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Introduction

In May 1998, the Indian government transformed world media by granting 
Bombay cinema “industry” status. It was a remarkable decision, given the 
history of the state’s relationship with popular cinema. Even though Bombay 
had emerged as a major center of film production during the 1930s and 1940s, 
the Indian state did not regard filmmaking as an important industrial activ-
ity or as central to the project of defining national culture. As a consequence, 
filmmaking did not receive the concessions and support that media—includ-
ing radio and television—did. Punitive taxation, licensing, and censorship 
codes defined the state’s approach to cinema for nearly five decades.
 Ascribing industry status to filmmaking in 1998 was, at one level, an inter-
vention in film financing. The government framed the decision as an attempt 
to rid the film business of “black money” (untaxed/unaccounted) as well 
as the involvement of the mafia/underworld, and to encourage transparent 
accounting practices. More broadly, this moment of reform also generated a 
discourse of “corporatization,” a set of changes deemed necessary for the film 
industry to shed its image as a dysfunctional “national” cinema and assume 
its place as a global media industry. Corporatizing the film business seemed 
all the more urgent given the phenomenal growth of other media sectors in 
India (television and telecommunications in particular) and the emergence 
of a globally competitive IT and software services sector in cities like Ban-
galore and Hyderabad during the 1990s. Narratives of India Inc. confidently 
and triumphantly navigating the global economy were not lost on either the 
state or those in the film industry. This process of reform has by no means 
been smooth or uncontested. There has been much disagreement and confu-
sion regarding the many institutional, creative, and social transitions under 
way within the film industry and the media industries at large in Bombay 
and other cities across India. And media industry professionals remain 
deeply ambivalent about changes that a decade of reform has wrought and 
what it means to adopt and perform globally recognizable practices of orga-
nization and management. This sense of uncertainty and ambivalence about 
“going global” notwithstanding, two things are clear.
 First, the spatial coordinates and geographic reach of Bollywood have 
changed dramatically over the past decade. The answer to the question, 
“Where in the world is Bollywood?” is, to be sure, “Bombay.” However, 
Bombay’s emergence as a global media capital cannot be grasped without 
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mapping the city’s links with other centers of finance, technology, the South 
Asian diaspora, and creative work such as New York, Los Angeles, and Lon-
don, among others.1 Second, it is neither possible nor productive to concep-
tualize Bollywood as a film industry. Television and digital media have been 
central to the circulation of Bollywood content across the world, in expand-
ing and redefining sites and modes of consumption, and enabling filmmak-
ers and stars to envision overseas markets and audiences.
 This book focuses on these and other transitions to analyze the transfor-
mation of the Bombay film industry into a transnational and multimedia cul-
tural industry that the world has come to recognize as Bollywood. Bringing 
together in-depth interviews with a range of media industry professionals, 
ethnographic accounts of industry conventions and sites of media produc-
tion, and trade-press materials, my central goal in this book is to capture the 
dynamics of a media industry in formation and thereby analyze how a media 
industry in the postcolonial world imagines and claims the global as its scale 
of operations. Scale, as the anthropologist Anna Tsing observes, is the “spa-
tial dimensionality necessary for a particular kind of view, whether up close 
or from a distance, microscopic or planetary.”2 Tsing further argues that a 
scale needs to be understood not just as a “neutral frame for viewing the 
world,” but rather as something that “must be brought into being—proposed, 
practiced, evaded, as well as taken for granted.”3 Drawing on Tsing’s reflec-
tions on scale and scale-making, I approach the transition from Bombay cin-
ema to Bollywood as a particularly rich conjuncture for analyzing how the 
“global” is variously imagined, acted upon, contested, and rearticulated. Thus 
at a broader level, this book presents an analysis of globalization, especially 
as it pertains to media and communications, and the capitalist frameworks 
within which a majority of the world’s media systems have come to operate.
 Of course, there is no denying that Bollywood has come to occupy a privi-
leged position in the study of media in India and processes of media global-
ization more generally. Scholars including Shanti Kumar and S. V. Srinivas are 
surely right to point out that this focus on Bollywood provides too partial a 
view of media globalization and marginalizes other centers of media produc-
tion that are also enmeshed in transnational circuits.4 In the Indian context, 
the Tamil and Telugu language film and television industries based in Chen-
nai and Hyderabad, for instance, are anything but “local.” The establishment 
of powerful television corporations such as Sun TV and Eenadu TV during 
the mid-1990s led to the creation of a translocal network of audiences based 
not only in India and the “first world” diaspora in countries like the United 
States, U.K., and Canada, but also brought in Tamil- and Telugu-speaking 
communities in countries like Malaysia, Singapore, and South Africa. As in 
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the case of Hindi-language television channels like Star and ZEE, film-based 
content constitutes a major part of these television channels’ programming. 
The use of the term “regional” to mark these industries’ position within the 
Indian mediascape and the Indian state’s material and symbolic investments 
in Bollywood certainly underscore the continued relevance of the “national” 
as a scale where the politics of media globalization play out.5

 However, I would argue that one way to address this problem is to make 
Bollywood more specific. In other words, in addition to developing accounts 
of media industries in other cities within India, we also need to map the 
many forces that produced Bollywood as the Indian global media industry 
in order to reveal the presentist and limited nature of that globalism. Brian 
Larkin’s careful mapping of circuits and patterns of distribution of Bombay 
cinema in Nigeria, and Sudha Rajagopalan’s analysis of the circulation and 
consumption of Indian cinema in the erstwhile Soviet Union are important 
reminders of other trajectories and articulations of the “global” in the history 
of the Bombay film industry.6 Further, as Ravi Vasudevan observes, when we 
consider the fact that “regional distribution offices across the Middle East, 
North, East, and South Africa date back to the 1940s and were feeding into a 
particular market for ‘Arabian night stories’ and Laila Majnu, Shireen Farhad 
style love legends,” it becomes clear that we need to be far more grounded 
and precise in our use of terms like global and transnational.7

 My analysis of the transition from Bombay cinema to Bollywood is thus 
set within the sociohistorical conjuncture of the past two decades—from 
1991, when economic reforms initiated by the Indian government led to 
large-scale political and sociocultural transitions across the country, to the 
present. I argue that the emergence of Bollywood as a global media indus-
try rests on profoundly uneven and contested spatial transformations across 
three interrelated fields: first, the reconfiguration of national space in trans-
national terms, marked in particular by the state’s creative responses and 
efforts to refigure its relationship with the diaspora as well as the media and 
entertainment industries; second, the reinvention of Bombay as a global city 
in this period of economic and cultural globalization, and its position as a 
key node in multiple transnational networks of capital and cultural produc-
tion; and third, the phenomenal expansion of India’s mediaspace, character-
ized by the rapid development of the television, advertising, Internet, and 
mobile phone industries as well as increasing levels of technological and 
industrial convergence among them.
 In relation to these broader shifts, chapters in this book tackle sev-
eral other questions, themes, and issues. Tracing changes in state policy 
toward media and entertainment, I explore how various people and groups 
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associated with Bollywood negotiated and articulated what it meant to “go 
global.” How was the notion of corporatization, for instance, normalized as 
exactly what the industry needed in order to refashion itself as Bollywood? 
Exploring the world of marketing and promotions, I analyze the ways in 
which the film industry responded to new circuits of capital that became 
available in Bombay following the establishment of transnational television 
and advertising corporations. Situating the workings of the film industry 
within the broader mediaspace of Bombay, my approach opens up an oppor-
tunity to understand, for example, how family-run businesses like Dharma 
Productions (Karan Johar) tackled the challenges and opportunities that 
this period of transition presented. Moving beyond questions of reception 
in diasporic contexts, I examine how digital media companies established by 
South Asian American entrepreneurs in New York have forged relations with 
Bollywood to create new and unexpected trajectories of media circulation.
 Overall, I conceptualize Bollywood as a zone of cultural production 
shaped by multiple sites of mediation, including the operations and social 
worlds of industry professionals, state policies, technological and industrial 
shifts, and audience practices—all simultaneously dependent on, yet not 
completely determining one another. While my primary orientation is in 
the field of media and cultural studies, in the course of writing this book I 
have drawn from a range of disciplines and in particular, recent historical 
and ethnographic work on media cultures outside Anglo American contexts. 
In doing so, I hope to contribute not only to scholarship on media and public 
culture in India and the Indian diaspora but more broadly, to expand our 
understanding of the histories and patterns of media convergence as well as 
the spatial dynamics of media globalization.

Beyond Film, Toward a History of Media Convergence

In 2003, the New Delhi-based Seminar magazine invited a group of media 
scholars to “unsettle cinema.” The objective, as Bhrigupati Singh outlined 
in his opening essay, was to grapple with the question: What sort of an 
object is cinema in India? Singh went on to situate this question in relation 
to the transformation of India’s mediaspace since the early 1990s and to 
assert that Ashis Nandy’s view of popular cinema being a “slum’s eye view 
of Indian politics” had become nearly impossible to sustain.8 Writing in the 
mid-1990s, Nandy had famously argued that “both the cinema and the slum 
in India show the same impassioned negotiation with everyday survival.”9 
Arguing that this articulation was no longer possible, Singh wrote: “The 
object that Nandy, even till as recently as 1995, could refer to as ‘cinema’ 
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has completely changed in its shape, form and mode of dispersal.”10 So 
what does cinema post-1995 look like? The snapshot that Singh presented 
is worth quoting:

Take the case of a recent film, Kabhi Khushi Kabhie Gham (K3G). Along-
side his transnational presence in the film, Shahrukh Khan flows uninter-
rupted and simultaneous into a Pepsi ad on Star Plus, a rerun of Baazigar 
on Sony TV into an Ericsson ad in the Times of India, only to reappear 
on the upper left corner of the MSN Hotmail India screensaver. Amitabh 
Bachchan plays an aging corporate scion and benevolently distributes 
money and a few minutes of fame to the Indian middle class on Kaun 
Banega Crorepati? (Who Wants to Be a Crorepati?). K3G the film, itself 
appears in only a fraction of the cinema halls in any of the big Indian cities 
on the day of its release, simultaneously screened with a shaky and uncer-
tain print on TV by various cablewallahs (cable TV entrepreneurs), flood-
ing various electronic bazaars soon after as an easily copied VCD, its songs 
long-since released (and “pirated”) on CD and cassette.11

To this account, we could add that K3G’s songs were available on various 
peer-to-peer networks and websites like raaga.com and smashits.com the 
day after the music was officially released. Web portals such as rediff.com 
created slideshows (offering behind-the-scenes stills, interviews, gossip, etc.) 
and hosted online chat sessions with the stars that were attended by fans 
across the world. Within a few days of the film’s release, pirated copies were 
in circulation all over the world and available, for instance, at South Asian 
grocery stores across North America. And at the cinema hall in Boston 
where I saw the film (first day first show, no less), the audience, comprised 
mostly of Indian immigrants, stood up reverentially when Krish (Shahrukh 
Khan’s son in K3G) led his British schoolmates in a rendition of the Indian 
national anthem.
 Snapshots such as these are interesting not only because they serve as 
useful entry points for thinking about the ways in which the object that we 
term “cinema” has changed dramatically. More important, they highlight 
how India’s mediaspace is defined by rapidly evolving, complex, and often 
surprising connections within and among industry practices, state policy, 
new media technologies and platforms, and spaces of consumption and par-
ticipation that criss-cross regional, national, and transnational boundaries 
and affiliations. In this context, to suggest that film shares deep connections 
with radio, television, and digital media seems to state the obvious. Yet, apart 
from brief mentions of radio and television as important sites for audiences’ 
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engagement with film music, there is no sustained historical study of how 
broadcasting, for instance, may have shaped the workings of the film indus-
try or vice versa. Film and media scholars have yet to pay close attention 
to the ways in which relations among the media industries in Bombay have 
defined circuits of capital, production cultures, and policy decisions, among 
other things.12 Singh’s essay in Seminar was, in many respects, among the first 
to call for a move away from conceiving of cinema in purely textual terms.13

 Thus far, scholars have approached cinema in India as a profoundly 
important “national-popular” domain that has negotiated various transitions 
and conflicts in the sociocultural and political fabric of India for over a cen-
tury now, focusing in particular on the politics of representation in Indian 
cinema.14 Juxtaposing readings of films’ narrative and representational strate-
gies with the sociocultural and political context within which they were pro-
duced, circulated, and debated, these studies help us understand how cinema 
mediates ideas regarding nation, gender, caste, class, community, and sexual-
ity. Over the past decade, others have built on this work and focused atten-
tion on a range of filmic and extrafilmic sites—stardom, censorship, style 
and visual culture, and gender and queer politics—to explore how cinema 
relates in complex ways to the civic and the political.15 However, as Ranjani 
Mazumdar points out, analyses have so far placed cinema “within a frame-
work of either ‘dominant ideology’ or the ‘nation’ and ‘state,’ thus situating 
cinema within networks that constitute nationalist and ideological closure.”16 
Further, the study of cinema has been dominated by a focus on the formal 
properties of film and the narrative form.
 In contrast, this book looks beyond the film text and the cinema hall to 
examine film’s relations with other media. I argue that historically informed 
institutional and ethnographic analyses of intermedia relations are crucial for 
developing more complex and textured cultural genealogies of Bollywood’s 
global flows and influences. As the chapters that follow show, by focusing on 
intermedia relations in the Indian context, I also hope to broaden scholarly 
discussions of media convergence that are informed primarily by develop-
ments in Anglo American media cultures. In one respect, my understanding 
of media convergence is shaped by Henry Jenkins’ approach, which moves 
beyond a focus on technological dimensions to explore the industrial and 
cultural dimensions of what he calls convergence culture. For Jenkins, con-
vergence refers to “the flow of content across multiple media platforms, the 
cooperation between multiple media industries, and the migratory behavior 
of media audiences who will go almost anywhere in search of the kinds of 
entertainment experiences they want.”17 Paying close attention to relations 
between “old” and “new” media technologies, Jenkins explores changes in 
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the operations of the media industries in the United States as well as the ways 
in which participatory cultures that cohere around media and popular cul-
ture shape this rapidly evolving media terrain in important ways. 
 This framework for thinking about convergence is certainly useful for 
understanding processes of technological and industrial convergence in the 
Indian mediaspace. Moreover, any account of the emergence of Bollywood 
as a global media industry has to acknowledge the defining role played by a 
vast, networked, and often “pirate” realm of fandom and participation that 
ensures the circulation of Bollywood content across the world. However, the 
pace of media development and change in countries like India over the past 
two decades confound notions of “old” and “new” media that inform dis-
cussions of media convergence. As Ravi Sundaram’s scholarship on relations 
between media and urban infrastructures has shown, cultures of copying and 
recycling built on low-cost technologies of reproduction have, since the early 
1990s, “blurred the distinctions between producers and consumers of media, 
adding to the diffusion of both media infrastructures—video stores, photo-
copy and design shops, bazaars, cable networks, piracy—and media forms 
(images, video, phone sms/txt, sounds).”18 To put it simply, media conver-
gence takes different trajectories and forms in varied sociocultural contexts.
 Further, I am interested here in situating the contemporary period of 
media convergence within a longer history of interrelationships between 
film, broadcasting, and other emerging media platforms and institutions.19 I 
argue that at issue is our understanding of the role that “new media” play at 
different historical conjunctures in enabling media producers in established 
industries to imagine and mobilize national and transnational markets, for-
tifying, in the process, certain cities’ positions as influential media capitals. 
In other words, a central part of developing an account of how Bombay 
has emerged as an important center of media production even as it forges 
connections with an ever-expanding network of places worldwide involves 
deepening and refining our understanding of the interwoven histories of dif-
ferent media technologies and institutions. While a comprehensive analysis 
of intermedia relations is beyond the scope of my analysis here, let me offer 
a brief account of the relationship between Radio Ceylon, a commercial 
broadcasting station based in Sri Lanka, and the Bombay film industry dur-
ing the 1950s as a way to situate contemporary media dynamics in Bombay 
within a broader historical and comparative framework.20

 The story of film songs and broadcasting has been narrated mainly from 
the perspective of All India Radio and nationalist elites’ interventions in the 
realm of cultural policy. As the story goes, Dr. B. V. Keskar, Minister of Infor-
mation & Broadcasting (1950–1962), deemed film songs “cheap and vulgar” 
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and brought about a nearly complete ban on film songs.21 While Keskar 
attempted to create “light music”—with lyrics of “high literary and moral 
quality” and music that would steer away from the “tendency to combine 
western and eastern music as was done in Hindi films”—listeners began to 
tune in to Radio Ceylon for Indian film songs.22 As one oft-quoted survey of 
listener preferences noted, “out of ten households with licensed radio sets, 
nine were tuned to Radio Ceylon and the tenth set was broken.”23 Recogniz-
ing the enduring popularity of film songs and acknowledging the difficul-
ties involved in forging a new “taste public,” Keskar relented and on Octo-
ber 28, 1957 announced the launch of a new variety program called Vividh 
Bharati that would “consist of popular music and other light items.”24 The 
press release also pointed out that of five hours’ programming on week days, 
nearly four hours would be dedicated to film songs.
 This was, without doubt, a struggle over defining “national culture,” and 
as David Lelyveld points out, government-controlled All India Radio was 
expected to play “a leading role in integrating Indian culture and raising 
standards.”25 However, this narrative, in which Radio Ceylon makes a brief 
appearance, does not shed light on any other aspect of the film industry’s 
relationship with radio. How did producers, music directors, and playback 
singers react to All India Radio’s policies? How exactly did the overseas pro-
gramming division of a commercially operated broadcasting station from 
Colombo establish ties with the Bombay film industry? What role did adver-
tisers play? And what was the production process for various film-based 
radio programs?
 In 1951, Radio Ceylon established an agency in the Colaba area of down-
town Bombay—Radio Advertising Services—in order to attract advertising 
revenue and recruit professional broadcasters who could record both com-
mercials and programs. It was through this agency, headed by Dan Molina, 
an American entrepreneur who had lived and traveled across the subcon-
tinent, that Ameen Sayani and a small group of producers and writers cre-
ated a number of film-based radio programs, including the hit countdown 
show Binaca Geet Mala. Sponsored by a Swiss company named CIBA and 
using two powerful shortwave transmitters located in Colombo, Geet Mala 
was initially produced as a half-hour competition program in which seven 
random film songs were broadcast each week with audiences invited to rear-
range the songs chronologically. With a hundred rupees as the jackpot each 
week, the show attracted immediate attention and, according to Ameen 
Sayani, “the very first program, broadcast on December 3, 1952, brought 
in a mail of 9,000 letters and within a year, the mail shot up to 65,000 a 
week.” Recognizing the difficulties of the competition format, Sayani and 
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other producers decided to transform Binaca Geet Mala into a one-hour 
“hit parade” in December 1954. While continuing to encourage audiences to 
write in with song requests, CIBA, after consultations with their sales per-
sonnel, identified forty record stores across India that would send weekly 
sales reports to be used as the basis for the countdown show. However, when 
it became clear that some film producers and music directors were involved 
in rigging record sales, Geet Mala producers decided to set up Radio Clubs 
(srota sangh) across the country as a “popular” counterweight. Each week, 
representatives from CIBA would collect sales figures and fan letters and 
develop a countdown that Ameen Sayani would use to produce a show. Each 
week’s show, recorded in Bombay, would be flown to Colombo and broadcast 
from 8:00 to 9:00 p.m. on Wednesdays. As Sayani reminisced, “[T]he streets 
would be empty on Wednesday nights . . . in fact, Wednesday nights came to 
be known as Geet Mala day.”
 I wish to draw attention here to the ways in which the film industry 
became involved with Geet Mala. The overwhelming popularity of Geet Mala 
led to complaints from music directors when their songs did not feature in 
the weekly countdown. Sayani suggested appointing “an ombudsman from 
the film industry” who would check the countdown list. With established 
film producers and directors like G. P. Sippy and B. R. Chopra assuming 
this role, producers and music directors seemed satisfied with the process. 
And according to Sayani, information regarding record sales and popularity 
among audiences in different parts of the country began circulating in the 
film industry. By the mid-1950s, directors and stars from the film industry 
were participating in other weekly sponsored shows on Radio Ceylon (such 
as Lipton Meet Your Stars) and film publicity quickly became a central aspect 
of Radio Ceylon’s programs. As Sayani recalled, no film was ever released 
without a huge publicity campaign over Radio Ceylon and later, All India 
Radio’s Vividh Bharati. Radio, in other words, provided film stars, directors, 
music directors, and playback singers with the opportunity to listen, speak 
to, and imagine an audience in a fundamentally novel way.
 I do not wish to suggest that the picture of the audience conjured by 
radio programs carried greater weight than box-office considerations and 
the information that producers, directors, and stars in Bombay received 
through production and distribution networks. But it is possible to open 
up a new framework of inquiry by considering radio’s role in making the 
films, songs, and stars of Bombay cinema a part of the daily life of listeners 
across India and elsewhere, in creating a shared space for listeners in loca-
tions as diverse as the southern metropolis of Madras and a small mining 
town like Jhumri Tilaiya in the northern state of Bihar, binding together the 
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nation-as-audience, and enabling the Bombay film industry to imagine a 
“national audience.”26 It also encourages us to ponder how marketing and 
promotions, stardom, conceptions of the audience, fan cultures, and other 
aspects of cinema in India have been profoundly shaped by technological, 
business, and creative developments in broadcasting and other media tech-
nologies and institutions (VCRs and the video business, cable and satellite 
television, and so on). It is this broader historical and spatial understanding 
of media convergence that guides my analysis of how relations among the 
film, television, and digital media industries have shaped the refashioning 
of the Bombay film industry as Bollywood and, in the process, positioned 
Bombay as a key node in an emergent cultural geography.

Spaces of Media Production

If thinking beyond film to account for intermedia relations and processes of 
media convergence constitutes one of the significant interventions this book 
makes, the other involves bringing an emerging industry studies/production 
cultures framework to bear on the operations of the media industries. My 
analysis of the ongoing restructuring of the media industries in India thus 
proceeds from the understanding that industry professionals play a central 
role in shaping both everyday practices and the larger project of imagin-
ing Bollywood as a global media industry. Of course, a few scholars writ-
ing about film and television in India have addressed these issues. Madhava 
Prasad, for instance, has analyzed how relations of production shape the film 
form by examining the fragmented nature of the production apparatus, the 
centrality of kinship loyalties within the industry, the reliance on merchant 
capital, the influence that distributors wield in every aspect of the filmmak-
ing process, and so on.27 Among other essays, Ashish Rajadhyaksha’s account 
of links between the film industry, particularly in the distribution and exhi-
bition sector, and various forms of speculative capital in Bombay has also 
been immensely valuable.28 However, as Tejaswini Ganti has pointed out, 
such analyses “that try to ‘read’ or infer production practices from the fin-
ished film cannot access or do justice to the complexity, the negotiations, the 
idiosyncrasies and frequent chaos that characterizes filmmaking.”29

 This gap that Ganti identifies in the scholarship on cinema does, in fact, 
characterize the majority of studies on media and public culture in India and 
diasporic contexts as well. While scholars have analyzed the globalization 
of Bollywood through critical readings of films and ethnographic studies of 
audiences in different locations, they have yet to pay close attention to indus-
try dynamics. Moreover, as Michael Curtin points out, media industries 
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research remains focused on film and television in the United States and 
where scholars have looked beyond that country, they have been concerned 
primarily with issues of media/cultural imperialism, national policy, and 
aesthetics.30

 In contrast, this book pays close attention to how exactly Bollywood’s 
spatial expansion is being achieved and what business practices and strat-
egies underpin the creation of a new scale of operations. I certainly do 
not wish to neglect the importance of audience practices or the role that 
state institutions continue to play in shaping the ways in which profes-
sionals associated with Bollywood respond to the challenges and oppor-
tunities of globalization. Rather, the objective is to build on the work of 
scholars who have moved past center-periphery models and notions of cul-
tural homogenization to acknowledge the emergence of multiple centers of 
media production and increasingly complex patterns of media circulation. 
Understanding media industry dynamics calls for a focus on the changing 
relations between economy, culture, and space that in turn requires moving 
beyond theoretical and methodological frameworks that tend to privilege 
the national as the dominant, pregiven, and uniformly imagined framework 
and scale of analysis.
 In particular, I draw inspiration from Serra Tinic and Michael Curtin who 
have brought insights from political economy, cultural studies, and geogra-
phy to bear on the spatial dynamics of media production.31 Examining the 
worlds of Canadian television and Chinese film and television, respectively, 
Tinic and Curtin have developed detailed analyses of the forces that led 
to the emergence of cities like Vancouver and Hong Kong as key nodes or 
“switching points” for flows of capital and labor. More broadly, they demon-
strate that the dynamics of media production in these locations are defined 
by complex articulations of finance, state policy, technological advances, the 
built environment, media policy, the desires and ambitions of media moguls, 
migration patterns, and audience practices that cannot be grasped through a 
macrolevel political economy approach. Without a doubt, an account of the 
structural and regulatory foundations upon which media industries in such 
cities rest would be crucial, as would details of media ownership. However, 
such an approach would not foreground issues of industrial identity and 
work at the level of the everyday or, for that matter, spaces such as indus-
try conventions where various imaginations of the “national,” “global,” and 
“diasporic” come into play. The challenge, as Curtin suggests, is to capture 
the ways in which media capitals like Bombay are now “bound up in a web 
of relations that exist at the local, regional, and global levels, as well as the 
national level.”32
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 To be sure, there are a number of particularities to Bollywood that 
need to be elaborated: the history of state-cinema relations; shifts from a 
“national development”-oriented and state-run broadcasting sector to an 
advertising-based, decidedly commercial and consumerist television indus-
try; the sheer pace of media transitions (the emergence of satellite televi-
sion, Internet, and mobile phones in a span of ten to fifteen years); vibrant 
“pirate networks,” and so on. Building on ethnographic and historical work 
on market cultures in South Asia, I show that media industries in forma-
tion like Bollywood do not fit neatly within dominant narratives of post-
Fordist modes of capital accumulation, deterritorialization, and media 
production and circulation.33 Arjun Appadurai’s observation that cities like 
Bombay are characterized by “disjunct, yet adjacent histories and tempo-
ralities,” where “Fordist manufacture, craft and artisanal production, service 
economies involving law, leisure, finance, biotechnology, and banking and 
virtual economies involving global finance capital and local stock markets 
live in an uneasy mix,” is an appropriate description of the uneven, incom-
plete, and seemingly contradictory nature of Bombay cinema’s refashioning 
as Bollywood.34 Consider the inaugural session of FRAMES 2009, a media 
convention organized by the Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce 
and Industry (FICCI) and held in Bombay over a span of three days (Feb-
ruary 21–23).
 Organized in collaboration with the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
FRAMES 2009 brought together nearly three thousand individuals—media 
executives, directors and producers, policymakers, bureaucrats, and oth-
ers involved with the media industries—from over twenty countries. Held 
annually since the year 2000, the overarching goal for this tenth edition of 
the FRAMES convention was to “celebrate a decade” of the corporatization 
and globalization of Bollywood. However, with the worldwide financial crisis 
looming large over the gathering, the celebration was a bit subdued. Every 
speaker at the inaugural session felt compelled to remind the audience that 
the media and entertainment industries were not recession-proof. At the 
same time, these prominent government and industry figures also framed 
the downturn as a brief interval in what was otherwise a smooth and at times 
spectacular period of transformation and growth for Bollywood. This fram-
ing narrative was further reinforced with the official release of the Media and 
Entertainment Industry Report prepared by the consultancy firm KPMG, 
entitled “In the interval  .  .  . But ready for the next act.” But this narrative, 
which elided the complex manner in which the Bombay film industry’s 
transformation into Bollywood had unfolded over the past decade, could not 
be sustained even during the inaugural session.
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 The second speaker to address the gathering was Yash Chopra, cochair-
man of the FICCI Entertainment Committee. Chopra is also one of the 
most prominent and influential producer-directors in Bollywood who has, 
with his son Aditya Chopra’s assistance, transformed his production com-
pany into a powerful family-owned studio that now has stakes in film pro-
duction, film distribution, home entertainment, television, and music (Yash 
Raj Films). A few minutes into his address, after exhorting everyone in the 
media and entertainment industries to consider the economic downturn as 
an opportunity to reflect on their business practices, Chopra announced that 
he wanted to invite “a very, very talented writer, producer and director, some-
one who is like a son to me . . .  Karan Johar, onto the stage.” And to thunder-
ous applause from the audience, Chopra declared: “Karan, who is very dear 
to me, will from today serve as co-chairman of the FICCI Entertainment 
Committee along with me and Kunal Dasgupta.” Karan Johar represents 
another powerful family in Bollywood. He has also, since 2000, refashioned 
a small-scale production company that his father had established in 1976 into 
a “corporatized” set up (Dharma Productions). Thanking “Yash Uncle” and 
touching his feet in a gesture of respect, Karan Johar went on to remark that 
his father, producer-director Yash Johar, had always dreamed of a platform 
like FICCI-FRAMES, an organization that could “put Indian entertainment 
on the global map.”
 Yash Chopra’s presence on this stage and Karan Johar’s induction into 
FICCI were striking reminders to everyone present of the enduring power 
of long-standing social and kinship relationships in the Bombay film indus-
try and, equally important, the creative ways in which small-scale, family-
run businesses have responded to changes in the global media landscape 
and calls for corporatization. For all their confidence in market cycles, risk 
management techniques, and Hollywood-style film marketing, corporate 
executives had come to acknowledge, if only grudgingly, that established 
family-run companies had considerable experience in gauging audience 
tastes and expectations. By the same token, prominent figures like Yash Cho-
pra had been pointing out over the past few years that corporatization had 
led to greater transparency and changes in business practices. Every panel at 
FRAMES 2009 that I attended featured interactions between representatives 
of large media corporations (including Hollywood studios) and producers 
who were grappling with the challenges of transforming their family-run 
businesses, production cultures, and outlooks to fit visions of a corporatized 
media industry.
 Such interactions suggest that processes of corporatization and the 
emergence of new circuits of global capital in Bombay did not result in the 
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delegitimization of existing relations of media production or kinship-based 
capitalist networks more generally. In fact, the influence that small-scale and 
family-owned production companies wield in Bollywood indicates novel 
social and institutional arrangements and adaptations that theories of media 
globalization have yet to take into account. As I show in chapter 2, positing 
the world of kinship-based media production as a domain opposed to and 
incommensurable with an industrialized and purportedly rational model 
fails to account for the kinds of exchanges and relationships upon which Bol-
lywood’s production dynamics rest. But this does not imply documenting a 
set of practices that are somehow essentially Indian. The more relevant task 
remains, as Kajri Jain observes in her study of the production and circulation 
of calendar images in India, accounting for the “distinctive character that . . . 
capitalist networks take on through being forged in articulation with existing 
economic, political, and social formations.”35 Steering clear of narratives of 
homogenization and, at the other extreme, celebrations of local difference, 
this book thus aims to develop a nuanced account of relations between capi-
tal, space, and cultural production as they play out in Bollywood.
 In doing so, it joins a growing body of literature that decenters Hol-
lywood to highlight new directions and patterns of media circulation that 
define our world today. To be sure, this is not simply a question of assessing 
the extent of Bombay, Hong Kong, or Seoul’s global reach. Media capital, as 
Curtin reminds us, is a “relational concept, not simply an acknowledgment 
of dominance.”36 In other words, we need to analyze the reconfiguration of 
the Bombay film industry’s spatial reach while maintaining an awareness of 
how established centers like Hollywood respond to and reflect on their own 
position in the midst of considerable social, technological, and institutional 
change. Consider, for instance, this image that appeared in the Wall Street 
Journal in 2008. 
 The image accompanied an article that provided a survey of Hollywood’s 
changing relations with India, and focused in particular on a recent deal 
between the Bombay-based company Reliance Entertainment and the Hol-
lywood company DreamWorks SKG. Reliance Entertainment’s investment 
of $500 million allowed DreamWorks, led by Steven Spielberg, to leave Via-
com’s Paramount Pictures and launch a new venture. As the story noted, for 
Hollywood studios struggling to raise finances in the midst of a major eco-
nomic crisis, pursuing opportunities in India seemed to make sense.37 It was 
to be a new beginning.
 It was only fitting, then, that the new figure occupying the director’s seat 
was a twenty-first-century incarnation of Lord Ganesha, the androgynous, 
light-skinned, four-armed Hindu god who is typically invoked to bless new 
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ventures and remove obstacles. However, this incarnation of Lord Ganesha 
suggests more than just the act of seeking blessings for a new beginning. Let’s 
take a closer look, then, beginning with the body of the new deity whom 
I shall name, at the risk of incurring his wrath, Anilesha, after the CEO of 
Reliance Entertainment Mr. Anil Ambani.
 In keeping with the times, Anilesha, as we can see, has cast aside the tri-
dent and the small axe in favor of the more modern and task-appropriate 
mobile phone and the megaphone. The lotus remains in place, as does the 
other hand held up to bless devotees. The plush throne and cushions apart, he 
is also more austere and understated, leaving behind the intricately designed 
headgear (mukut), necklaces, rings, and gold-embroidered (zari) lower-body 
garment (dhoti) for a few tasteful bracelets and a simple, almost Buddha-like 
ochre robe. One must not, after all, offend the sensibilities of devotees strug-
gling in a harsh economic climate. And perhaps as a sign of affection toward 
Steven Spielberg, surely his most ardent devotee now, Anilesha too wears a 
sports cap. A closer look at his lips, hands, and feet suggest delicate features 
and perhaps even a certain degree of androgyny, which is not surprising 
given the long history of Indian men being rendered effeminate in colonial 
discourse or, for that matter, in American film and television.38 The plate of 
sweets and other offerings have been replaced by a film reel and pictures of 

An image that captures Hollywood’s anxieties and the emergence of Bombay as a global 
media capital.
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Hollywood and Bollywood stars Sylvester Stallone, Mallika Sherawat, and 
Tom Hanks strewn about. And it is probably safe to assume that Anilesha 
now has many other stars’ phone numbers on speed dial. But the biggest and 
arguably most significant difference that sets Anilesha apart from Ganesha is 
his gaze. Looking askance, behind dark glasses, Anilesha refuses to exchange 
looks with the readers of the Wall Street Journal.
 At one level, it is possible to interpret this image as a telling expression of 
Hollywood’s (and America’s) anxiety about a future in which it may no lon-
ger hold the pursestrings or, even more ominously, remain in the director’s 
seat. It is simply too wrenching to gaze into the eyes of a foreign deity and 
contemplate a multipolar media landscape. When placed in the broader con-
text of the financial crisis and the economic recession in the United States, 
such an interpretation would not be far off the mark. At the same time, it is 
difficult to completely ignore other ideas that this image mobilizes. Anilesha 
could also be seen as an effeminate and nonthreatening figure who could 
easily be displaced in the near future should Viacom or some other media 
conglomerate come courting Spielberg again. Let us also not forget that Hol-
lywood and American culture have dealt with such anxieties in the past. 
During the 1980s and early 1990s, the acquisition of American businesses by 
Japanese conglomerates like Sony and Matsushita sparked discussions about 
foreign influence, especially when it came to the cultural industries, and led 
to protectionist measures that imposed limits on foreign ownership in the 
media and communication sectors.39 The director’s chair could be moved, as 
it were, from this throne to another.
 However, if we were to set aside Hollywood’s anxiety, a different set of 
possibilities emerges. Does Anilesha really care about presiding over Hol-
lywood? Perhaps he regards the deal with DreamWorks more as an oppor-
tunity that allows him to expand his own company’s sphere of influence 
and in the process strengthen his position in Bombay. Rajesh Sawhney, the 
president of Reliance Big Entertainment, the division that brokered the deal 
with DreamWorks, is on record saying: “If you have global ambitions, then 
Hollywood is the right starting point.”40 But while this deal garnered all the 
media attention, it is worth noting that it was part of a much larger gambit. 
At least eight months before initiating talks with Spielberg and co., Reliance 
Entertainment bought stakes in Phoenix Theatres, a Knoxville (Tennessee)-
based film management company, acquired a chain of 250 theaters across 
the United States, bought a Burbank (California)-based postproduction unit 
called Lowry Digital Images, and also expanded into Malaysia with the goal 
of targeting not only the Indian diaspora beyond the Anglo American cen-
ters but also other Asian audiences.41
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 Without a doubt, the image above does speak to the influence that Hol-
lywood continues to exert on cultural policy, production practices, and, 
more broadly, Bombay-based media industries’ imaginations of “going 
global” since the early 1990s. And given the long and complex history of 
the Bombay film industry looking toward Hollywood, it is not surprising 
that recent changes in the Bombay film industry have also been inspired, 
certainly in rhetorical terms if not in practice, by Hollywood.42 On the 
other hand, Reliance Entertainment’s moves over the past few years also 
indicate that it would be a mistake to characterize Bollywood’s relationship 
with Hollywood as one of mere imitation. In the image above, Anilesha is 
positioned behind the spotlights and the action, looking away, calm and 
detached. Is Hollywood now merely another locale of media production 
for deities like Anilesha? Perhaps Anilesha’s strategic moves over the past 
few years can also be read as a striking assertion of Bombay’s reinvention 
as a media capital with global reach and ambitions and, by the same token, 
a clear sign that Hollywood’s position as the preeminent center of transna-
tional media flows can no longer be presumed. It is this complex and ongo-
ing transition in the global media landscape at the turn of the twenty-first 
century that this book tackles.

Sites, Access, and Limits: A Note on Studying Emergent Media

In recent years a growing number of scholars have turned their attention to 
the media industries and their production cultures and, in the process, to 
questions of methodology in general and ethnographic approaches in par-
ticular. Recently published anthologies, including Media Industries: History, 
Theory, and Method and Production Studies: Cultural Studies of Media Indus-
tries, have been immensely valuable in bringing together essays that draw 
on a range of disciplines to reflect on problems unique to the study of media 
industries.43 In addition to the question of access to various sites within the 
world of media production, there is also the vexing problem of analyzing and 
representing industry practices, given the self-reflexivity that marks media 
industries today. These and other concerns have been most clearly elaborated 
in John Caldwell’s ethnography of film and television industry professionals 
in Los Angeles.44

 Indeed, one way to describe my own approach here would be in terms 
of what Caldwell calls an “integrated cultural-industrial method of analy-
sis” that involves examining “data from four registers or modes of analysis: 
textual analysis of trade and worker artifacts; interviews with film/televi-
sion workers; ethnographic field observation of production spaces and 
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professional gatherings; and economic/industrial analysis.”45 But this book 
is also a multisited and transnational ethnography, given the multiple sites 
that I map and analyze. This does not simply mean, as George Marcus and 
Michael Fischer argue, an increase in the number of sites that one observes.46 
Rather, it is to recognize the difficulties of defining a particular field site for 
understanding the operations of media industries like Bollywood. It also 
involves being attuned to how each site—an industry convention such as 
FICCI-FRAMES, for example—is embedded within and shaped by larger 
economic, political, and cultural systems. In this book, this has meant mov-
ing across national spaces (India and the United States) and media spaces 
(film, television, advertising and marketing, and digital media companies).
 The chapters that follow thus draw on in-depth interviews with a range 
of media industry professionals, participant observation in various produc-
tion settings as well as industry conventions, and textual materials (largely 
unexamined trade-press sources such as TV and Video World, and industry 
artifacts such as press kits and materials circulated at industry conventions). 
I read all these materials critically and in relation to one another, attentive 
to the relationship between the production of press kits and media journal-
ists’ coverage of industry-related topics (particularly writers at trade mag-
azines), and aware of the risks and limitations of interviews with industry 
professionals, particularly high-level executives.47 This involves, as Caldwell 
writes, keeping these different research materials “in check” by “placing the 
discourses and results of any one register in critical tension or dialogue with 
the others.”48

 Further, studying the media industries in a context where access to indus-
try archives and trade artifacts remains limited meant developing a few 
industry contacts and relying on them to establish more connections and to 
gain access to various sites in Bombay and New Delhi. Not surprisingly, I 
had a range of experiences in various media companies and with different 
industry professionals. In some instances, it became clear that the people I 
was speaking with were not willing to offer anything more than what one 
could glean from the PR materials that their companies had developed. In 
other cases, my initial conversation led to subsequent meetings and invita-
tions to spend as many days as I would like observing production practices, 
attending staff meetings, and so on. Differences in levels of openness not-
withstanding, it is worth mentioning that gaining access to a range of sites in 
Bombay—sets of films and television shows in production, staff meetings at 
a dot-com company, publicity events for films, and so on—as well as across 
different levels of the media industries (executives, middle-management, and 
entrepreneurs) was not as fraught as it may have been in, say, Hollywood. 
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These issues of access and openness played out very differently, however, as 
my “field” expanded beyond Bombay and New Delhi to include the worlds 
of diasporic media professionals in the United States. My analysis of the role 
that diasporic media entrepreneurs in cities like New York and Los Angeles 
play in reconfiguring Bollywood’s sphere of operations is based, therefore, on 
in-depth interviews and participant observation at publicity events as well as 
key industry conventions such as the one organized by the South Asians in 
Media and Marketing Association (SAMMA-Summit).
 In general, “studying up” did not pose the kinds of issues that Sherry Ort-
ner, for instance, describes in her account of the challenges of conducting 
ethnographic research in Hollywood.49 At the same time, I should acknowl-
edge that for the most part, my research in different sites in the film, televi-
sion, and dot-com sectors in India involved spending time with people who 
are, as Ortner points out based on her experiences in Hollywood, “really not 
much different from anthropologists and academics more generally.”50 After 
all, given that my research focus was on industry logics and practices as they 
related to Bollywood’s emergence as a global media industry, a majority of 
my interactions were with “above the line” professionals.
 I offer this brief account of my research experience partly to draw atten-
tion to the challenges involved in speaking with and representing sub-
jects who are, as Vicki Mayer and others point out, “usually charged with 
representing us.”51 But my other objective is to make clear that what this 
book offers is a set of grounded but partial and situated perspectives on 
the transformation of the Bombay film industry into Bollywood. What Bol-
lywood is, its political, economic, and cultural significance, its organization 
and structure, evolving production culture(s), the redefinition of film form 
and genres that accompanies and shapes industrial shifts and so on, is far 
from settled. Bollywood is an emergent cultural-industrial formation, and 
the challenge that I take up in this book is to craft a narrative of industrial 
transformation that is nevertheless attuned to and informed by other sites 
and dimensions of change.

Structure and Chapter Overviews

Chapter 1, “Bollywood Is Useful: Media Industries and the State in an Era of 
Reform,” traces the sociocultural and political transformations in India that 
set the stage for the reimagination of the Bombay film industry as Bollywood. 
Building on George Yudice’s argument that “there is an expedient relation 
between globalization and culture in the sense that there is a fit or a suitabil-
ity between them,” this chapter elaborates how the fit between globalization 
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and the cultural industries was worked out in the Indian context and specifi-
cally, posed as a problem of cleaning up and “corporatizing” the Bombay film 
industry.52 In particular, I focus on links between the state and the Indian 
diaspora, redefinitions of citizenship and the boundaries of the “national 
family,” and Bollywood’s mediation of these shifts. Through a close, thematic 
reading of Kabhi Khushi Kabhie Gham (Happiness and Sorrow, 2001, Karan 
Johar) and other diaspora-centric Bollywood films, I argue that this moment 
of reform needs to be understood in relation to a range of other reforms 
undertaken and negotiated by the state, and as part of the redefinition of the 
nation-space in an era of globalization. The ongoing struggle over corpo-
ratization in Bollywood needs to be understood, this chapter suggests, as a 
response to a wide-ranging spatial crisis involving the nation-state, the film 
industry, and the city of Bombay in a period of rapid and profoundly uneven 
political, economic, and cultural shifts. I show how the state’s decision to rei-
magine its relations with the media industries and indeed, the very idea of 
creating and defining Bollywood as a global media industry, was shaped by 
a political discourse of cleaning/cleansing that played out at urban, regional, 
national, and diasporic scales throughout the 1990s as India embarked on a 
program of economic liberalization.
 Chapter 2, “Staging Bollywood: Industrial Identity in an Era of Reform,” 
begins by considering the ellipsis in the title of the KPMG report—In the 
interval . . . But ready for the next act—as indexing a complicated and evolv-
ing terrain of media production, one marked as much by unpredictability 
as by a sense of certainty regarding the “next act.” I draw on my experi-
ences and observations at FRAMES 2009 to complicate the official narra-
tive in which the notion of an interval is understood as nothing more than 
an interruption and, more crucially, that the “next act” was readily imagin-
able. Focusing attention on this moment of celebration opens up an oppor-
tunity to consider the entire decade—from 1998, when the government 
granted “industry” status to Bombay cinema, until 2009—as a formative 
interval. One of the major consequences of corporatization, I argue, is a 
terrain marked on the one hand by small-scale (often family-owned) com-
panies rearticulating their industrial identities and, on the other hand, large 
corporations that have entered the film business only to find themselves 
contending with the limits of corporate logics in the Bombay film world. 
Drawing on panel discussions, various artifacts circulating at the conven-
tion, and trade-press coverage of the convention and this period of transi-
tion, this chapter outlines how Bollywood is being shaped by a productive, 
if at times uneasy, coexistence of heterogeneous capitalist practices defined 
as much by kinship networks and interpersonal relations as by modes of 
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speculation and practices of risk management that Hollywood has rendered 
globally recognizable.
 Chapter 3, “‘It’s All about Knowing Your Audience’: Marketing and Pro-
motions in Bollywood,” further develops the analysis of changing industry 
structures by focusing on the emergence of marketing and promotions as 
a key domain in Bollywood. Drawing on in-depth interviews with market-
ing executives and public relations agents in Bombay, I show how the phe-
nomenal growth of the television and advertising industries during the 1990s 
and the related loss of a readily imagined “national audience” led to the 
emergence of marketing as a site of knowledge and decision-making power 
in Bollywood and, moreover, altered how the audience was imagined and 
constructed. Historicizing the relationship between the film and television 
industries, I argue that ongoing changes in the domain of film marketing 
are emblematic of broader reconfigurations of relations between capital, cir-
cuits of information, and forms of knowledge (in this instance, regarding the 
audience) in Bombay’s media world. In a period defined by extraordinary 
technological, financial, and organizational flux, marketing and promotions 
emerged as practices that allowed the film industry to negotiate the tran-
sition to new circuits of capital that had redefined Bombay’s media world 
throughout the 1990s and early 2000s.
 However, television and marketing professionals working in Bombay 
were not in a position to shape Bollywood’s relationship with overseas mar-
kets. Shifting attention to the emergence of dot-com companies during the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, chapter 4, “‘Multiplex with Unlimited Seats’: 
Dot-Coms and the Making of an Overseas Territory,” analyzes how dot-
com companies mediated Bollywood’s imagination of an overseas audience. 
Building on the analysis of film-television relations in the previous chapter 
and tracing changes in the structure of film distribution and exhibition, I 
demonstrate how dot-com companies positioned themselves as “knowledge 
brokers” who could reconfigure a geographically vast yet vaguely understood 
overseas territory into a well-defined Non-Resident Indian (NRI) audience. 
Asserting their value in both aspirational (the Web as an index of global-
ity) and strategic terms (the need to know NRIs), dot-com companies played 
a crucial role in the broader project of reshaping Bollywood’s geography of 
operations by positioning the media industry as capable of imagining and 
institutionalizing an overseas audience.
 While chapter 3 draws attention to issues of hype and speculation in an 
environment in which a proliferation of screens and platforms as well as 
new sources of capital have forced media producers to look beyond the box 
office as the primary site for imagining the audience and hence profitability, 
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chapter 4 focuses on the dynamic relation between the expansion of capital 
into new territories and the work of rendering those new territories more 
imaginable. As we will see, what Bollywood got was a very limited “spatial 
fix” as dot-com companies interpreted and resolved the problem of space—
of imagining the overseas territory—in terms of overseas audiences’ cul-
tural temporality with the nation. Furthermore, the story of Bollywood’s 
relationship with overseas audiences is not only about Bombay-based pro-
fessionals’ imaginations of a multiplex with unlimited seats. Over the past 
two decades, Bollywood’s cultural geography has been transformed by the 
efforts of diasporic media entrepreneurs in diverse locations worldwide. 
The next chapter thus shifts focus to map and analyze the role played by 
diasporic media professionals in rearticulating Bollywood’s imagination of 
overseas territories.
 Outlining the changing dynamics of migration, the politics of multicul-
turalism, and relations between “home” and “diaspora” since the mid-1990s, 
chapter 5, “‘It’s Not Your Dad’s Bollywood’: Diasporic Entrepreneurs and the 
Allure of Digital Media,” begins by tracing changes in the South Asian Amer-
ican mediascape from grassroots- and community-managed media produc-
tion, particularly the use of public access television, to the entry and domi-
nance of India-based television channels like ZEE and Star TV, and finally 
the launch and failure of MTV-Desi, a niche television channel for South 
Asian American youth. I relate MTV-Desi in particular to efforts by adver-
tising and marketing professionals to construct South Asian Americans as an 
untapped and lucrative consumer demographic over the past decade. While 
the intersections of South Asian cultural production and American public 
culture can be traced through the work of artists like DJ Rekha and subcul-
tures in cities like New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles, media companies’ 
interest in this hitherto marginalized community was sparked in part by the 
results of the 2000 U.S. census which revealed that the median household 
income for South Asian families was $64,000. In much the same way that 
advertisers and marketers worked to commodify Latinos during the 1990s, 
companies such as Ethnik PR and Evershine Group took on the task of con-
structing a Desi demographic. In relation to this marketing logic, I examine 
television channels’ programming, marketing, and distribution strategies to 
illustrate how they remain caught up in a discourse of long-distance nation-
alism, and in the process fail to respond to the particularities of diasporic 
youth culture. This analysis of the limits of television as a medium for recon-
figuring Bollywood’s geographic reach, especially as it pertains to a vast, 
networked, and diverse youth culture, informs my analysis of digital media 
initiatives.
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 In the second part of this chapter, I describe the emergence of Saavn.com, a 
digital media company that has emerged as one of the most prominent nodes 
in the circulation of Bollywood films and film music as a way to understand 
the challenges faced by media producers and cultural critics in imagining and 
mobilizing diasporic audiences in an era of increasing global connectivity. I 
analyze the ways in which this digital media company has leveraged ties in 
India and the U.S. to respond to the transcultural nature of contemporary 
diasporic culture and, in the process, established new trajectories of circula-
tion for Bollywood that are overlooked by professionals working primarily 
in Bombay. This chapter thus reflects on what it takes to conjure the diaspora 
as a viable scale of media production and circulation in a terrain defined not 
only by changing relations between Bombay and Los Angeles but perhaps 
more crucially, by informal and grassroots networks of media circulation and 
mobile social networks that commercial media ventures find nearly impos-
sible to match in scale and scope.
 In the concluding chapter, “Fandom and Other Transnational Futures,” I 
begin by reflecting on how a focus on industrial change and ongoing shifts in 
Bollywood’s presence in the world speaks to broader issues of relationships 
between geography, cultural production, and cultural identity. I then shift 
attention to the ways in which Bollywood’s cultural geography has also been 
shaped by the work of media users who circulate and engage with Bollywood 
content in ways that transcend the traditional boundaries of the nation-
state, linguistic barriers, and market segments imagined by industry profes-
sionals. Plugged into and in many instances defined by a world encircling 
pirate infrastructure, fan practices forge trajectories of media circulation that 
challenge industry discourses of illegality as well as scholarly paradigms for 
understanding global media cultures. Presenting an example of participatory 
culture surrounding Bollywood—a fan community that has cohered around 
the renowned music director A. R. Rahman—I outline the implications of 
focusing on participatory cultures for our understanding of the spatial logics 
and politics of media globalization.
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