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Researcher or Smoker? 

Or. When the Other Isn't Other Enough in Studijing 
"Across" Tobacco Control 

To the ethnographic gaze "civilized people" appear too transparent for studu. theu seem just like "us"-materialistic. greedu. and 

purposeful Because their worlds are down to earth and practical. "our" common sense categories apparentlu suffice for making 

sense of their lives. 

-Renato Rosaldo. Culture and Truth 

CThe] point is what does the neld unconsciouslu allow us to do and think? And if the neld is no longer about research in the Third World. 

bu outsiders. of non-literate peoples what is it about now and how is that different. in both theoru and practice? 

-Deborah u·nmico-Samuels. "Undoing Fieldwork" 

Taking Your Pulse with Your Finger 

In the fall of 1996 the World Health Organization, the World Bank, and the 
Harvard School of Public Health issued a voluminous report warning that "by 
2020, tobacco is expected to cause more premature death and disability than 
any single disease" (Murray and Lopez 1996). This publication capped a grow
ing preoccupation with smoking as a health hazard by public health officials, 
nongovernmental agencies, voluntary health organizations, antismoking ad
vocates, the international media, and public opinion in the developed world 
over the last fifteen years. This interest intensified with the 1996 U.S. presiden
tial campaign and with the proposed tobacco settlement reached between cig
arette manufacturers, state attorneys general, and U.S. health officials in June 
1997. Indeed, U. S. politicians and public health professionals in the press and 
in private interviews termed the proposed settlement "the greatest achieve
ment in public health history" (Maugh 1996). 1 

Public concern began to grow dramatically in the early 1980s, following the 
establishment of secondhand smoke as a hazard to nonsmokers by studies 
conducted principally in Japan, the United States, the People's Republic of 
China, and Hong Kong. Smokers were deemed a threat no longer simply to 
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themselves but to others as well. Concern was further heightened in 1993 when 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a report that clas
sified "environmental tobacco smoke" as a class-A carcinogen. The cumulative 
result has been that, as medical historian Alan Brandt (1990) put it, in the 
United States "the cigarette-the icon of our consumer culture, the symbol of 
pleasure and power, sexuality and individuality-has become suspect." As a 
health issue, secondhand smoke has accelerated tobacco control efforts world
wide, and in turn this acceleration has entailed important cultural and social 
changes in many developed countries, especially the United States, above all in 
California and New York City. 

In the following essay, I'm interested in exploring some of the issues raised 
for interdisciplinary studies of science and medicine by recent efforts to regu
late the production, marketing, and consumption of tobacco products, a 
highly politicized, public controversy in many countries at the dose of the 
twentieth century. In particular, I wish to examine the peculiar difficulties 
that face any attempt to research tobacco control in the midst of what has be
come to be known in the United States as the "tobacco wars," and of a social 
climate shaped in the United States by the terror many people have of ciga
rette smoke, smoking, and dying from tobacco-related diseases. As cultural 
critic Mary Louise Pratt once remarked, obstacles to research and fieldwork 
are also ethnographic facts in and of themselves and need to be taken into ac
count in any study of cultural or social practices (1986, 41). Moreover, to 
study empirically or discursively the efforts to combat smoking is no simple 
task when informants, the present researcher, and readers of this essay alike 
are affected by the controversy at hand. For as cultural historian Henry 
Abelove put it with respect to an equally volatile public health issue, the 
HIV/AIDS pandemic, "Trying to know anything about what's most familiar 
must produce a sense of strangeness, difficulty. It's like taking your pulse with 
your finger" (1994, 5). 

Indeed, what has been intensely at issue while this author has performed 
fieldwork and presented scholarly papers, especially in the United States, is my 
embodiment and my relation to truth, as signaled, for example, by the simple 
fact that scarcely an interview in person or presentation takes place without 
my being queried as to my status as a smoker or nonsmoker and my sources of 
funding. Clearly, as the questions of what I do or have done with my body or 
what some institution or firm hopes to do with the results of my work become 
ineluctably embedded in the context of my fieldwork and research, so too are 
questions of identity: "Just who are you?" What's more, if, as Abelove's remarks 
suggest, studying your "own" culture is like conducting a medical exam of your 
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body, it is also an examination of a body that is at once familiarly yours and not 
quite yours (but whose, then?), of a culture that you know well (and which, in 
some sense, belongs to you) but then again not so well (and perhaps belongs 
also to someone else very different from yourself). Abelove's comments imply, 
as well, that just who one is and what one is studying may be different at the 
end than at the beginning of the cultural self-exam, an exam that is finally not 
only a self-exam, but an exam of someone else or some other culture. 

In this sense, then, does self-study, so to speak, also entail studying "across." 
And I want to argue that when studying "across" a mode of knowledge pro
duction of one's own culture-in this case, U.S. tobacco control-the issues 
of embodiment, identity, and truth acquire special salience and urgency if 
one's field-for example, cultural studies-is a discipline of little discipline, 
at least in the eyes of some informants and colleagues. As I attempted to make 
sense of these fieldwork and professional encounters, which made dear that 
there was no "safe" epistemological or ethical position from which to argue 
for, let alone conduct, the kind of study I had in mind, I came to the realiza
tion that current categories in the literature on fieldwork offered little guid
ance to researchers in such circumstances. It struck me that studying "across" 
was an understudied practice-and, as a pattern began to emerge from these 
encounters, that there could be disciplinary and cultural narratives well worth 
piecing together. In this manner will the experience of doing a cultural studies 
analysis of tobacco control serve in this essay as an opportunity to revisit some 
of the practices of identity and disciplinarity that underwrite doing "repatri
ated" work in the metropolises among middle-class professionals, which is 
thus neither "up" nor "down" but somewhere in between. 

Such is the goal of this essay: to tease out the mutual entailment of issues of 
embodiment, identity, knowledge, and studying "across" in the study of pre
sent-day antismoking campaigns and their implications for interdisciplinary 
approaches to science and medicine. I attempt a response to the following in
terlocking questions: to begin with, what does it mean for knowledge produc
ers (researchers) to study "across" and "over" the practices and work of other 
knowledge producers in developed countries, particularly "at home"? That is 
to say, what happens to conventional ethnographic assumptions and certain
ties when the other isn't "other" enough? Second, in what way do issues of em
bodiment and truth dominate debates over smoking and tobacco control both 
in the field and in academic encounters? How do these issues inflect the ques
tions of studying "across"? Finally, how do these issues push us toward a more 
developed practice of interdisciplinary research? Or, conversely, what is it 
about interdisciplinary studies of science and medicine that often entails the 
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persistent question, "Who speaks here?" In following these threads of inquiry 
it is my hope that the present essay will arrive at a better sense of the degree to 
which various disciplinary and public health assumptions and issues are, in 
the words of Abelove, both "inside us as well as outside us, voices that consti
tute us as well as regulate us" (1994, 5). 

The work I am conducting is closely related to other attempts to study 
"across" (and sometimes "up") the practices of medicine, public health, and the 
life sciences; they belong to traditions of scholarship and fieldwork that have 
links to antiauthoritarian projects of women's, lesbian, and gay health move
ments. Important studies have scrutinized the history of public health, medi
cine, and biological sciences in the United States and abroad and with some 
urgency have recently paid attention to the framings of bodies by biomedical 
practices and popular culture concerning human reproduction (abortion, sur
rogacy, cloning, in vitro fertilization) and HIV/AIDS, embracing everything 
from policy and legal decisions to drug testing protocols, clinical procedures, 
and health promotion campaigns. This work stands as some of the most effec
tive examples of interdisciplinary and cultural studies of science and medicine.2 

In particular, I have been interested in how antismoking campaigns in con
junction with revised health codes and contemporary productions of mass 
culture are accelerating shifts in current concepts of risk, well-being, and the 
social body in the United States. Originally trained in French studies, an inter
disciplinary, text-based field, I had written a historical study of French dis
courses on the family before turning to research on tobacco control. At the 
outset of my present project, I focused on print and visual materials first in the 
United States (California) and then in France.3 (The present essay draws on 
the initial fieldwork done in the United States or with U.S. informants.) After 
urging by colleagues in anthropology and sociology to interview those in
volved in the design, production, and evaluation of antismoking campaigns, I 
undertook fieldwork in these countries in order to understand the collabora
tive efforts of parties coming from different "social worlds" of public health 
(epidemiology, public health officials, advertising executives, and antitobacco 
advocates) who actually had a hand in creating the campaigns that first at
tracted my attention. In this sense, the "cultures" of public health tobacco con
trol in their intersection with mass culture have been the object of my 
research. Recently, the project took another turn by including the antismoking 
campaigns in Japan, and I am now rethinking my work in terms of globaliza
tion of concepts of health and risk in developed countries. 4 

My research can thus be understood as a cultural studies approach to to
bacco control that is in dialogue with interdisciplinary colleagues in sociology 
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and anthropology. This essay is a result of that encounter and of a particular 
research experience. Moreover, this essay stems from one thread of my work, 
which has been an attempt to steer clear of conventional ways in which con
temporary issues like tobacco control are at once studied (and criticized) and 
placed at a safe remove from the knowing practices and styles of thinking of 
both the humanities and social sciences. For example, sometimes one can hear 
the view that the antismoking policies mark another outbreak of puritanism 
or stand as another example of the cyclical return of moral panics that regu
larly sweep the United States every twenty years or so (Klein i993; Laqueur 
1995). The first explanation comforts those in the academy who like to picture 
themselves as too enlightened to fall into such outmoded thinking; the latter 
carefully avoids examining the specific ways in which tobacco control pro
duces and acts upon what it knows. For the same reasons, these parties often 
deem antismoking movements rather transparent, requiring little analysis or 
investigation. The "knowingness" of these responses intrigued me and made 
me wonder about the cultures of knowledge in my corner of campus. Looking 
"across" at antismoking campaigns and those who produced them may raise as 
many questions about how the humanities and social sciences come to know 
what they know as it does about public health campaigns and the scientific 
and cultural practices that underwrite them. 

Studying "Across": When the Other Isn't Other Enough 

Before turning to the peculiar issues raised by studying antismoking cam
paigns in the context of the U.S. tobacco wars, I want to situate the subject of 
studying "across" in current discussions on the ethics and epistemology of 
conducting fieldwork. Most of the literature is in the fields of sociology and 
anthropology and has questioned many of the concepts and practices of field
work widely held in the United States, the United Kingdom, and Europe (field, 
site, home, informant, fieldworker, rapport, alliance, and so on). Remarkably, 
in this revisionist literature there has been little written explicitly addressing 
studying "across" at "home" and its implications for the categories that inform 
fieldwork and even less on the play of identity, embodiment, and truth this 
particular kind of fieldwork entails. The term studying across (or its equiva
lent) barely exists in the literature. Moreover, there is not much on the topic 
either in standard anthologies or in textbooks on fieldwork, participant obser
vation, ethnography, and qualitative interviewing. With few exceptions, most 
cited examples are from studying "down" (for example, see Adler and Adler 
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1994; Atkinson and Hammersly 1994; Fine 1994; Fontana and Frey 1994; Mar
cus 1994; and Denizen and Lincoln 1994a; as well as Burawoy et al. 1991; Rubin 
and Rubin 1995i and Van Maanen 1988).5 

The absence of much critical discussion on studying across may come as a 
surprise in light of the feminist, lesbian, and gay traditions of scholarship cited 
earlier concerning biomedicine and the life sciences. A partial explanation 
may be that activist scholars have often undertaken research in direct antago
nism to patriarchal and homophobic practices of clinical medicine, medical 
research, gynecology, psychology and psychiatry, and public health, in which 
case studying "up" the powerful has perhaps been the tacit understanding of 
fieldwork practice (see the discussion of Laura Nader's essay below). 6 

Interestingly, there is an unrecognized tradition of discussing the problems 
of studying across (if not in these terms) in fields whose work does not often 
involve ethnographic study or interviewing but is largely text- or document
based-primarily history, philosophy, art history, musicology, and literary 
studies. In these fields, scholars and writers frequently study other scholars, 
writers, and artists of earlier periods. Reflection on the ethics, politics, and 
epistemology of studying across (as well as up and down)-in this case, inter
preting and translating documents, texts, and artworks-has developed in 
terms of respect, care, violence, pleasure, desire, appropriation, authorship, 
plagiarism, intertextuality, discourse, difference, hegemony, hermeneutics, 
truth claims, and ideologies. These concepts have been a source of debate in
ternationally for many years, especially since the 197os.7 The particular debate 
in anthropology that erupted in the 1980s in the United States came about in 
part when researchers used these concepts (especially those derived from post
structuralist theory) as tools for highlighting the unspoken colonial and post
colonial prerogatives of white Euro-North American fieldworkers through the 
examination of the textual dimension of ethnographic practice. In so many 
words, researchers and ethnographers began to perform versions of indige
nous self-studies or studies across of ethnographers and their textual folkways 
in relation to knowledge production. In this debate question of the identity, 
embodiment, and truth-saying of the researcher began to emerge, but not 
without difficulties turning mainly on omissions with respect to gender, which 
Deborah Gordon highlighted at that time (Gordon 1988). 

Still, in these discussions even the most cogent of the revisionist analyses 
remain committed to the concept of a radical other, positioned either as down 
or up, as the object of study. It continues to underwrite and authorize the 
other guiding concepts of studying down or up and serves as the prism 
through which to interrogate conventional fieldwork and research practices. 
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For example, in his book Culture and Truth (1989) Renato Rosaldo argues in 
favor of a new turn in anthropology toward cultural studies as a response to 
ethnographic liberalism's practice of cultural difference that makes the "other" 
visible, while middle-class researchers themselves tend to disappear in ac
counts. In order to render researchers visible in their own accounts, he recom
mends that they weave into their narratives informants' perspective of the 
ethnographers, with the result that 

[ t] he study of differences, formerly in opposition to an invisible "self," now 
becomes the play of similarities and differences relative to socially explicit 
identities. How do "they" see "us"? Who are "we" looking at "them"? Social 
analysis thus becomes a relational form of understanding in which both par
ties actively engage in the "interpretation of cultures." (206-7) 

However, throughout his discussion, never once does Rosaldo entertain the 
theoretical possibility that "they" could also be, say, other middle-class profes
sionals of the researchers' own culture. Rosaldo's comments remain focused 
on studying down, whether at "home" or outside the United States and other 
developed countries, and consequently his welcome discussion of middle-class 
professional identities of ethnographers still keeps the issue securely within 
the frame of a sufficiently "other" other. As I will argue below, this frame con
tinues to maintain some of the assumptions of much fieldwork and the liberal 
model of power that underwrites them invisible. 

Or take recent work by James Clifford, who questions the persistence of 
concepts of bounded field, static location, or the indigenous ethnographer. By 
his own admission, most of the examples he cites throughout the book are 
drawn from studying "out" or "down" (Clifford 1997, 82). Committed as he is 
to a discussion of fieldwork restricted to the discipline of anthropology alone, 
when he advocates the return of Western anthropology to the metropolises, he 
means only the study "up" of elite institutions by those conventionally posi
tioned as "informants" in developing regions or countries; and when he re
views the problems entailed by "indigenous" ethnography in postcolonial, 
globalized contexts, the cases are of studying "down" (immigrant populations, 
workers, etc.). Importantly, when "home" becomes the "field," an important 
reversal of perspective is achieved, but the founding ethnographic narrative of 
radical difference nonetheless tends to persist (Clifford 1997, 29, 79, 84). 8 

In both examples of revisionist thinking on fieldwork, there is a curious 
omission of any discussion of the theoretical implications of studying "across" 
or "over"-a fieldwork practice that threatens not so much to reverse the play 
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of visibility and power between researcher and informants as to shift the 
whole dynamic entirely. For what happens to the reciprocal identities of re
searchers and informants/interviewees when, in studying across, the other 
isn't "other" enough and when, in the words of Deborah D' Amico-Samuels, 
"the field is anywhere" (1991, 83), and thus the researcher potentially anyone? 9 

In other words, in studying across, what happens to the task and burden of 
translating between cultures-what Karmela Visweswaran has termed an
thropology's "impossible object" and its attendant "failed epistemology"
under such circumstances? What is the fate of the researcher's trajectory from 
discovery of radical difference to the romantic or heroic "bridging" of that 
difference (through what anthropologists have termed rapport, alliance, com
plicity, collaboration, what have you), and the final assertion of another differ
ence, that of researchers' credentialed privileges, which structure so many 
accounts? Just what some of the stakes are when the other isn't "other" enough 
in studying "across" is succinctly outlined by Akhil Gupta and James Ferguson 
in an analysis of hierarchies of otherness and field sites in anthropology: 

We have seen that ideas about Otherness remain remarkably central to the 
fieldwork ritual. But any conception of an Other, of course, has implications 
for the identity of the self. We will argue that even in an era when significant 
numbers of women, minorities, and Third World scholars have entered the 
discipline, the self that is implied in the central anthropological ritual of en
countering "the Other" in the field remains that of a Euro-American, white, 
middle-class male .... The hierarchy of field sites privileges those places 
most Other for Euro-Americans and those that stand most clearly opposed 
to a middle-class self. Similarly, the notion of going to "the field" from which 
one returns "home" becomes problematic for those minorities, postcolo
nials, and "halfies" for whom the anthropological project is not an explo
ration of Otherness. (1997, 17-18) 

As Jean Passaro has stated, fieldwork without "Otherness" as its guiding con
cept leaves it "bereft of readily apprehensible and 'manageable' objects of 
analysis" (1997, 150). 

The tacit commitment to a founding narrative of radical differences in cul
ture, power, or privilege in fieldwork-based disciplines may help explain not 
only the paucity of explicit discussions in the literature but also why what at
tempts there are generally enfold themselves back into a discussion of studying 
up. 10 In fact, a number of essays approach the issue only to veer back to focus
ing on asymmetrical research relations. Take, for example, Laura Nader's 1972 

Researcher or Smoker? 127 

inaugural essay on studying up. Interestingly, she actually starts out by advo
cating studying, as she puts it, "sideways," at home and proceeds to recom
mend dropping anthropology's traditional preference for the underdog (292, 

303). However, her essay then moves toward the perspective of studying up as 
she focuses on the peculiar requirements for the study of the "powerful" for 
the benefit of "citizen-natives" by citizen-scholars who enjoy access rights to 
bureaucracies and organizations: nonresident studies, less face-to-face inter
viewing, and so on. These recommendations represent a substantial break 
with fieldwork orthodoxy. Yet in this political scenario, the outlines of the 
standard fieldwork narrative persist: the researcher at home is a "native" and 
identifies with other "natives" as citizens in an activist alliance against an in
ternal "other"-the politically and bureaucratically powerful. At the same 
time the researcher retains the conventional difference that in the end sepa
rates her or him from the "natives": the duty and privilege of schooling fellow 
citizens in the folkways of dominant institutions. However, Nader doesn't ex
plore this "difference" from other citizens, nor does she consider the possible 
"kinship" ties citizen researchers themselves may have with those they study: 
their own middle-class scholars' professional status, practices, and habitus 
may put them into closer rapport with those whom Nader deems the power
ful. The question of the activist's middle-class entitlement and cultural prac
tices is never posed. In this case we can ask the question, To what degree is the 
researcher studying up actually studying across for those who are located 
down? How does this inflect the research itself and the researcher's activity? 
And to what extent do any of the conventional categories for describing field
work still apply here? 11 

Twenty-three years later, the late Diana Forsythe replied to the last question 
in the negative. Her unpublished paper, "Ethics and Politics of Studying Up" 
(1995) stands as one of the few explicit attempts in laboratory-based studies of 
scientific practices to explore the implications for ethnographic narrative of 
researchers studying researchers in terms of professional training or middle
class status. Here, the discussion of studying across takes the form of admit
ting that researchers are actually studying across as much as studying up. 
Forsythe writes that 

social worlds of fieldworker and informants may overlap considerably. This 
has the effect of collapsing roles that remain separate in the traditional nar
rative. For those who study up under these circumstances, informants may 
also be faculty colleagues, fellow employees of a corporation or of another 
institution, or indeed one's own employer. (10) 
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Laboratory studies involve fieldworkers "studying those whose work skills 
are quite similar to their own;' and often anthropologists end up being greater 
participants in activities of informants and find themselves involved in rela
tionships of greater vulnerability. The disappearance of radical social and cul
tural difference along with the entitlements that derive from studying down 
outside the metropolises of the Euro-North American developed world con
stitute a fundamental challenge to the standard understanding of fieldwork 
practices. As a consequence, Forsythe continues, "the traditional narrative of 
fieldwork offers little guidance" ( 19). Here Forsythe directly broaches the un
settling implications of researchers studying other researchers, yet her 
provocative interrogation remains circumscribed by the frame of studying up 
with which she began; in the end she returns the discussion to that of field
workers studying those more powerful than they, that is, to a focus (at least 
from the researcher's point of view) on the negative difference of power, if not 
of culture, that underwrites studying up: "Studying up-particularly from an 
untenured position-provides one with an opportunity to encounter the real
ity of doing ethnographic fieldwork in the absence of anthropological privi
lege" (21). And too little power entails "too much accountability towards one's 
informants." 12 

Interestingly, throughout the essay, the recurring figure for this asymmetri
cal relation is the graduate student or assistant professor doing observation in 
the lab. This suggests that perhaps the relative absence of debate on studying 
across-even as more and more research is done at home of middle-class 
dominated institutions and bureaucracies-may also have as much to do with 
the peculiar circumstances of graduate school training under which most 
fieldworkers acquire a professional identity and self-understanding through 
their first experience doing fieldwork as with the deeply ingrained character of 
the traditional fieldwork narrative: in "repatriated" ethnography, one is no 
longer always in a position of clear-cut cultural and political privilege, and it is 
impossible as a graduate student to forget one's subordinate position within 
academic hierarchies and middle-class settings. 13 Formative experiences that 
are perhaps peculiar to the Anglo-American model of graduate apprentice
ships (Punch 1994, 84) may have left their mark in reflections on fieldwork. In 
this discourse, it would appear that if one is no longer studying down the old 
way from a position of guilty privilege, then one must be studying up the new 
way from a position of unsettling powerlessness. But what happens, then, if one 
is doing interviews and fieldwork in the absence of both radical cultural differ
ence and differences in professional entitlements and privileges? And what be
comes of the old professional drama of (lost) innocence and the romance of 
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marginalization that linger on after graduate school in our definition of the 
kind of work we do? Finally, if innocence and marginality no longer constitute 
the conditions of truth-saying of committed inquiry, then what new under
standing of research practices becomes possible? 

The point of these extended considerations is not whether difference or 
otherness exists or not but rather to review the roles they are made to play in 
constructing identities of informants, researchers, and research topics. 

In the examples drawn from revisionist writing on fieldwork, there is a 
striking tendency for discussions of studying across to shift toward studying 
up and for commentaries on studying up to invoke at some point along the 
way studying across. The drift of these discussions asks the question, To what 
degree do they reflect an unflagging investment in a social or professional 
epistemology-a claim and right to know the other as an exoticized "other"
which entails a conventional model of power in which the asymmetries of op
pression, marginalization, and privilege are always clear-cut and fall along a 
single axis? In turn we may ask, How much has this commitment to an exoti
cizing otherness actually worked to reduce, in the words of Donna Haraway 
(1997), the "ethnographic risk" to researchers' sense of self and categories of 
analysis and contributed to constructing scientists as "hostile natives"? Finally, 
following Ferguson, Gupta, Passaro, and Weston's lead, we may wonder 
whether these directional metaphors and the concepts of otherness and white
ness that underlie them remain at all serviceable for grasping the dynamics of 
any fieldwork setting, past or present. 

The Tobacco Wars 

Studying tobacco control places epistemological and ethical certainties of 
fieldwork under considerable stress. For not only does studying across at home 
dispense with those radical differences in power, privilege, or culture upon 
which so much ethnographic research is based, but researching a public scien
tific controversy imposes willy-nilly questions of personal and professional 
identity, authority, and accountability in a particularly direct way and, as is 
often the case with health issues, ties them to bodily practices and habits. 

Throughout the 1990s in the United States, airwaves and newspaper columns 
have been filled with coverage of congressional hearings, public health studies, 
debates, and human interest stories on the hazards of smoking and secondhand 
smoke. A set of assumptions coupled with a palpable intensity has emerged in 
public debates and everyday conversation concerning smoking, and together 
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they have become one of the determining conditions not only of doing field in
terviews but also of submitting articles for publication and giving papers in 
professional venues. To give readers a quick overview of the expanding field of 
epidemiological fact making and cultural work of the tobacco wars, it may be 
helpful to review briefly some recent developments in the United States. These 
have been selected with a view to highlighting the powerful mix of policy and 
legal decisions, legislative acts, scientific findings, and media events that consti
tute the public struggle over the production and consumption of cigarettes in 

the United States in the mid-199os: 

1994 

April: Henry Waxman (D-CA) holds hearings of the House Energy and Com
merce Subcommittee on Health and the Environment in which tobacco 
industry executives deny under oath that cigarettes are addictive. 

1995 

January 1: The state of California extends its ban on smoking in enclosed 
public spaces to restaurants, with the exception of bar areas. 

August: The FDA announces a plan to reduce smoking by children and ado
lescents by 50 percent; President Clinton calls for the forceful recrimi
nalization not only of cigarette sales to minors but also of their 
consumption by smokers under eighteen. One year later he signs a de
cree putting the plan into effect. 

August: University of California, San Francisco, publishes on the Internet 
smoking studies suppressed by the Brown and Williamson Tobacco 

Corporation. 
November: CBS News program 60 Minutes sets off a storm of protest when, 

bowing to threats of a lawsuit, it decides not to air an interview with a 
former tobacco industry executive. 

May: Scientists report that there is "three-fold increased risk of breast can
cer among non-smoking women who had been regularly exposed to 
tobacco smoke at home and at work" (Brody i996, A12); researchers 
reveal that teenage smoking rates among high school students jumped 
from 27.5 percent in i991 to 35 percent in 1995 (Stolberg 1996a, A12). 
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July: Scientists report that children of smoking parents tend to have higher 
rates of mental retardation (Drews et al. 1996). 

August: President Clinton signs a decree declaring nicotine an addictive 
drug and gives the Federal Food and Drug Administration broad au
thority to regulate cigarettes and other tobacco products, terming cig
arette smoking "the most significant pubic health hazard facing our 
people" (Stolberg 1996b, A1); some communities begin to ban smok
ing in public parks (Verhovek 1996, A1). 

1997 

spring: in view of the increased number of serials and films featuring smok
ers, the Washington Post adds the frequency of smoking to its content 
ratings in addition to the amount of sex, adult language, and violence. 

June: In Washington, D.C., the tobacco settlement is announced; R. J. 
Reynolds retires Joe Camel ads in the United States after being ac
cused for years of targeting teenagers and children. 

July: University of Chicago researchers claim that sons of women who 
smoked ten or more cigarettes per day during their pregnancy have a 
fourfold increase in the risk of "conduct disorder" (Nutall 1997); local 
police begin sting operations against store owners nationwide, and in 
small towns reports surface of high school officials suspending high 
school athletes who test positively for nicotine in their urine. 

1998 

January 1: California bans smoking in all bars and bar areas. 
April: The dramatic rise in teenage smoking is confirmed by the CDC ( Cen

ters for Disease Control 1998a). 
Summer: The tobacco settlement collapses. 
November: A weaker version of the settlement is revived and signed. 

Bodies in Controversy: Researching U.S. Tobacco Control 

Over the last fifteen years, there has been a remarkable politicization of the 
smoking issue in California and around the United States, which prompted 
one sociologist of public health, Joseph Gusfield, known for his research on 
the anti-drunk-driving movement, to comment in 1993 that in the United 
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States "smoking, drinking, and the use of illicit drugs are high on public health 
and social control agendas .... Yet open discussion of the assumptions behind 
current restrictive policies toward this trinity of vices is taboo;' which 
amounts to the "silencing of dissent and doubt" in "the hermetically sealed 
chambers of the present public discourse" (1993a, 983, 992; see also 1993b ).

14 

Indeed, it would seem that U.S. tobacco control stands as a particularly in
tense example of what is called in science studies a public scientific contro
versy. Brian Martin, who has studied the dynamics of such controversies, 
reminds us that to conduct research on an emerging dominant discourse or 
scientific consensus-here, antismoking counteradvertising and those who 
produce it-automatically courts the accusation of "working for the other 
side:' Even practicing scrupulous symmetrical analysis of both sides of a con
troversy recommended by conventional science studies does not provide safety 
from such accusations (Martin 1991, 163-65). In tobacco control what is con
troversial is less the health hazards smoking poses to smokers (annually, 
420,000 inhabitants of the United States are reported dying of tobacco-related 
causes)-in the language of social studies of science, this is relatively stabilized 
scientific fact that has been "black-boxed"-than the threat to nonsmokers (it 
is claimed that annually 50,000 people die in the United States from environ
mental tobacco smoke). 15 Under such circumstances, taking the empirical 
risk involved in doing field and archival research with the possible result of 
"thinking differently," as the French philosopher Michel Foucault once put it, 

is no simple task. 
The mutual entailment of questions of embodiment, truth, and identity 

was made clear at the outset in presentations and in early face-to-face inter
views in 1996 with U.S. researchers, antismoking advocates, and public health 
officials. In one instance, my status as a smoker or nonsmoker had to be estab
lished with an assistant before an appointment could be arranged. This repre
sents an extreme example, but subsequently the issue of whether I was a 
smoker or not would return periodically in interviews and even more persis
tently in colloquia and conversations with colleagues about my current work. 
Often, queries concerning the identity of this author were not limited to bod
ily practices alone but included routine questions about funding and informa
tion sources. 16 For example, in one interview, one California public health 
official began by asking who funded my work (the Committee on Research, 
Academic Senate, University of California, San Diego) and later interrupted 
the interview, asking, "How come you know so much?" I was at pains to con
vince the interviewee that databases and collections in research libraries as 
well as Internet access could account for the detailed questions I was posing. 
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Or again, one year later, when, although I had come with the recommenda
tions of leading public health researchers, the head of a state tobacco control 
office turned down a long-standing request for an interview, citing among 
other reasons that "we don't know you." These brief examples suggest that is
sues concerning one's identity and bodily habits, funding sources, and truth
saying have a tendency to run parallel to one another and at times to intersect 
and merge in current discourses of antismoking. 

Now, in the context of the U.S. tobacco wars, which have revealed repeated 
instances of tobacco industry funding, on the one hand, of scientific research 
that questions the results of widely accepted smoking studies, and on the other 
of political initiatives meant to halt antismoking measures, such suspicion 
with respect to an inquiring researcher seems amply warranted. 17 Indeed, 
throughout the 1990s the California campaign has been the object of numer
ous attempts by the tobacco industry and its political allies such as Governor 
Pete Wilson, to defund it; the outgoing (1993-98) director of the California 
Department of Health Services, Kimberly Belshe, a Wilson appointee, was a 
spokesperson for the tobacco industry-funded group that opposed the anti
smoking Proposition 99 in 1988 (Ellis 1993). 

Moreover, the recurring need to know someone's status as smoker or non
smoker also testifies to the powerful cultural and social role cigarettes have en -
joyed in United States culture in the twentieth century. Not only have they 
always been objects of desire, exchange, and taboo but they have also been 
thoroughly woven into the lives of users and nonusers alike-from styles of 
self-presentation and practices of sociability to the very way one makes one's 
way through the day at home, work, or play to their role as forms of pleasure 
and self-medication (Klein 1993). Thus in U.S. culture nothing is at once more 
personally and socially determined than smoking. And when in the tobacco 
wars participants, observers, and those who fall in between are assigned a very 
situated body, that of the smoker or nonsmoker, the task is rendered even 
more complex. 

Hence, in one workshop setting, where I gave a paper on the cultural narra
tives of antismoking ads, before presentations and discussion had begun, 
everyone in the room was asked by one participant to identify themselves as a 
smoker, former smoker, or nonsmoker. Unfortunately but perhaps predictably, 
later discussion of the paper remained largely caught up in personal statements 
by participants on how smoking had directly affected their lives and those of 
their cohorts. At another presentation in a different meeting, in reply to a query 
I made of a member of the audience who had asked "the question" as to how 
the possible response could affect the reception of my analysis, I got no re-
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sponse except that I sounded "defensive." The field and the challenges it pre
sented to the present researcher had clearly expanded to professional settings. 

Smoker, Anyone? or, The Crisis of Identity and Truth in 
Studying across Public Health 

In this respect, it would appear that the study of antismoking campaigns and 
other scholarship on abortion, contraception, women's health issues, and 
HIV/AIDS share the task of tracking contemporary debates that have entered 
U.S. mainstream culture in a highly volatile form, which often plays out an 
identity politics of sorts whereby one's position or relation to, say, safer sex, 
mandatory HIV testing, child abuse, or abortion can be read off one's bodily 
practices, appearance, gender, or racial, ethnic, class, regional, or religious 
background. According to the narrowest version of this identity politics, 
knowing someone's identity is, in the end, to know enough, and little more 
needs to be said. 18 This naming of an identity to discredit the speaker or writer 
is frequently what happens to those in marginal positions outside the main
stream, including-as Kath Weston reminds us-so-called indigenous or na
tive ethnographers studying their own communities (1997, 172-73). Here is 
where the kinds of knowledges produced by the fieldwork narrative of other
ness and the health prevention and public health discourses of tobacco control 
sometimes intersect. 

In a sense, politicized as U.S. public debate may be, the situation at least ar
guably affords the refreshing opportunity of dispelling any lingering illusions 
of claims to classical objectivity in the field or archival work (secured by pro
fessional experience, method, what have you). Moreover, what is at hand is a 
reversal of the standard fieldwork narrative in which the informant's body and 
culture are made increasingly visible while those of the researcher enjoy al
most complete invisibility: his or her body and culture are all too visible, and 
he or she can end up being the object of scrutiny and interrogation. 

The present situation is both like and unlike that described by Weston with 
respect to the native ethnographer who is located somewhere halfway between 
being them and being us (1997, 173-74). In the present example, not only is the 
researcher's body framed and inscribed by the very discourses on smoking he 
wishes to study, but it also serves as the basis for discrediting his entire re
search enterprise. It would appear that one of the working assumptions in the 
United States that often frames the fieldwork question "Are you a smoker?" is that 
no nonsmoker would be prompted to inquire into the cultural ramifications of 
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campaigns and ordinances deterring citizens from smoking or taking up the 
habit. 19 Thus there arises an intractable catch: the researcher's embodiment 
has to be the "right one," not that of a smoker but, at this time at least in the 
United States, that of a nonsmoker. For, if I have understood the logic cor
rectly, the nonsmoker's body would presumably serve as the guarantee of the 
quality of his or her inner thoughts, intellectual processes, ethical commit
ments, and motivations. Yet if this is so, then there is a double logic operating 
here, which tends to make disappear not only the researcher but his or her 
project, all together. It is at this point that the discourse of addiction appar
ently intervenes. If to be a researcher of antismoking campaigns is perforce to 
be a smoker, according to the definition of smoking as an addiction, to be a 
smoker is to disqualify oneself automatically as a researcher, for one's 
thoughts, desires, and motives no longer belong to a disciplined, inquiring 
mind but rather are possessed by the imperatives of a craving for tobacco and, 
by extension, by the tobacco industry, to whose blandishments and products 
one has already succumbed.20 In terms of this discourse, then, there can be no 
such thing as a disembodied researcher of U.S. tobacco control. (And, as I will 
discuss below, if you aren't identifiably a smoker, you may run the risk of being 
assigned a deficient inner life all the same, one lacking "compassion.") 

Let us pursue the present line of analysis. In studying across tobacco con
trol, the researcher-cum-smoker's body represents excessive embodiment (that 
is to say, the researcher and his or her research is reduced by the discourse of 
addiction to being the mere expression of physical need), while by implication 
at least the nonsmoker's or former smoker's body (75 percent of the adult U.S. 
population, or 83 percent of the adult population in California) represents 
under- or nonembodiment. In various interviews, professional venues, and 
media accounts the only adult body under regular scrutiny is often that of the 
smokers (and in the case of minors, likely smokers). Other forms of embodi
ment are routinely passed over, excepting that of victims of secondhand 
smoke, in which case the polluted or polluting bodies of smokers threaten to 
transform the bodies of nonsmokers into likenesses of their own (see also Reid 
1997). Thus in this fashion, the truth-saying authority of the two groups is rad
ically opposed: the invisible or absent body continues to enunciate truth. 

The privilege of reading identity off bodies, interiority off identity, and 
bodies off practices is a complex question, especially in the present context. 
Compared to other controversial health issues, with smoking reading one's 
position of smoking off one's practices or background (and vice versa) is per
haps even more difficult; for tobacco control and its restrictions have become 
so utterly mainstream that tobacco control is not associated with or been seen 
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by the media as the special purview of smaller U.S. groups or subcultures 
(people with AIDS, gays, feminists, women's health advocates, etc.). 21 In a 
sense, the smoking issue involves "everyone" (and that's certainly the claim 
made by public health officials and antismoking advocates) and therefore "no 
one"; identifiable parties are hard to come by except for the tobacco industry, 
voluntary health organizations, health care professionals, and public health 
officials. This may be why, in the end, dominant discourses seem to insist on a 
fundamental division between, on the one hand, those who smoke and, on the 
other, those who do not (especially those groups understood to be most at risk 
or vulnerable to other's smoke or to the seductions of tobacco advertising
teenagers, children, and fetuses). 

Still, the problem, of course, is how do you tag a smoker? Given the persis
tent numbers of smokers in just about every socioeconomic, ethnic, racial, 
gender, and sexual group in the United States, it is a daunting enterprise.22 At 
first glance, no legible identity emerges with recognizable features. To be sure, 
there are the smoker's "voice," "cough," "facial lines;' and "smell," relentlessly 
portrayed in counteradvertising, which may identify heavy smokers (perhaps 
more reliably nowadays, as secondhand smoke declines in closed public 
spaces), but still, these aren't always very reliable. And then, if to identify regu
lar smokers is hard enough, how do you distinguish social smokers? part-time 
smokers? or more recently, the growing numbers of cigar smokers? closeted 
binge or weekend smokers? And in the case of minors, what about potential 
smokers? Conversely, what about never-smokers or former smokers (respec
tively 50 percent and 25 percent of the adult population)? 23 What bodies do 
they have, and what are their powers of truth-saying? 

In any case, some of these difficulties and the paradoxical status of smoking 
as a social and cultural practice in the present juncture in the United States
done perhaps in fewer and fewer numbers by "others" yet nonetheless to some 
degree by "all"-may have something to do with the great lengths to which 
antismoking counteradvertising, the media, and news organizations in the 
i99os strove to name smokers and their habit. A great cultural labor has been 
under way for some time that seeks to distinguish smokers from the rest of 
"us," the general population. In California, for example, antismoking ads in 
the early and mid-199os repeatedly likened smokers to tragically isolated indi
viduals, postmenopausal women or postclimacteric men, shapeless members 
of the working class, French nationals, the genetically deficient, addicts, serial 
killers, gangsters, and in a more humorous vein, farting cows (Reid i997). 
Great energy has been expended on efforts to construct a smoker's identity 
and willy-nilly to locate that identity in restricted domains of the social body 
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(teenagers, people of color, immigrants, and the non-middle class generally) 
at a remove from the "general population." In other words, the uncertainties of 
identifying smokers actually may have spurred efforts that have contributed to 
a pathologizing social discourse both outside and inside the academy and 
public health. They may have nourished a caricatural politics of truth-saying 
and identity politics of risk group construction in which what may perhaps be 
the starting point of epidemiological inquiry ("Who smokes?") inadvertently 
winds up being the explanatory cause. 24 

The Theater of Concern and the Return to Manageable Objects 

In researching tobacco control practices, the ethical, political, and epistemo
logical uncertainties of studying across run high. They are compounded if you 
are not identifiably a smoker or a paid agent of the tobacco industry, that is to 
say, a prisoner of addiction or special interest; in which case the state of one's 
inner thoughts may no longer be questioned by way of bodily habits or fund
ing sources but is sometimes interrogated directly, most often in terms of a 
lack of "compassion." And if this takes place in an academic setting and disci
plinary issues are at stake in the encounter, the accusation can be followed by 
strong gatekeeping of the field in question. 

For example, in reaction to an invited paper on probabilistic thinking and 
narratives of risk in antitobacco advertising and health reports delivered to a 
panel devoted to mapping a new subfield called public cultures of science at 
the annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association, one of the 
respondents chose to complain that I had not made clear whether I believed 
the statistics and could not understand how the social implications of antito
bacco narratives could be given serious consideration when compared to the 
sufferings and deaths of victims of tobacco. In a second pass through the eight 
papers that had been presented, the respondent then proceeded to locate them 
in their respective places within the new domain of the public cultures of sci
ence. The eighth one-on actuarial narratives in tobacco control-was 
passed over in silence. 

Several things require comment. Clearly, the panel involved multiple 
thresholds: it was at once an attempt to map an emerging area of study and, in 
the case of this author's paper, the intervention of a researcher from outside 
the discipline of anthropology. Thus intellectual and field uncertainties were 
bound to come to the fore, and boundary construction and policing were to be 
expected. What was interesting, even startling, was the form they took. Here, 
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the tobacco control researcher was subjected to a form of scrutiny others were 
not, but interestingly, this time the interlocutor publicly took on embodiment 
as the compassionate subject by virtue of the author's putative lack of concern 
for human suffering. The effect was at once to align the speaker and the official 
discourses of tobacco control (and a particular discipline) with unassailable 
ethical claims and to remove tobacco control from cultural analysis, thereby 
shutting down discussion. Once again, a double logic was at work: here, to ask 
certain questions publicly was tantamount to not showing that you "cared;' 
and not to "care" meant not to qualify as a researcher and, in this case, as a 
member of a new subfield of anthropology. 25 More broadly, it would appear 
that to inquire about the cultural ramifications of tobacco control amounts to 
denying those truth claims all together. 

In a sense, the invocation of compassion and care by the respondent could 
be understood as an attempt not only to substitute the bodies of tobacco vic
tims for the practices of tobacco control as the basis for discussion but also to 
substitute the perspective of studying down of traditional fieldwork for study
ing across, and in so doing shift the discussion to more stable epistemological 
and ethical ground. 26 

Making Strange and the Ethics of Uncertainty 

In this final section I'd like to return to Henry Abelove's metaphor of taking 
one's own pulse for the difficulties of studying the contemporary culture in 
which one lives. In the manner of those who work in text-based disciplines, I 
worried Abelove's phrase to make it yield a sensitive instrument for broaching 
the complexities of studying across, and to make the claim that self-study in
volves the study of something else that is not quite your own or yourself but is 
nonetheless intimately linked to you. I was making the implicit argument that 
there is no self-study that doesn't involve the study of others, and conversely, 
no version of studying across-more than when you are studying down or 
up-that doesn't entail the study of yourself and culture, especially when it is 
middle-class researchers studying other middle-class researchers as is the case 
in interdisciplinary studies of scientific and medical practices. The issue of 
otherness and differences in power, privilege, and culture of course remain, 
and in this particular research setting take on a disciplinary guise: the folkways 
of those involved in tobacco control (epidemiologists, health educators, med
ical researchers, lawyers, and media professionals) and those of humanists and 
social scientists who study them. 
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What has made studying tobacco control so interesting is how the "field" 
quickly expanded into academic settings in which preliminary results were pre
sented. The fact that I run up against as many obstacles in encounters with col
leagues as with informants directly involved in the controversy suggests
perhaps in a way that complements what D'Amico-Samuels meant--that in study
ing across, the field can indeed be anywhere, and that practices and discourses one 
is trying to understand are located across many social worlds, especially if 
these worlds are those of middle-class background and professional training. 
The epistemological and ethical assumptions of antismoking discourses
the politics of truth and identity-are widespread and, as is in the nature of a 
public controversy, circulate between academe, research sites, media, and pop
ular culture. 

This suggests that if tobacco or rather its regulation is one of those 
"boundary objects," which, according to S. Leigh Star and James L. Griese
mer (1989) are objects of research that provoke boundary disputes between 
fields, it is a particularly volatile and mobile one. This is perhaps another 
reason that in following, for example, the trajectories of tobacco control dis
courses, one quickly bumps up against those borders and their assumptions 
(assumptions that may have more in common than participants will ac
knowledge) and is pushed toward interdisciplinary approaches to science 
and medicine. The boundaries in question are between the humanities and 
social sciences, among epidemiologists, medical researchers, media profes
sionals, and public health officials, and finally between the former and latter 
groupings of fields. 

Embedded in Abelove's words is an alternative ethics and epistemology to 
that which underwrites the standard fieldwork narrative. When he writes, 
"Trying to know anything about what is most familiar must produce a sense of 
strangeness, difficulty," I want to argue that the "strangeness" here is not that 
of radical otherness and that the "difficulty" is not the difficulty of"failed epis
temology" or "impossible object" but that of a different kind of object and 
different kind of epistemology. 

Something akin to this can be found in Sharon Traweek's (1988) meditation 
on "repatriated fieldwork" (studying high-energy physicists in the United 
States). She writes, 

It might seem that an American fieldworker would share the common sense 
cultural expectations of American physicists. Traditional anthropologists 
have sometimes been suspicious of "repatriated" anthropology, arguing that 
without strangeness the fieldworker cannot identify the cultural assumptions 
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of a community; they believe that the shared common sense is transparent 
and hence invisible. 

The premise is surely right, but the cases where it applies are rarer than 

they may seem. For one thing, repatriated anthropology is just that: one of 
the main reasons I worked in Japanese labs before returning to SLAC was to 
acquire strangeness. Within the United States, in spite of the image of the 
melting pot, regional, class, ethnic, religious, and occupational differences 

give rise to sharply differing experiences of the world. 

Traweek both acknowledges the anthropological goal of producing and study
ing "strangeness" and, in my view, shifts it toward a fieldwork/research dynam

ics in which fully manageable and thus knowable objects can no longer be 
reliably found and studied; for the "field" swarms with too many differences. 

In a similar vein, Bruno Latour and Steve Woolgar in their early study 
(1986) explicitly borrow modified concepts from ethnography; they argue for a 
different form of "strangeness," a space of uncertainty not marked by a narra
tive of "exoticism": 

Our current position on "ethnography" is slightly different. Its main advan

tage is that unlike many kinds of sociology (especially marxist), the anthro
pologist does not know the nature of the society under study, nor where to 
draw the boundaries between the realms of the technical, social, scientific, 
natural, and so on. This additional freedom in defining the nature of the lab

oratory counts for much more than the artificial distance which one takes 

with the observed. This kind of anthropological approach can be used on any 
occasion when the composition of the society is uncertain. It is not necessary 
to travel to foreign countries to obtain this effect, even though this is the only 
way that many anthropologists have been able to achieve "distance." Indeed, 
this approach may very well be compatible with a close collaboration with 

the scientists and engineers under study. We retain from "ethnography" the 

working principle of uncertainty rather than the notion of exoticism. (279) 

I want to argue that when read together, these passages on studying scien
tific practices suggest a way to understand "difference" differently and thereby 

transform the very notions of researcher, research subject, and the ethno
graphic "distance" between them. In this reconceptualization of research and 

field dynamics outside the frame of exotic otherness, researchers are no more 
distant enough than others are other enough: intimacies, ambiguities, and am
bivalence abound, as do unassimilable differences and power relations. 27 They 
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are the very stuff of research and no longer stand as the "noise" that needs to 

be managed or eliminated by methods, experimental writing, going "home," 

narrow identity politics, or declarations of good intentions or compassion 
(Kirby 1993). This vexed space of (research) encounters (from interviews to 
academic venues to popular culture) resembles what Mary Louise Pratt 
termed in a later essay in another context "contact zones" (1991). They are 
zones in which no one and nothing is either innocent or safe, least of all in this 

case the most cherished disciplinary narratives guiding our research and 
defining our research selves as we engage with how practitioners come to 
know the social and natural worlds. 

Notes 

I. This settlement collapsed in the summer of 1998 under the pressure of partisan 
politics, a $so million media blitz by the tobacco industry, and disagreements among 
public health advocates. It was revived in a weaker version in late 1998. 

2. For example, see Abelove 1994; Cartwright 1995; Clarke 1998; Crimp 1989; Epstein 
1996; Fujimura 1996; Gilman 1995; Hammonds 1987; Haraway 1989, 1991, 1997; Har
touni 1997; Martin 1987, 1995; Patton 1990; Terry 1989; Treichler 1989; Watney 1987, 
1995. 

3. The media campaigns were initiated by the California Department of Health Ser
vices in 1990 with funding stemming from tax revenues generated by Proposition 99, 
passed in 1988. Annually, the tax raises about $600 million, 20 percent of which is allo
cated to tobacco education (2 percent to the media campaign proper). By virtue of its 
hard-hitting paid advertising deglamorizing smoking, attacking the tobacco industry, 
and warning the public about the dangers of secondhand smoke, the California media 
campaigns from their inception have attracted a great deal of attention; in the early 
and mid-199os, the comprehensive California tobacco control effort of which the 
media campaigns were a component was regarded by many public health officials and 
antitobacco activists nationwide and even outside the United States as a model for to
bacco control health promotion (see Bal et al. 1990; Reid 1997). 

4. My research has led me to investigate social and cultural issues including the fol
lowing: the transformation of built public and private space (especially by the concept 
of secondhand smoke); shifts in definitions of childhood and adolescence introduced 
by tobacco control; the relationship between expert knowledge and citizens' "common 
sense"; the elaboration of new social, racial, gender, ethnic, and national distinctions 
based on smoking; the stigmatization of smoking as a drug addiction and as deviant 
behavior; and the transfer of health promotion technologies such as "social marketing" 
(the use of methods of commercial advertising for the promotion of public interest is
sues) from one cultural context to another. 
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5. In the United States, older work on the sociology of workplaces, which was asso
ciated with Everett Hughes and Donald Roy and appeared in the 1950s, did have some 
discussions of studying up, down, and across (S. Leigh Star, personal communication). 
See for example Hughes 1984. 

6. For feminist reflections on the issues of alliance and studying across, see Kirby 
1993; Newton and Stacey 1995; and Stacey 1988. 

7. For defining texts in European and North American cultural theory and criticism 
on these issues see, in English, anthologies by Adams (1969); Demetz et al. (1968); and 
Groden and Kreissworth (1994), as well as single works such as Barthes 1975. 

An important scholarly literature has grown over the last fifteen years on middle
class culture as such. Some scholars claim that the nineteenth-century middle class was 
the first social class to come into being in Western Europe and North America whose 
identity and power resided also in the ability to produce, manipulate, and consume 
print documents and print culture in general. See Armstrong 1987 and Reid 1993; in 
anthropology and history, see Anderson 1983. 

Readers will remark that the fields I have named are all located within the humani
ties (history often straddling humanities and social sciences). Roughly speaking, hu
manities have traditionally spent most of their time studying the past (of which they 
constitute themselves the custodians) and in so doing, simply through temporal differ
ence as well as through canon and archive construction, they too can project a suffi
ciently "other" other even at home. This also may account for a certain form of 
conservatism that stands out in the eyes of social scientists: it is often the "present" (be 
it mass culture, late capitalism, or postmodernity) that threatens these fields in terms 
of their self-understanding and the cultures to the study of which they are devoted. 
Hence the peculiar form their periodic resistance to interdisciplinary fields like cul
tural studies, which set for themselves something other than the role of guardians of 
the past and take an active interest in applying both humanistic and social science ap
proaches to emerging social and cultural practices as well as to those of the past. Cul
tural studies creates discomfort among social scientists, as well, not only by bringing 
methods of textual analysis to the treatment of social phenomena (a process once 
termed by one linguist as the "aestheticization of the social sciences") but also by bor
rowing from social scientists' own fieldwork methods (a growing trend nowadays). In
terestingly, some of the earliest applications of literary theory to the social studies of 
contemporary practices have been by sociologists and anthropologists themselves in 
early studies of scientific labs dating from the 1970s; see Latour and Woolgar 1979; 
Lynch 1985; Traweek 1988; in qualitative sociology see also Gusfield 1976. 

8. In Anthropology as Cultural Critique, revisionist anthropologists George Marcus 
and Michael Fischer do briefly broach the subject of ethnographic study of other mid
dle-class professionals without reference to a discourse of otherness. However, they do 
not elaborate what the consequences of dispensing with such a discourse might be 
(1986, 153-55). 
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9. I think it is fair to say that in this context, "anyone" should be taken to mean 
mainly those with university education and access to funding sources and publication 
venues. 

10. Conversely, in terms of the disciplinary imperatives alone (in addition to the po
litical imperatives of"speaking back" by marginalized groups), this may explain one of 
the attractions of indigenous ethnography: the flip side of a (failed) enabling fieldwork 
narrative of radical, exotic difference would be that of radical identity. Yet there, too, in 
terms of this conventional narrative, fieldworkers encounter another "impossible ob
ject" and "failed epistemology": see Kate Weston's meditation (1997) on the impossibil
ity of being both an anthropologist and a member of the gay community. And if in 
studying "across" the other isn't "other" enough, here, in indigenous ethnography, in 
studying one's own group or subculture Weston suffers in the eyes of both her col
leagues and her community for not being "us" enough for either group. As Weston 
points out, in these practices of professional and community identity, there is little 
room for hybridity or a multiply determined self. 

11. In an essay published in 1997, George Marcus actually replays the scenario of the 
ethnographer as citizen-native, but now in the context of globalization. Revisiting the 
"radical implications of the new theoretical visions and discussions of anthropology's 
changing object of study" in the context of globalization (89), he converts the com
pression of the time and space of"here" and "there" by globalization and the resulting 
mutual "fascination" between globalized fieldworker and globalized informants into 
an opportunity for multisited research based on self-acknowledged complicity, the 
new cognitive condition in a globalized world. In this account the old anthropological 
categories of insider/outsider, rapport, and alliance give way to a complicitous rela
tionship between fieldworker and subjects, based on "an affinity, marking equiva
lence" (100 ), of a "shared imagination" (101) and a shared "existential consciousness" 
that stems from "their mutual curiosity and anxiety about their relationship to a 
'third' "-those specific sites of a globalized elsewhere that inflect their interactions 
(100). 

Yet once again the old, much desired collapse of difference (here, the transnational 
researcher has not only gone native but is a (global) native and enjoys the native's 
"double-consciousness") is accompanied by the equally desired affirmation of differ
ence in which, in this new version of globalized cosmopolitanism, the anthropologist 
retains the privilege and obligation of articulating these globalized situations: "Com
plicity here rests in the acknowledged fascination between anthropologist and infor
mant regarding the outside 'world' that the anthropologist is specifically materializing 
through the travels and trajectory of her multi-sited agenda" (100 ). 

Here, Marcus's globalized, multisited field is, in the end, modeled on the transferen
tial space of Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysis in which the researcher as analyst 
occupies the privileged transnational place of the transcendental Other-globaliza
tion as master signifier-to the informant/analysand. 
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12. Although Forsythe doesn't broach the question, what also may be at issue is on 
the one hand, how social scientists who self-identify as scientists feel looked down 
upon by physical and life scientists, and on the other how, although they view scientists 
as colleagues, they often refer to these same colleagues as "them" (see Hess 1992, 13, and 
Star 1995, 23). 

13. This is compounded of course by other factors such as gender, race, class back
ground, and so forth. In Forsythe's essay, the graduate student/assistant professor is 
gendered female. Elsewhere, Forsythe commented on the peculiar status of female 
graduate students doing fieldwork in male-dominated settings; in her view their non
threatening status as female graduate students, combined with the sexual dynamics 
often present between older men and younger women, may account for the fact that 
many of the most effective ethnographies have been by white female researchers at the 
beginning of their careers (Forsythe, Bay Area Biology Study Group, November 1994). 
On the tendency of ethnographers to other the scientists they study and portray them
selves as underdogs, see Rouse (1996; 244-45). A further complicating factor is another 
well-known but rarely acknowledged fact that in terms of career trajectories, in the 
United States humanists and social scientists are commonly recruited from upper
middle-class backgrounds, whereas many natural scientists and engineers start their 
careers from more modest beginnings (Ladd et al. 1974). 

14. It is interesting to note that a graduate student, otherwise an admirer of 
Gusfield's, explained the sociologist's position by the fact that he was a smoker. Later, 
in a public lecture in February 1998 on the smoking controversy, Gusfield stated that he 
had stopped smoking forty years earlier. 

15. For a layperson review of the hazards of smoking and the history of the tobacco 
industry, see Kluger 1995· On the new model of causality that statistically based epi
demiological studies of the effects of smoking introduced into medical discourse, see 
Brandt 1990. For key studies on secondhand smoke see Glantz and Parmley 1991; Hi
rayama 1981; and U.S. Surgeon General 1986. On the process of scientific "blackboxing" 
see Latour 1987. 

16. Susan Harding (1991, 375)reports that when she began doing fieldwork on fun
damentalist Christians, colleagues quizzed her repeatedly on her background and 
questioned her motives. 

17. An epidemiologist supportive of my research project, before granting further in
terviews, actually requested from me a public statement in e-mail form attesting to the 
fact that I had received no tobacco industry funding; he then circulated it to tobacco 
control advocates in California and suggested that I keep a copy of our correspondence 
and use it as a way to obtain interviews with other reluctant informants. 

Research and public discussion are further hindered by the adoption by the tobacco 
industry of a strategy recommended by corporate consultants Edward A. Grefe and 
Martin Linsky that consists of corporations not only borrowing tactics from the tradition 
of U.S. grassroots organizing but also aggressively appropriating any criticism of public 
health positions as their own. In so doing the tobacco industry effectively preempts any 
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"third" or "fourth" position and forcibly maintains public discussion in a polarized 
form in which two positions alone are sanctioned: theirs or that of antitobacco advo
cates and public health officials (see Grefe and Linsky 1995). Thanks to Joe Dumit for 
bringing this reference to my attention. 

18. The limits of various essentialist identity politics have been identified and dis
cussed extensively, less so in the fields of public health and health prevention than in 
feminist, postcolonial, and queer studies. See, for example, Lisa Lowe, "Heterogeneity, 
Hybridity, Multiplicity: Asian American Differences" (1996); for an early critique of 
confusion of "risk factors" with "risk groups" in HIV I AIDS discourse see Grover 1987; 
see also Lupton i995, 77-105; and Gilman 1995· For a standard epidemiology textbook 
presentation of these issues see Gordis 1996, 141-62, 183-95. 

19. In Japan, which has a very different situation with respect to smoking and to
bacco control, the opposite assumptions may obtain. In reference to my research, I 
have frequently been asked whether I am a smoker; the assumption apparently being 
that only a nonsmoker would care to undertake such an inquiry. On the other hand, in 
France, I have rarely been asked such questions. Obviously, further fieldwork is in 

order to clarify this issue. 
20. The dominance of the discourse of addiction may be peculiar to the U.S. con

text; in France, for example, antismoking advocates shy away from a psychopharmaco
logical approach to the issue (Hirsch and Karsenty 1992, 71-74, 113-14). 

21. However, ever since a tobacco settlement was tentatively reached in June 1997, the 
issue of tobacco control has tended to be delegated to lawyers of both sides, state attor
neys general, and highly visible health care professionals and tobacco industry CEOs. 

22. Here are recent figures from the CDC as ofi994: overall population 25.5 percent, 
males 28.2 percent, females 23.1 percent, whites 26.3 percent, blacks 27.2 percent; and as 
of 1987-91: Asian/Pacific Islander 23.6 percent, American Indian/ Alaska Native 38 per
cent, and Hispanic 28.6 percent (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 1998b 
and 1998c). There is one group whose reported smoking rates have gone down steadily 
and are consistently lower than others: those citizens with at least a college educa
tion-13.9 percent (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 1995). This suggests 
that what may also be at issue in antismoking campaigns are the preoccupations of 
those citizens who are primarily knowledge producers; on the social and identity poli
tics of health campaigns, see Reid 1997, 549-50. 

23. In epidemiological studies the definition of a smoker commouly adopted is that 
of someone who has smoked at least one cigarette in the last thirty days and has 
smoked at least one hundred cigarettes over a lifetime. 

24. On the problems of risk group construction in epidemiology and health promo

tion see Lupton 1995 and Beaglehole and Bonita 1997· 
25. Although many scholars who perform fieldwork do not enact this drama of 

ethos, the theater of concern remains an unacknowledged practice in U.S. academic set -
tings. Other examples could be cited. One researcher who conducts fieldwork on envi
ronmental issues in developing nations recounts repeated instances of being upbraided 
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by senior colleagues for not demonstrating more palpable emotion, including tears, in 

presenting her material to the public. 
26. It also falls into what Paul Rabinow (1996, 20-21), in referring to the challenges 

of fieldwork, terms the trap of ressentiment, which "requires, demands, fabricates, and 

defends clearly drawn boundaries between subjects and objects in order to operate," 
and a "politics of victimage," which "yields a politics of moral superiority." 

27. In his reflections on studying scientists in biotechnology, Rabinow (1996, 15-25), 
like Forsythe, argues there is a partially shared culture between informants and field

workers. He goes on to claim that another commonality between them arises out of 
parallel experimental practices of problematization and reflective curiosity in social/in
stitutional fields undergoing change. While provocative, his remarks in my view assume 
an ideal orderliness to the labor of both kinds of research that may be rarer than he al
lows and come close to returning us to a refurbished concept of "rapport" and the ro
mance of cosmopolitanism. This would be the subject of another essay. 
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