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"The field of human-animal relations is fast becoming one of the hot areas of debate in the social
sciences and is beginning to occupy the centre stage once held by ‘the environment’. A mere glance at
recent literature shows that this new area is advancing on several fronts. These include, for example:
the philosophy and politics of animal rights (Benton 1993; Midgely 1979, 1994); the sociology of
animal rights (Tester 1992); histories of human-animal relations (Ritvo 1987, 1994; R.H. Thomas
1983); the social anthropology of human-animal relations (Cartmill 1993; Ingold 1988); animal foods
and animals in diets (Bourdieu 1984; Douglas 1975, 1984; Fiddes 1991; Franklin 1996a; Goodman
and Redclift 1991; Mennell 1993; Twigg 1983; Vialles 1994); animals, nature and gender (Gaard 1993;
Norwood 1993); hunting and fishing sports in modernity (Cartmill 1993; Franklin 1996a, 1996b;
Hummel 1994; Ritvo 1987); pets or companion animals (Serpell 1986, 1995; Serpell and Paul 1994);
animals, tourism and zoos (Bostock 1993; Mullan and Marvin 1987). Human-animal relations are also
an important dimension in recent papers setting the agenda for a sociology of nature (Macnaghten
and Urry 1995; Murphy 1995).

While this list establishes a growing diversity of interest in human-animal relations, in recent years
much of the literature has been either historical in scope or focused around familiar pro-animal rights
positions deriving from moral philosophy. There is, however, much exciting new material emerging in
the UK, USA and elsewhere from research projects across a wide range of disciplines (including
sociology, anthropology, veterinary science, sociobiology, zoology, nutritional science, medicine,
environmental studies, political science) that is more detached and reflective of contemporary issues,
but which has yet to be brought together in a coherent framework. There are some edited collections,
for example, Manning and Serpell’s Animals and Human Society (1994) and a collection in Social
Research (1995) edited by Arien Mack from the high profile New York conference ‘In the company of
animals’ However, like many collections, they are lightly edited samplers that do not advance a self-
conscious narrative structure or argument other than general pro-animal themes. Some of the more
theoretically informed and less emotionally charged accounts (e.g. Cartmill 1993; Ritvo 1994; Tester
1992) tend to be historical and deal largely with nineteenth-century social change. Even though
Tester’s analysis is sociological and a powerful invective against the naive philosophical bases of
animal rights, it is mainly a discussion of the social origins of demands for animal rights rather than a

‘complete’ sociology of human-animal relations. If anything, his analysis points to the need to expand
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the analysis of human-animal relations beyond grand historical narratives (e.g. R.H. Thomas 1983)
and to the essentialism of structuralist approaches towards a more precise understanding of global

and local cultural milieux."

Source: Franklin, Adrian. 1999. “Introduction.” In Animals and Modern Cultures: A Sociology of
Human-Animal Relations in Modernity. New York and London: Sage.
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Memory, of course, also requires imagination, but it rethinks the future in alliance with recasting the
past. In the last decade, the field of memory has been dramatically reconfigured. Under the impact of
globalizing processes, both the spaces of memory and the composition of memory communities have
been redefined. To be sure, memory has always been articulated on different levels, from the
individual to larger social groups. The collective memory of the nation was at the centre of memory
debates, however, and it was also the focal point of studies on memory. Until recently, the dynamics of
memory production unfolded primarily within the bounds of the nation state; coming to terms with
the past was largely a national project. Under the impact of global mobility and movements, this has
changed fundamentally. Global conditions have powerfully impacted on memory debates and, at the
same time, memory has entered the global stage and global discourse. Today, memory and the global
have to be studied together, as it has become impossible to understand the trajectories of memory
outside a global frame of reference.

This shift has affected all levels of memory production. The global has become the defining arena for
all political actors, be they nation states, transnational institutions or grassroots movements. The
developments and challenges in this recent global transformation have forced state and non-state
actors alike to engage with a globalizing public sphere. We are no longer dealing with clear-cut forces
of globalization and counter-globalization; instead, we are witnessing new forms of crossover and
interaction between these two poles. Increasingly, the values of counter-globalization have invaded the
hegemonic memory constructs of the nation state and they have reasserted claims to moral comport
and accountability. On the other hand, some non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have taken up
the political agenda of nation states, helping them to expand their range of power and influence on a

supranational level.

H{F%: Assmann, Aleida and Conrad, Sebastian. “Introduction.” 2010. Memory in a Global Age:

Discourses, Practices and Trajectories. UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 1-16.
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Fandom is a common feature of popular culture in industrial societies. It selects from the repertoire of mass-
produced and mass-distributed entertainment certain performers, narratives or genres and takes them into the
culture of a self-selected fraction of the people. They are then reworked into an intensely pleasurable,
intensely signifying popular culture that is both similar to, yet significantly different from, the culture of
more ‘normal’ popular audiences. Fandom is typically associated with cultural forms that the dominant
value system denigrates — pop music, romance novels, comics, Hollywood mass-appeal stars (sport,
probably because of its appeal to masculinity, is an exception). It is thus associated with the cultural tastes of
subordinated formations of the people, particularly with those disempowered by any combination of gender,
age, class and race.

All popular audiences engage in varying degrees of semiotic productivity, producing meanings and
pleasures that pertain to their social situation out of the products of the culture industries. But fans often turn
this semiotic productivity into some form of textual production that can circulate among — and thus help to
define — the fan community. Fans create a fan culture with its own systems of production and distribution
that forms what I shall call a ‘shadow cultural economy’ that lies outside that of the cultural industries yet
shares features with them which more normal popular culture lacks.

HiFE : Fiske, John. “The Cultural Economy of Fandom.” The Adoring Audience: Fan Culture and Popular
Media, edited by Lisa A. Lewis, Routledge, 1992, pp. 30-49.

= PR TSRO ST EIF (F R E R EREE) DAL » 5B D (E RS R e B B
o i (E VR (R )i SV Y FRE (L REANR) -

1~ BB B BRI > TEAE B R R DA R A {18 T RE Y B T 2 (R (P2 N A (1
[T LR L )

ForEE (B2~ Him ~ AR~ BB Swik > R S -

2 ~ [ St RN AlaE 7] - 57 E A B SR SO e T BIE T Y amRG (P Ml R B
RE) ©

3~ B EEIFEIIHEC - HE(1E 7 50%) -

e



