalistic styles: factual, objective, or neu-
tral, on the one hand, and committed or partisan on the
other. Cantor’s (1971) study of Hollywood TV pro-
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ducers is similarly able to isolate divergent types, the
bases for which are sought in past career history and
experience. Are there really no photographers at any
of Rosenblum’s three settings who oppose dominant
concepts of creativity? Are there none who cling to al-
ternative, but still acceptable, styles of picturemaking,
be they residual or emergent (Williams 1973)? What
are the patterns and bases of variation within the work
role, and how do these interact with style?

Work role grants too much weight to the reality of
an ideal typical photographer’s experience. Not only
does this tend to blur individual differences, it also ac-
cepts the perspective of the individual photographer
as the most valid analytical standpoint. For the lone
photographer working in a complex organization, how-
ever, much that may seem to be immutable may in fact
be organizationally contingent. To imply, for example,
that ‘‘technology’’ —in this case automated photo-
graphic processing equipment used by newspapers—
does not encourage the news photographer to trouble
about printing his own pictures, or to worry much
about their final appearance, may be correct, but it ob-
scures a somewhat different structural reality. As Ro-
senblum notes, it is deadlines that favor the use of
high-speed photoprocessing equipment capable of
churning out reproducible images in a matter of min-
utes. Deadlines, though, themselves express the
newspapers’ economic character. Contrary to Rosen-
blum’s argument, news certainly is not the newspa-
pers’ ‘‘main product’’ (p. 41); news is news because it
is necessary to have something to fill the space be-
tween the advertisements which are slotted en masse,
in advance, into each day’s projected paper (cf. Tuch-
man 1978:15-16). As Fazey (1977:6) explains, dis-
play advertising

is all-important in its effect on the type of newspaper that
is produced. Advertising market considerations, in fact,
create the large, multi-section newspaper, where the ad-
vertisers’ perception of the editorial function is condi-
tioned by the need to turn the reader onto the page which
the advertiser has bought almost in its entirety. A three-
quarter column turn from page A1 fills this need admira-
bly.

Although ‘‘technology is always enmeshed in an eco-
nomic, political and ideological system’’ (p.115), it is
vital to ask and to find out how.

Reliance on work role is, finally, symptomatic of
a troubling tendency to gloss over the fundamental
distinction between collective and individual or craft
production. Indeed, a number of crucial concepts—
creativity, alienation, and style—are skewed
uncritically toward individual rather than collective
maodes. Alienation, for example, is seen to result from
a lack of control over work, from start to finish, from
conceptualization to execution to ultimate audience
reception. Well and good. “‘Control’ itself, however, is

too automatically referred back to isolated actors:

‘. . . individual labor, not social labor, is a necessity
for artistic production because it insures the possibility
of working in a craft mode, in which thinking and doing
are united‘* (p. 124). Why is such unity to be required
only by artists? And might not thinking and doing ever
be united in collective production? Rosenblum’s an-
swer is a retreat across a full century of practice and
discussion. The use of craft production as an ideal
points up fine-arts photography as a relatively attrac-
tive current style of work, and Rosenblum seems to in-
sinuate that collective production itself may be the
source of alienation, in the form of ‘‘aspects of modern
work organization such as deadlines or routinization’’
(p. 124). Deadlines, | have pointed out, at least in
newspaper offices, express a specific form of collec-
tive organization, and must not be confused with col-
lective production per se; and it is far from clear in
what ways routinization, taken alone, could engender
alienation. Again, Rosenblum does not hesitate to as-
sert, in support of fine-arts photography, that ‘‘unregu-
lated competition may stimulate the creation of in-
novative imagery’’ (p. 120), because the free market,
with its relatively diffuse expectations concerning
works of art, permits ‘‘a greater possibility of imposing
one’s unique vision and one’s own aesthetic prefer-
ences on a work of art’” (p. 127). Has the author not
permitted the obsessive concern for individuality
evinced by many of her fine-arts photographers to dic-
tate the boundaries of her own discussion? Diffuse ex-
pectations, in any case, are not identical to elastic or
tolerant or far-ranging ones, as Rosenblum herself
soundly shows: ‘. . . the strength of the market’s influ-
ence is evident when we realize how few photographic
traditions are defined as fine art, compared to the vast
number of original portfolios that are submitted to
curators and gallery owners each month’’ (pp. 108-
109). Before she praised the free market, might it not
have been advisable for her to find out what proportion
of fine-arts photographs actually are sold through gal-
leries and what proportion manage, in a not-so-very-
free market, to elude these powerful arbiters of taste?
How do we know that the diversity of style in fine-arts
photography, along with the monolithic style of news
photography, is not apparent only, a mere artifact of
the author’s enchantment with individual production
and individual experience?

Three main weaknesses, therefore, afflict the con-
cept of style advanced by Rosenblum. First, its stress
on work role obscures our view of individual differ-
ences and, occasionally, structural contraints within
organizations where photography is practiced. Sec-
ond, style embraces neither generic nor inter-
organizational variation nor, again, the distinction be-
tween individual and collective forms of production.
Finally, the relationships between such variation and
the social location of work practices are not examined;
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style is not viewed as an interaction between organiza-
tions and the people outside them. Objections aside,
however, Photographers at Work makes photography
a more comprehensible practice.
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Mass-Mediated Culture is a useful book, but perhaps
not in the way the author intended. As an effort to syn-
thesize a vast literature on a mass communication and
culture, the book touches on a number of issues basic
to the study of complex society and mass communica-
tion. In doing so, it demonstrates the importance of de-
veloping an anthropology of mass communication and
media.

The book is an ambitious undertaking. In 280 pages
Real proposes a theoretical framework for the study of
mass-mediated culture, which he defines as ‘‘ex-
pressions of culture as they are received from contem-
porary media, whether they arise from elite, folk, pop-
ular or mass origins’’ (p. 14), summarizes much of the
literature on mass culture, describes and justifies his
methodology, presents several case studies, and ex-
horts the reader to create a setting in which the *‘liber-
ating potential’’ of media could be realized. The core
of his argument is that mass-mediated culture is a cru-
cial link between the material setting and institutional
structure of a society and the character of con-
sciousness and symbol system of that society. To sup-

port and illustrate his contention Real presents case
studies of Disneyland, the Super Bowl, medical pro-
grams on television, a Billy Graham crusade, a presi-
dential campaign, and an Aymara fiesta in the Andes.
He justifies this choice of topics, arguing that they are
‘“focused on a specific event or person as a dominant
and widespread cultural expression that continues
over a period of years, represents a major institutional
area or subsystem of society and is significant as an
expression of a total cultural system’ (p. 37).

In a brief section of three pages, Real describes the
““methodologies’’ of functionalism, structuralism, and
aesthetics and says that all three are necessary for an
adequate understanding of mass-mediated culture. He
then, just as briefly, characterizes his approach—
without, however, integrating in any systematic way
the proposed theory, methodologies, and research
techniques. He labels his approach ethnographic, ex-
egetical, typological, cross-cultural, critical, and policy
oriented.

Ethnography. . . identifies an experience in exact detail
together with historical and other necessary factual back-
ground. . . . Exegis . . . identifies the precise meaning of
the experience both intensively in itself and extensively in
its association. When well executed, the two define what
an individual case typifies about a culture. The cross-cul-
tural comparisons are most evident in the Aymara study,
which compares and contrasts characteristic structures of
a non-mediated culture with the culture represented in the
other case studies. Critical procedures seek precise un-
derstanding of subtle associations, implications and prob-
lem areas. They seek both positive appreciation and nega-
tive sensitizing to potential exploitation and unconscious
excess. . . . A final procedure in these studies points
beyond understanding only and suggests appropriate and
constructive responses. [p. 38]

The six case studies follow. While Real uses a wide
range of approaches, cites an extensive literature, and
has chosen varied topics, the results are limited and
repetitive. Each chapter hammers home the theme that
mass-mediated culture ‘‘primarily serves the interests
of the relatively small political-economic power elite
that sits atop the social pyramid.’’ Disneyland repre-
sents ‘‘utopian typifications’’ and instructs through
““morality plays that structure personal values and ide-
ology.”” The study of the Super Bowl approaches it as
a mythic spectacle, emphasizing dominant American
institutions and ideology. Televised medical programs
are examined by use of the concepts ‘‘genre’’ and
“formula.” A major conclusion is that the programs
support cultural notions of health, glorify and protect
the interests of doctors, and fail to make available to
the public useful information on health and illness. The
following chapter on a presidential campaign con-
cludes that the current political communication system
represents an ‘‘authoritarian use of mass-mediated



