











no surprise. As Hansel reminds us: “You do not have to have a pierced

tongue to know that anywhere that teenagers congregate, soda vendors
and sneakermongers will pay to follow”’2 However, as has been shown, by
the time the “suits” come to a scene, young people are usually compelled
to move on to something else.
But MySpace, it must be said, was never some pure, unbranded

space, untarnished by the dictates of marketers. Like MTV, it serves in
part as a portal through which pop-culture glants weave messages into
the lives of young people by providing free and entertaining content, by
becoming, as best they can, one of them. Unlike MTV viewers, MySpace
members have the capacity to talk back (MTV’s pseudo-democratic Total
Request Live notwithstanding), reorganize, and influence the tastes of
their peers at a rate impossible to achieve through the media of television
and radio. Advertisers flock to MySpace because they say it’s “sticky,’
meaning it’s an environment in which a well-embedded ad can resonate
with members on a personal level by infiltrating everyday interactions. It
“sticks” by not appearing to be an ad, in effect slipping under consumers’
well-tuned ad radar. Corporations even hire “influencers” — members of
the online in-crowd who, for money, talk up brands in MySpace. Malcolm
Gladwell —who has become something of a guru for a new generation
of brand managers, thanks to his bestselling book Tre Tipping Point—

convincingly illustrates that ideas spread through cultures more like epi-

demics (like a flu being passed in a schoolyard) than by way of top-down

corporate campaigns. By embedding brands in the peer-to-peer world of
MySpace through content tie-ins and buzz-generating influencers, mar-
keters hope to facilitate the epidemic spread of their messages.

News Corp may even adopt the interactive, user-generated
model for its “old media” outlets. “If we can enable the MySpace model
across properties, that's terrific,” says Ross Levinsohn, president of News
Corp’s Fox Interactive Media division, “but [consumers] are not going
to listen to me, they are going to tell me. We have 30 million trend and
style opinion-makers”?! In any case, it looks like the MySpace brand
won't be going anywhere soon. As I write, plans are in the works for a
MySpace record label, a MySpace satellite radio channel, MySpace mobile
phones, and even a MySpace film company. “There hasn’t [yet] been a
Web site that has established itself as a lifestyle brand,” Chris DeWolfe
told Advertising Age.” If the company has its way, that will soon change,
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and MySpace members will have plenty of MySpace brand content to
buzz about. Jamie Kantrowitz, vice president of marketing and commu-
nications for MySpace, says the company’s “marketing mission is that we
are driving our brand, keeping it authentic”? But the trick will be to drive
the brand without seeming to drive product down users’ throats.

News Corp’s purchase of the MySpace community is but one
high-profile instantiation of an all-too-familiar story: a counter.cultural
haven is turned into an advertising vehicle by corporations hoping that
a little authentic “cool” will rub off on their brands. As a result, the story
goes, the life gets sucked out of an otherwise thriving public, forcing that
public to move on to purer pastures.

Naomi Klein, whose best seller No Logo (2000) was a runaway
hit with anticorporate activists, offers a compelling analysis of public life
under corporate branding. Klein helped popularize the sentiments that
have inspired the rash of protests against global trade organizations
throughout the early part of the new millennium, beginning with the so-
called “Battle in Seattle” in late 1999. Klein argues that the voraciousness
of corporate brand campaigns — their mission to infiltrate every part of
our daily lives — has left us with “no space” to call our own, “no choice”
but that determined by the bottom-line thinking of the multinationals,
and, for many North Americans, “no jobs” but those in the increas-

ingly undependable and disloyal service industry. Through a multitude
of timely examples, Klein argues that we can blame these losses, at least in
part, on a recent shift in the mission of late capitalism. Her book begins:
“The astronomical growth in the wealth and cultural influence of multi-
national corporations over the last fifteen years can arguably be traced
back to a single, seemingly innocuous idea developed by management
theorists in the mid-1980s: that successful corporations must primarily

produce brands, as opposed to products

Klein explains that producing things simply became too expen-
sive, with cumbersome factories full of employees required to make them.
Thanks to the success of neoliberal economic efforts to revise trade laws
and undermine labor reform, factories could be moved elsewhere and
could be run by contractors less encumbered by fair wages and organized
workforces. “What these companies [brand giants like Nike, Microsoft,
and Tommy Hilfiger] made were not things, they said, but images of their
brands. Their real work lay not in manufacturing but in marketing” The
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success of this formula, Klein continues, has been extremely profitable
and has “companies competing in a race toward weightlessness: whoever
owns the least, has the fewest employees on the payroll and produces the
most powerful images, as opposed to products, wins the race”? Given
this formula for success, Murdoch’s purchase of MySpace was an incred-
ibly smart one: it earned him instant access to the evanescent world of
youth culture, a virtual hotbed through which contagious brands spread.
However, the selling out of MySpace also seems to illustrate Klein’s point
that there is no space left where people can create their own communities
independent of the logic of the big brands.
In their book Nation of Rebels, philosophers Joseph Heath and

Andrew Potter go to great lengths to dispel as myth the notion of an
unbranded, utopian space populated by countercultural outliers that
Klein’s analysis seems to mourn. In this often-scathing analysis of the
anticorporate movement (that includes Klein), Heath and Potter argue
that rather than offering an alternative to rampant consumerism, counter-
cultural “rebellion” is actually the engine that drives the competitive con-
sumption on which neoliberal capitalism thrives. Contemporary culture,
according to Heath and Potter, does not lack choice, or simply offer a mass-

produced conformity masquerading as choice, as Klein suggests. Instead,
our love of all things “alternative,” “indie;” and “authentic” produces “cool”
assets (like MySpace), which capitalists such as Murdoch want desper-

ately to add to their holdings. Hence, for Heath and Potter, “Countercul-

tural rebellion is not just unhelpful, it is positively counterproductive’*

Following Heath and Potter’s analysis, the selling out of MySpace

was not a sellout at all, because the individualism it celebrates is the gov-

erning trope of marketing. Murdoch didn't “co-opt” MySpace; MySpace

was already teeming with competitive cool kids all on the prowl for the

“next-big-thing,” which is what makes it the ideal marketing venue, Ulti-

mately, Heath and Potter’s position is not that different from Klein’s,

despite their handy dismissal of her work. They charge that the counter-

cultural or anticorporate position that No Logo inspires is wrongheaded

because its all-or-nothing revolutionist posture “encourages wholesale

contempt” for the benefits that good old-fashioned incremental policy
change can provide to the real lives of citizens. Although Heath and Pot-
ter are onto something here (an argument I will elaborate on in chap-

ter 2), they unfortunately trade one hegemonic villain for another. If the
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counterculture rebel sees “the Man” in mainstream commercial culture,
Heath and Potter see him in the stubborn revolutionary posture of the
rebel. However, the countercultural myth they so malign does not persist
over decades because people are suckers. I suggest that, given the mar-
ket’s appetite for edginess, the countercultural rebel is indeed something
of a myth, which in no way voids its importance as a story that inspires
people. Countercultural rhetoric, mythological or not, continues to win
converts generation after generation because it affords powerful creative
possibilities. It provides rich political fodder.

This story — one in which robust countercultural spaces are con-
sistently reduced to mere markets —raises a series of questions that will
animate this book. Whether this story is proof of a brand-saturated dys-
topia to be rallied against, as Klein might have it, or of a harmful myth
that preoccupies a generation of activists whose energies would be better
spent doing the work of “real” politics, as Heath and Potter contend, I
find myself asking, “Is this the only story we have?” For Klein and Heath
and Potter alike, this is a story in which the counterculture, the Left, or
the “people” are always in danger of losing out to the corporate hegemon.
Be it through deception or complicity, the public is stripped of the tools
(what rhetorical scholars would describe as the inventional resources)
with which to produce meaningful political discourse.

For both analyses, the way out is to appeal to institutions and
movements outside the marketplace: the courts, the antiglobalization
movement, fair-trade treaties (Klein), or an ambiguous call for the return
to traditional political action (Heath and Potter). I certainly do not want
to suggest that these extra-market avenues (if such a thing even exists)
are not worth pursuing. They are. But recent history has shown that these
avenues, in and of themselves, are not sufficient for inspiring progressive
and innovative political change. The rhetoric and imagery of the market
has proven incredibly compelling to people, and not, I will argue, because
people are merely duped into behaving against their own self-interest.
So, in response to the “problem of the market,” should we, with Heath
and Potter, content ourselves with a return to the state? Should we simply
dismiss the counterculture as nothing more than a myth, with which the
masses must be readily disabused? Or, might we instead consider modes
of “resistance” that are not predicated on independence from markets?
Toward this end, one goal of this book is to try to imagine the public and
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public space in ways other than what the traditional “independence ver-

sus co-optation” binary might afford. What might such public spaces look
like? What other stories might we tell about the relationship between
markets and publics?

Brand Politics

Branding functions almost exclusively through repetition and
emotion. A successful brand must have simple but striking imagery and
emotional resonance with the public. Since markets are often saturated
with mass-produced products that are more or less indistinguishable from
one another, brands — by attaching to consumer goods a carefully crafted
lifestyle, image, and attitude — provide the mechanisms for the individu-
alization necessary in a competitive marketplace. As one New York Times
writer argues, “Over the last fifty years the economic base has shifted
from production to consumption. It has gravitated from the sphere of
rationality to the realm of desire: from the objective to the subjective’”
As most marketers and biz-lit gurus contend, the North American econ-
omy is no longer primarily driven by industry, but by marketing.

Increasingly, the referential link between brands and their prod-
ucts is becoming dislodged. In a very real way, products are the vehicles
that deliver their brands to consumers, rather than vice versa. For example,
Tommy Hilfiger, one of the great branding success stories of the 1990s, is
a company that exists almost exclusively via licensing agreements. That is,
as Klein tells us, Hilfiger manufactures no products. He purchases prod-
ucts —jeans, sneakers, sweatshirts, etc. —from other companies, brands
them with the well-marketed “Tommy” logo, and sells them at high prices.
Hilfiger is above all in the business of marketing. David Ogilvy, the famed
American ad man, popularized a marketing perspective that was later
perfected by Nike’s Philip Knight. As advertising executive Abe Novick
describes it: “Corporate advertising conveys a vision. Its message is aimed
not so much at tactically selling the company’s products as it is in having
a defined purpose. A raison détre.”*

This book engages in a critical examination of the public discourse sur-
rounding the increasing political influence of multinational corporations
and of the discourse of marketing and branding that aid multinationals’

expansion. Commercial rhetoric is a central and crucial element of the
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global economy, an economy driven less by the industrial production of
tangible goods than by the marketing of goods produced in the factories
of developing nations. In American culture, for example, economic value
is increasingly created at the level of corporate brand identities and the
suasory production of consumer desire to affiliate with these brands.”” As
an article in the Wall Street Journal titled “So Long, Supply and Demand”
concludes: “The bottom line: Creativity is overtaking capital as the prin-
cipal elixir of growth. And creativity, although precious, shares few of
the constraints that limit the range and availability of capital and physi-
cal goods”® In the current economy, rhetoric emerges as a key site of
economic and cultural production. Ideas and the ability to communicate
them are valuable currency in an economy for which one good brand
campaign can change an entire industry.

Ideas are also valuable currency for those marketers known as
“politicians” As a commentator in the San Francisco Chronicle noted:
“Branding is the new federal mega-project, as serious as the guns-and-
ammo war on terrorism or the quest to inflate a new bull market™' Like
corporate marketers, government marketers are finding that controlling
the way one’s brand is received is a challenging task indeed. Just two weeks
after the atrocities of 9/11, for example, U.S. Secretary of State Colin
Powell hastened to remedy America’s brutally evident public-relations
problem by appointing a new undersecretary of public diplomacy and
public affairs, handpicking Charlotte Beers to revamp the United States’
image abroad. While Powell's move to bolster the State Department’s
leadership may have seemed like an obvious response to a diplomatic
crisis, his choice of Beers was a novel one, because Beers had no expe-
rience in diplomacy or international politics. The so-called “Queen of
Madison Avenue” was an advertising executive who headed three of the
country’s top ad agencies and who served as the brains behind some of
the best-known U.S. advertising campaigns, including American Express’s
“Don’t leave home without it” and Uncle Ben’s “perfect every time”” At the
State Department, Beers faced her greatest marketing challenge — selling
America to the international community.

As Powell’s appointment of Beers illustrates, even those speak-
ing on behalf of the nation-state are increasingly employing the tropes
of the market. Indeed, Beers described the world’s only superpower as

simply “the most elegant brand I've ever had to work with” And, while she
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claimed to be confident that “poster people” George W. Bush and Colin
Powell were “pretty inspiring symbols of the brand,”*? she told members
of Congress that she and her team hoped to undermine the salability of
future Osama bin Ladens by “brand(ing] this kind of fanatic as a false
prophet”

Although nations and leaders may pose greater challenges to
advertisers than other less complicated products, Beers’s model of polit-
ical rhetoric—one governed by the logic of branding— has little to do
with rational arguments and with people of character moving audiences
with eloquent speech. One wonders what it is that the State Department
and others hoped to gain by deploying the language of marketing when
describing its agenda. Does wrapping diplomacy and propaganda in the
vocabulary of branding make it more palatable to domestic audiences?
Perhaps. In 2002, when reporters asked about a possible attack on Iraq,
Andrew Card, then chief of staff for the George W. Bush White House,
responded as any good adman would. The administration planned to wait
until after Labor Day: “From a marketing point of view . . . you don't intro-
duce new products in August” 3

Consuming Publics

As people try to negotiate the world of brands, many express
concern that the insatiable appetites of corporations are destroying what
we most cherish about public life: that there is increasingly less room for
public values in which sharing and openness trump property and profit.
Indeed, our notion of “public” may be changing in this age of the brand.
What kinds of public spaces and public discourses are available to us in an
environment that increasingly encourages us to see ourselves as consum-
ers or as members of niche markets? Are we simply becoming a mass that
is duped into thinking we are participating in something more profound?
That is, has TheirSpace finally devoured OurSpace? Certainly, branding
invites us to identify ourselves with others who consume as we do, or
to differentiate ourselves from those whose tastes are seemingly inferior
to our own. Even politicians, our public servants, presumably see us in
relation to what we consume: we are NASCAR dads, or the Sex and the
City set, or the iPod generation. And many of us seem to embrace these

visions of ourselves. For example, take the current abundance of those
black and white “W the President” stickers on cars across the United
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States. Although the “W” brand has outlived its explicit usefulness (as a
logo promoting the reelection of President Bush), its cultural stock has
actually gone up since November 2004. It now serves as a quick and easy
way for drivers to announce to others passing them on the freeway: “I'm
with the winning team”*® So pronounced has this brand logic become
that people continue to identify with it even though its function as an
advertisement has passed. As good advertisers understand, maintaining
brand loyalty is key; successful brands must keep promoting themselves,
if only to remind consumers they made the right choice. Indeed, “W;’ as
the more recent bumper stickers declare, is “still the president”

This is an example of one way we might understand “consum-
ing publics” That is, we might ask: What are we if not people defined
by the things we consume —be those things presidents or iPods? This
trend toward relegating citizens as consumers is at the heart of a grow-
ing critique of commercial culture. Further, many fear that in seeking to
create consuming publics, corporate marketers also cousume publics,
absorbing and perverting the very entity on which democracy and citi-
zenship depend. This second, related concern sees consumer culture as
an environment in which the public is obliterated, turned into nothing
more than a marketing ploy. By increasingly seeing others as those who
consume as we do or those who consume differently, any notion of civic
connectedness is extinguished, consumed by the fickle flames of greed
and competitiveness.

A diverse, international alliance of activists is responding to what
they see as this consumption or disintegration of publics. The central task
of this book is to examine a set of strategies currently being tested and
deployed in response to the proliferation of commercialization in civic
life— the insurgent political movement known loosely as “culture jam-
ming” As explained by Mark Dery, who first theorized the concept in his
pamphlet Culture Jamming, culture jamming takes its name from the CB
slang from which it is derived — “the illegal practice of interrupting radio
broadcasts or conversations between fellow hams.* It usually implies an
interruption, a sabotage, a hoax, a prank, a banditry, or a blockage of
what are seen as monolithic power structures governing media and cul-

“

ture. Like Umberto Eco’s “communications guerrillas,” culture jammers
seek to “introduce noise into the signal” that might otherwise obliterate

alternatives to it.*” In this sense, culture jamming is a kind of “glutting”
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of the system; it is an amping up of contradictory rhetorical messages in
an effort to force a qualitative change. Dery notes that the phrase “culture
jamming” was first introduced by the sound-collage band Negativland.
One band member explained the strategy “as awareness of how the media
environment we occupy affects and directs our inner life grows, some
resist. . .. The skillfully reworked billboard . . . directs the public viewer to
a consideration of the original corporate strategy. The studio for the cul-
tural jammer is the world at large”® As I will argue throughout this book,
“jamming” as a metaphor does not have to be interpreted only as a dam-
ming or stopping of corporate media. More interestingly, it can be a strat-
egy that artfully proliferates other media and messages that challenge the
ability of corporate messages to make meaning in predictable ways — to
jam with rather than against.

Although culture jammers define themselves in various ways,
common themes emerge from their discourse. Gareth Branwyn, in his
culture-jamming handbook Jamming the Media, prefers the term “media
hackers,” whom he describes as “those who enjoy tinkering with various
forms of media and who believe in a similar hacker ethic. Media hackers
are to big media what independent computer hackers are to big computer
corporations. They share the hacker’s mistrust of imposed limitations,
the challenge of doing more with less, and the joy of finding creative solu-
tions to systemic problems”® Like computer hackers, media hackers also
depend on commercially funded resources to do their work. Branwyn’s
book offers inspirational case studies showcasing successful do-it-your-
self media makers, including 'zine publishers, pirate radio broadcasters,
pranksters and art hacks, and billboard “liberationists”

Like Branwyn, Kalle Lasn, founder of Adbusters magazine, the
Media Foundation, and Powershift Advocacy Advertising Agency, sees the
culture-jamming movement as following in the tradition of the French sit-
uationists, surrealists, and Dadaists, who sought to challenge hegemonic
cultural codes by appropriating and reconfiguring them in novel ways.
Lasn enthusiastically describes culture jammers as “a loose global net-
work of media activists who see [themselves] as the advance shock troops
of the most significant social movement of the next twenty years”® Lasn
may overstate the case, but his magazine’s style of ad parody and cultural

spoofing seems to be gaining momentum. Overall, this brand of culture
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jamming may be less the cause of significant social change than the “revo-
lutionary poetry” that attends it.

As [ will argue throughout the book, this poetry emerges from
within commercial culture. As self-described “hacktivist” Jamie Batsy
explains, “Advertisers and other opinion makers are now in a position
where they are up against a generation of activists that were watching
television before they could walk. This generation wants their brains back
and mass media is their home turf*! By engaging a variety of responses to
consumer culture, I will examine how this movement seeks to undermine
the marketing rhetoric of multinational corporations, specifically through
such practices as “media pranking,” “adbusting,” corporate sabotage, “bill-
board liberation,” “brand-jacking” and copyright infringement. In a way,
these strategies of resistance can all be seen as attempts to rescue publics
from being consumed by consumption.

The reader may note that there is a collusion between the two
senses of “consuming publics” thus far elaborated. In both senses, if pub-
lics are defined exclusively by their consumption, then publicness itself
has no function outside consumer culture. For those resisting this col-
lusion, through what I will describe as sabotage or appropriation, the
strategic response is dialectical — to re-craft or save the public from its
sublimation to consumption. However, these strategies of resistance are
insufficient, if not counterproductive to the goals of culture jamming.
Among the questions raised in this book, I ask: Has “resistance” reached
its limit as a diagnostic category for critics and activists waging struggles
over cultural messages in the new brand economy?

Fortunately, there is a third way we might understand this age
of “consuming publics; one that affords the public much more agency.
Rather than conceiving of publics as inherently passive or vulnerable to
the dictates of markets, [ consider publics as all-consuming. Rather than
ceding to a dialectical model of understanding the relationship between
publics and markets, I start from the assumption that publics are every-
where. And rather than joining those who bemoan the duping or eradica-
tion of publics, I encourage readers to explore what kinds of publics are
currently emerging (and receding) in contemporary culture. What possi-
bilities for political action are afforded within the logics of postindustrial

capitalism?
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n this book, I frame the Practice of culture jamming through

a specific description of contemporary capitalism. Taking my cue from
the work of Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze, I take seriously a shift in
political culture they describe as a shift from disciplinarity to control. In
a 1990 interview with Toni Negri, Deleuze distinguishes between three
modes of power: sovereign power, disciplinary power, and the control over
communication. Sovereign societies were organized to meet the needs of
feudalism, in which a lord took a cut of what was produced but had no rea]
hand in organizing production. Under disciplinary societies, explored in
great detail by Foucault, the modes of production were brought together,
organized, and confined in order to maximize efficiency and profit. Dis-
ciplinary societies operate primarily through the confinement and atomi.-
zation of individuals (e.g., through the familiar models of the prison, the
classroom, or the factory). This mode of power was most appropriate in
a Fordist world, where assembly-line-style production was the most effi-
cient way for capital to expand. To function, Fordism required a certain
level of standardization, Workers were more or less interchangeable and
labor practices were repeated with as little variation ag possible,

Deleuze further pursued an observation Foucault made Iate in
his career that we were undergoing a transformation from the discipli-
narity necessary for an industrial economy, to a service economy orga-
nized in part through the controf of consumer desires. Control societies
do not operate through the confinement and silencing of individuals, but
instead “through continuous control and communication”® I a control
society, people are not denied access to information and knowledge, but
are instead granted ever greater access to them through the opening up of
technologies and the hybridization of institutions, However, what might
appear as new freedoms enable business to increasingly modulate every
aspect of life. I suggest that the proliferation of branding strategies, in
part, marks this shift from discipline to control. Because of this emerg-
ing shift from disciplinarity (which spotlights the political rhetoric of the
nation-state) to control (which increasingly relies on the visual rhetoric of
the market), the possibilities for political resistance have changed as well,

Atthis stage, I see at least three modes of intervention that emerge
out of and in response to the logics of disciplinarity and control: sabotage,
appropriation, and intensification or augmentation. In the chapters that
follow, I loosely affiliate sabotage and appropriation with disciplinarity,

“ i at
‘ intensification with control. I try throughout to complicate any ne
. . . as—
tion between the two. Although appropriation may be incre
nC . . . +
in the face of greater control, both strategies continue to function in
in

¢ se to similar problems by deploying different tools. As Deleque has
”sponted disciplinarity does not operate dialectically; it does not disap-
suggested,

pear with the emergence oﬁ ;i(;:itr;)ilr;eControl is itself an intensification
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ge j ho engage in symbolic sabotage, an explicitly
bpes oT e e )ammefs y i ulture. Sabotage is a
dialectic engagement with the rhetoric of C(‘)néum'er c . Sabotaee 2
direct attempt to thwart the repressive disciplinarity o,f the pecha . e
rhetoric of sabotage is best exemplified by Adbusters app:o:;c to cct) "
mercialization as a monolithic machine or “image factory” that mus

d down.

wopped (;;ZIZZ\an strategy, explored in chapters 3 and 4, is‘ composed
of two culture-jamming strategies that attempt to app'roprmte, ralt(l.ler
than sabotage, commercial rhetoric. Through the practices of pra‘n .mg

(what I describe as a rhetorical folding) and pirating, t}.1ese approprlatlo;l

artists attempt to take seriously consumer culture on ‘1ts' own tzrm:, anof

engage it accordingly. I suggest that appropriation art, in its cele re;l lortl) o

the “criminal” artist, tends to perpetuate (although less so than w1t‘ ’ sa.

teurs) a dialectical relationship with commercial culFure. By ?O‘Slt.long
themselves as outlaws, appropriation artists run the risk of solidifying the
enge.

o th?il:zﬂ?)lj chipter 5 addresses a third set of responses to comme;r—

cial culture — responses that, as I suggested earlier, take afl\fantafge of t (ei

ubiquity of publics, of their all-consuming nature. The activists dlicuslsi —
in this chapter do not so much thwart the brand giants, nor do. t 1ey i —
erate small pieces of culture from their clutches. Rather, by actlvz y [Zr,cq)—
moting the concept of “the commons,” these activists aug.ment an‘l t:l :to
sify certain aspects of markets. Importantly, this strat'egy is unavaila _
those who see markets and publics as mutually exclusive. Rat.hfar thal; iay
ing “no” to consumer culture as the antithesis of healthy, thriving pud ics,
an intensification strategy says “yes, and” to the tools markets a‘ffor l. ;
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the Art of Resistance,” investigates the rhetorical strategies of Situatio
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International (SI). From 1957 to 1972, S, a group of artistic and politi-
cal subversives, sought to overthrow the conservatism that dominated
Western Europe. Most crucially, SI slogans and tactics were at the fore-
front of the Paris student-worker revolts in May 1968. Situationist rhe-
torical theories and strategies — primarily those outlined by SI leader
Guy Debord in his The Society of the Spectacle— are enjoying a renais-
sance through contemporary culture-jamming discourse. According to
Debord, the Spectacle articulated a novel mode of social domination in
which the industrial age’s coercive manual labor was replaced by capital-
ism’s deceitful promise of fulfillment through consumption.

Chapter 1 focuses less explicitly on situationist critiques of media-
dominated capitalist society than on the strategies situationists employed
in an effort to propel capitalist society elsewhere. They did so largely
by manipulating existing rhetorical forms toward their own ends. And
although they described their project as one opposing the Spectacle at
every turn, situationists often found themselves forced to negotiate the
tension between their desire to overturn the Spectacle and their inevi-
table contribution to it. In an effort to explore this tension, I investigate
the rhetorical force of three of the group’s more predominant political
strategies: détournement, dérive, and psychogeography. SI theories and
practices have very much influenced a particular version of dialectical
culture-jamming, one that is best exemplified by the work of Adbusters.

Chapter 2, “Anti-Logos: Sabotaging the Brand through Parody,’
focuses on the most prevalent and defining organization in the culture-
jamming movement: the Media Foundation (Vancouver, British Colum-
bia), best known for its bimonthly Adbusters magazine. Adbusters strives
to undermine the brand identity of multinational corporations, largely
through parody. Adbusters founder Kalle Lasn and his comrades articu-
late their position clearly in their “Culture Jammer’s Manifesto”: “We will
jam the pop-culture marketers and bring their image factory to a sudden,
shuddering halt* Chapter 2 details one version of the practice of jam-
ming —jamming as dialectical opposition. For the activists at Adbusters,
jam