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Abstract
This essay explores how handloom weaving in India can be understood not just as a 
traditional craft, but as a dynamic and socially embedded technological practice. Drawing 
on long-term fieldwork with weaving communities in West Bengal, the author reflects 
on how earlier studies often treated technology as a force that shaped culture from the 
outside—overlooking the ways in which people, tools, practices, and institutions co-evolve. 
By focusing on the lived experiences of weavers and the material culture of the loom, 
the essay highlights the importance of seeing handloom weaving as part of a broader 
social world, shaped by innovation and local knowledge. It calls for more inclusive and 
anthropologically informed approaches to studying technology, particularly in the context 
of artisanal traditions, and offers a critical reflection on how we understand craft, labour, 
and change in contemporary India.
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Introduction
In India, handloom weaving is more than a means of livelihood—it is a living tradition, 
embedded in social relationships, cultural identities, and everyday practices. It involves the 
manual production of cloth using non-mechanised looms, typically without electricity. Found 
across thousands of villages and towns, the handloom sector is both ancient and remarkably 
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diverse, comprising a wide range of regional styles, fibre traditions, and patterning techniques. From the 
jamdanis of Bengal to the ikats of Odisha and the bandhanis of Gujarat, these textiles are often closely 
tied to caste and community identities, ritual life, and regional aesthetics. Even today, many households 
across India are engaged in handloom production—making it one of the largest unorganised sectors in the 
country. At once deeply traditional and economically precarious, the handloom industry embodies a living 
tension between continuity and change, innovation and marginalisation. Yet, discussions of technology 
in this domain are often framed in narrowly economic or developmental terms, overlooking the rich 
anthropological dimensions of craft and its makers. This essay reflects on how we might think differently 
about technology—not as a separate, external force, but as something that is both shaped by and shaping the 
lives of those who use it.

In 2004, I did my first fieldwork among the handloom weaving community of Begampur, a small town 
in West Bengal known for its distinctive cotton sarees woven on pit looms, as part of my M.Sc. dissertation. 
However, my real journey of exploring the anthropological aspects of technology and the proceedings of 
technologically mediated artisan communities began in 2008, when I started my doctoral research amongst 
three different handloom weaving traditions in West Bengal—including sturdy and aesthetically moderate 
handloom weaving in Dhaniakhali, extra-weft silk balucharis in Bishnupur, and cheap and utilitarian cotton 
cloth production in Begampur. These sites, each with their own weaving styles, organisational structures, 
and market linkages, offered a comparative lens to study how artisans engage with tools, systems, and social 
expectations. Like many early-stage researchers, I was overwhelmed by the vast range of themes in the 
literature—economic dimensions (e.g. Chatterjee 1987; Haynes 1996; Roy 1999; Sinha et al. 2006), social 
aspects of production and labour relations (e.g. Roy 1989; De Neve 1999, 2001; Khasnabis and Nag 2002; 
Haynes 2008), and material and symbolic aspects of cloth weaving (e.g. Washburn 1990; Pink 1999). Even 
then, it was clear that these themes were deeply intertwined—much like the warp and weft of a handloom 
itself.

These questions became more focused as I gradually began to gain first-hand, in-depth experience of the 
techniques, tools, and rhythms involved in making handmade cloth across three regions of West Bengal. The 
loom—and the very act of weaving—revealed itself not merely as a tool, but as a lens for understanding the 
world of craft and the lives of craftspeople. I slowly came to realise that handloom weaving can be viewed 
through multiple, overlapping lenses: the material and technical dimensions of weaving (e.g. Amsden 1932; 
Roth 1918; Hann and Thomas 2005; Arnold and Espejo 2012; Panneerselvam 2014); the symbolism and 
structural meaning of looms (Dilley 1987); the acculturation and adaptation of weaving techniques over 
time (Christou 2004); the transmission of knowledge through generations and everyday practices (Portisch 
2010); the interplay between gender and textile-making (Naji 2009; Itagaki 2013); the social and functional 
roles of hand-woven cloth (Asakitikpi 2007); its style, classification, and ethnic identity (Washburn 1990); 
and the semiotics of weaving as a social language (Mehta 1992).

Understandably, my curiosity was drawn to a handful of studies that were either undertaken by 
anthropologists or grounded in an anthropological perspective (e.g. Schneider 1986, 1987; Nash 1993; 
Venkatesan 2009). Yet to my surprise, even in these works, technology—while often a central theme—
rarely received sustained analytical attention in its own right. The technical aspects of craft were frequently 
mentioned but seldom explored in depth. At the time, I could not fully grasp the reasons for this omission. 
But as I began submitting manuscripts to leading peer-reviewed journals, reviewers’ critical feedback 
unexpectedly brought me back to a question I had left behind: how to write about handloom technology in 
a way that recognised it as socially embedded, rather than merely technical. This became an opportunity to 
rethink how one might produce an anthropologically informed account of a technological system, one that 
situated tools and techniques within the everyday lives, choices, and meanings of those who use them.

Clearly, I had my work cut out for me. Beyond revisiting earlier studies—whether anthropological 
accounts that touched on technology or broader research into technological systems—I needed to find a 
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more fitting way to think about handloom weaving as a form of technological practice. This led me into 
the interdisciplinary field of Science and Technology Studies (STS), where scholars from anthropology, 
economics, and cultural studies come together to explore how science and technology are shaped by 
society—and vice versa (Rohracher 2015: 200). Reading through this literature affirmed an early observation 
of mine: that many past studies, especially in the Indian context, tend to treat technology as a fixed, external 
force—one that drives social change but is rarely shaped by it. Over time, however, new approaches have 
challenged this view. Frameworks such as sociotechnical systems, social construction of technology, and 
actor-network theory offer ways to rethink how we study tools, techniques, and material practices. More 
recent scholarship thus moves beyond viewing technology as either a neutral instrument or a determining 
force—offering instead a view of technology as part of a relational system involving people, objects, 
meanings, and institutions. While I will briefly outline these shifts in the next sections, my larger aim is to 
return to Indian handloom weaving with fresh eyes: to ask how we might understand its technologies not as 
isolated or outdated, but as deeply embedded in social life, and worthy of close, anthropological attention.

Technology in Human Society: Between Determinism and Possibility
What do we mean when we talk about “technology”? Definitions vary, but most fall into two broad 
categories: the material tools and systems we use to achieve particular ends, and the knowledge, skills, 
and procedures involved in their creation and use (Spier 1970; Lemonnier 1989). From the most complex 
machines to the most ordinary of daily tasks—gathering food, weaving cloth, building shelter—technology 
is deeply embedded in human life. As Schiffer (2004) notes, our relationship to technology is not 
occasional or peripheral, it is constant and foundational. Yet, when scholars have tried to understand this 
relationship, two dominant perspectives have emerged. The first is technological determinism—the idea that 
technological change drives social change. In this view, technology acts as an autonomous force that shapes 
institutions, economies, and cultural life. Marx’s ([1847] 1963) oft-cited image of the hand mill producing 
feudal lords and the steam mill industrial capitalists captures this perspective well. More recently, Rafael 
(2013: 321) summarises this view as the belief that “the essential institutional forms of society are dictated 
by the requirements of operating a technological system of some given degree of complexity.” In contrast, 
the second perspective—technological possibilism—pushes back against the idea that technology holds such 
power over social forms. Scholars in this tradition argue that while technology may set certain parameters or 
limits, societies remain free to evolve along their own historical and cultural paths. As Boas (1940: 266–67) 
observed, similar technologies can coexist with vastly different social structures. In this view, technology is 
not a determining force, but a set of tools embedded within broader human choices, values, and traditions.

Part of the enduring appeal of technological determinism—particularly in mid-20th century Western 
thought—was its apparent clarity. As Winner (1986) famously observed, a kind of “sleepwalking” view 
of technology became common: technology was treated as an unstoppable force, advancing along its own 
logic and reshaping societies in its path. Many foundational studies reflect this mindset. Works by White 
(1949, 1959), Wittfogel (1957), Ogburn (1950), and Sahlins and Service (1960) offered sweeping accounts 
in which technology appeared as the central driver of all cultural and institutional change. Some, like 
Bhatt (1980), Wad (1984), and Anthony (2000), focused on the effects of Western technologies in non-
Western settings—often portraying these societies as passive recipients rather than as active participants in 
technological change. These approaches, while influential, tended to overlook a critical point: technology is 
not an independent or neutral entity. As Pinch and Bijker (1984) and Pfaffenberger (1988, 1992) argued, 
such frameworks often erase the role of human decision-making and cultural context—treating machines 
and tools as if they operate outside of politics, values, or history. When human agency is acknowledged, 
it is sometimes “fetishized,” reduced to a simplistic binary of acceptance or resistance rather than seen as 
complex and negotiated.
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In anthropology, this narrow framing of technology—as something external to society—has had 
some curious consequences. While many classic studies explored how people use tools in everyday life, 
especially in relation to subsistence or livelihood (Geertz 1972; Nash 1979; Godoy 1985), relatively few 
treated technology as a subject in its own right. Instead, earlier anthropological work often took the form 
of inventories or catalogues: lists of tools, techniques, and materials used by different communities. These 
accounts documented what people did but seldom explored how or why these practices carried social, 
cultural, or symbolic meaning (Ingold 1997: 107). In some cases, such records took on a tone of nostalgia, 
offering tributes to fading traditions rather than analytical insights into how technical systems were 
embedded in social life.

Despite these limitations, some anthropologists have long attempted to move beyond catalogues and 
causality—to think about technology as something cultural, embodied, and meaningful. A more culturally 
grounded approach began to emerge through the work of French anthropologists and material culture 
scholars (e.g. Creswell 1972; Digard 1979; Lemonnier 1976, 1983, 1989; Gosselain 1992; Ingold 1997). 
These researchers reframed tools and techniques not as neutral instruments, but as practices situated 
within local systems of knowledge, belief, and interaction. Gilbert Gille (1978), for example, proposed that 
any technique involves the interplay of five interdependent elements: matter, energy, artefacts, gestures, 
and specific knowledge. These are not isolated components but parts of a larger system in which physical 
action, cultural meaning, and learned skill come together. However, as Lemonnier (1992) later observed, 
this approach, while conceptually rich, often remained underdeveloped in practice. Researchers struggled 
to analyse how the physical and functional dimensions of technology interacted or how these interactions 
could be understood in contextually specific ways.

These two perspectives—each in its own way—have shaped how technology has been treated in the 
social sciences, including in anthropology. Determinism, particularly in its earlier formulations, rendered 
technology as a kind of external agent—something that acted upon society, rather than something created 
and negotiated within it. Possibilism offered an important corrective—but at times went too far in treating 
technology as merely neutral or incidental. As I turned to the study of Indian handloom weaving, I found 
both frameworks limiting. The determinist approach tended to overlook the agency of craftspeople, while 
the possibilist one underplayed the material constraints and histories embedded in tools and techniques. 
What seemed missing was an approach that acknowledged the mutual shaping of technology and society—
recognising that tools, practices, and knowledge systems evolve within social worlds, even as they help shape 
those worlds in turn. This conceptual gap helped set the stage for new approaches in the 1980s and 1990s—
especially those emerging from Science and Technology Studies (STS)—that offered more concrete ways 
to study technology as socially embedded, relational, and negotiated. In the next section, I turn to three key 
perspectives that have proven especially influential in this shift: the sociotechnical systems view, the idea of 
technology as socially constructed, and the actor-network approach.

Socio-Technical System, Social Construction of Technology and 
Actor-Network-Theory
Around the same time, alternative approaches for studying how people interact with technology—
particularly within organisations and work environments—began to emerge. One of the most influential 
among these is the Socio-Technical Systems (STS) perspective, which emphasises the interdependence 
of social and technical elements within any system. This approach pays close attention to the “complexity 
surrounding the interaction [of ] technical and social dimensions,” and examines “to what extent they shape, 
fit, and complement one another—moreover, how all of these together determine the functioning of the 
entire system” (Cresswell, Worth & Sheikh 2010: 2). Rather than viewing technology as a standalone tool or 
an external force, STS scholars argue that social and technical components are co-constructed. Studies from 
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this perspective explore how technologies are embedded within institutional structures, power dynamics, 
and everyday practices. They are particularly attuned to how technological development is shaped by 
social, cultural, economic, and political contexts—and how, in turn, technology may reconfigure these very 
structures (Ninan 2008).

The Social Construction of Technology (SCOT) perspective (e.g. Pinch & Bijker 1987; Russell 1986; 
Bijker 1993, 1995; Winner 1993; Fulk 1993; Klein & Kleinman 2002) is another alternative approach that 
gained prominence during the 1980s. It emerged as a direct challenge to technological determinism, aiming 
to show that technological systems do not evolve in isolation, but are shaped by social, political, and cultural 
forces. The goal was not to deny that technology has effects on society, but rather to reject the notion that 
technology develops independently, according to an inherent scientific or technical logic (Humphrey 2005). 
SCOT has been especially influential among scholars examining the social dimensions of technology 
and innovation (e.g. Humphrey 2005; Johnson & Wetmore 2009; Ramos & Berry 2005; Olsen & Engen 
2007; Elle et al. 2010). This perspective offers a coherent methodological framework for understanding 
how both scientific facts and technological artefacts are constructed through social processes (Prell 2009; 
Baron & Gomez 2016: 132). It directs attention not to whether a technology “works” objectively, but to 
how it comes to be perceived as useful, legitimate, or necessary within particular contexts. As scholars such 
as Burns et al. (2016), Burr (2015), and Leonardi and Barley (2010) argue, technologies are taken up not 
because of their inherent efficiency or superiority, but because they are seen to fulfil specific human goals. 
Or, as Sasvári (2012: 8) puts it, SCOT “pinpoints that technology (and natural scientific developments) are 
basically shaped by social processes.” The strength of SCOT lies in its rejection of grand, universal theories, 
allowing researchers to produce rich, situated accounts of how technologies are developed, contested, and 
stabilised (Prell 2009). However, it has also been criticised for focusing too narrowly on agency—often 
privileging human actors at the expense of larger structural dynamics such as class, institutions, or political 
economy (Klein and Kleinman 2002; Russell 1986; Winner 1993). Moreover, its tendency to assume a 
clear separation between humans and non-humans has raised further concerns. As Baron and Gomez 
(2016: 130) note, SCOT relies heavily on an “ontology of separateness,” which assumes that humans act 
upon technologies, rather than being co-constituted with them.

In response to these limitations, some Science and Technology Studies (STS) scholars began to shift 
away from SCOT and toward a different theoretical framework—Actor-Network Theory (ANT)—which 
attempted to overcome the dualisms of structure/agency, human/non-human, and society/technology. 
Actor-Network Theory (ANT) developed in the 1990s as a response to some of the limitations of SCOT, 
particularly its tendency to privilege human agency while downplaying the role of non-human entities. 
One of the central figures in this theoretical shift was Bruno Latour, whose work (1996) helped establish 
ANT as a major framework within Science and Technology Studies. At its core, ANT seeks to analyse the 
“associations between natural, human and technological entities” (Baron & Gomez 2016: 129). It challenges 
the assumption that only humans can act meaningfully in shaping technology. Instead, ANT posits that 
both human and non-human actors—including tools, machines, documents, and even scientific facts—can 
exert influence within a network. These entities are understood not in isolation but through the roles they 
play in relation to one another. Within ANT, scholars have tended to emphasise two key dimensions. 
One strand focuses on “networks” as systems of practice, in which technologies and material artefacts are 
entangled with social behaviours, routines, and institutional structures. The other places stronger emphasis 
on the symmetry between human and non-human actors, arguing that agency is distributed across the 
network rather than residing solely in individuals or institutions. What sets ANT apart from SCOT is its 
attention to inanimate entities and their effects on social processes. ANT scholars argue that technologies 
are not passive objects acted upon by people, but active participants that can help shape outcomes, constrain 
choices, or enable new forms of action—even if they lack intention in a human sense (Prout 1996; Berg 
1999; Cresswell, Worth & Sheikh 2010). In this way, ANT expands the analytic field, offering a way 
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to track how innovations become stabilised—or fail to—through the ongoing interaction of multiple 
heterogeneous actors. Both strands of ANT share a core commitment: to show that the success or failure of 
a technological system depends on how well human and non-human elements align within a functioning 
network. Rather than treating technologies as standalone artefacts, ANT reveals them as emergent 
outcomes of dynamic and often fragile sociotechnical relations.

Reweaving Context: Why Indian Handlooms Need an Anthropological 
Lens
If we turn our attention back to the Indian handloom sector, we find a richly textured world where craft, 
labour, culture, and identity intersect in complex ways. The lives of these skilled artisans—and the woven 
objects they produce—have long captured the interest of scholars across multiple disciplines. Historians and 
economic historiographers (e.g. Thorner 1962; Bagchi 1976; Specker 1988; Krishnamurty 1989; Harnetty 
1991; Roy 1999; Clingingsmith & Williamson 2008), for example, have studied the “deindustrialisation” 
of Indian handlooms, analysing the sector’s decline under colonialism and its struggle in the postcolonial 
economy. Cultural historians (e.g. Barnes 2005; Wild & Wild 2005; Ray 2005; Riello & Roy 2009), 
working from the premise that textiles have long circulated as global commodities, have explored how cloth 
production and consumption reflected changing meanings of status, wealth, and identity—particularly 
around the Indian Ocean trade networks. Meanwhile, scholars examining the post-independence period 
have engaged with a range of issues shaping the handloom sector in modern India. These include questions 
of production (Kundu 1980), marketing challenges (Goswami 1985; Banerjee 1995), and broader 
concerns around state-led development and policy ( Jain 1980, 1985; Saha 1982; Abdul 1996; Mukund & 
Syamasundari 1998; Roy 1998).

Historians are undoubtedly right to highlight the decline of Indian handlooms during the colonial 
period, and even earlier. Likewise, scholars analysing the post-independence landscape have correctly 
observed that competition within the textile industry has intensified—particularly with the liberalisation 
of trade following the end of the Multi-Fibre Agreement (MFA) (Mehta 1953; Jain 1983; Goswami 
1990a, 1990b; Mishra 1993; Srinivasulu 1996). This shift brought with it widening inequality, persistent 
poverty, and large-scale job losses in the handloom sector (Roy 1993; Murshed 2004: 312). Yet these 
historiographic and policy-focused accounts leave important questions unanswered. Why, for instance, has 
India experienced a greater continuity in handloom cloth production and commerce than almost any other 
region in Asia? Why have handloom weavers continued to participate—often adaptively and strategically—
in a “mixed” textile economy, incorporating both artisanal and mechanised modes of production across the 
nineteenth, twentieth, and even twenty-first centuries (Wendt 2009: 196)?

Part of the answer may lie in the conceptual limits of many of these studies, which often treat technology 
in deterministic terms. Much like the early “technological determinist” frameworks, these accounts tend 
to view technological change as an autonomous force—one to which communities must passively adapt. 
This perspective risks missing the everyday strategies, innovations, and negotiations through which artisans 
actively shape their technological environments. The same kind of approach is visible in much of the 
post-independence scholarship on Indian handlooms. These studies, too, struggle to account for the socio-
technical complexity of the sector—particularly the ways in which artisans have responded to shifting 
economic and political conditions. As a result, they often fail to recognise how technological discourse in 
the textile industry is deeply entangled with broader processes: the restructuring of trade policy, the growing 
dependence on export markets for craft goods (Liebl & Roy 2003; Chatterjee 2015), and the gradual 
withdrawal of protectionist measures once extended to handlooms ( Jain 1980, 1985). Moreover, a persistent 
belief that “real innovation” happens only in industrial factories (Godin 2016; Mamidipudi and Bijker 
2018) has made it difficult for many scholars to recognise the social construction of handloom technology 
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itself. These studies often overlook what theorists like Ingold (1997) have long argued: that technical 
practices are not isolated or purely material but are part of sociotechnical ensembles—networks of people, 
tools, techniques, values, and meanings. In this view, every technical action is socially embedded, subject to 
contextual interpretation, and shaped by local histories, identities, and power relations.

Unfortunately, this persistent inability to recognise the full spectrum of relationships shaping craft 
production—beyond just producers and traders—remains common in much of the scholarship on 
contemporary Indian handlooms. As Venkatesan (2009: 38) argues, the “craft world” is made up not only of 
artisans, but also politicians, bureaucrats, museum curators, academics, civil society organisations, and other 
authoritative actors, all of whom negotiate with and influence one another. Yet this broader sociotechnical 
network is often overlooked. As a result, Indian handlooms are frequently portrayed as a “traditional” 
activity in terminal decline, where weavers are cast as resistant to change, clinging to obsolete methods in an 
effort to preserve the past (Mamidipudi, Syamasundari & Bijker 2012; Godin 2016; Mamidipudi & Bijker 
2018). This image persists despite ample evidence of sustained innovation by craftspeople who operate at the 
margins of entrenched financial, social, and epistemic hierarchies (Mamidipudi 2019: 241).

What is needed, then, is a fundamental shift in perspective—one that understands handloom weaving 
technologies not as isolated tools or fading traditions, but as outcomes of complex social processes. 
These technologies emerge from, and are continually shaped by, the economic, cultural, and professional 
interests of diverse social actors. These technologies are not just tools but deeply embedded in webs of 
social interaction and institutional power (Prout 1996). We must also attend to how various components—
technologies (e.g. spinning wheels, looms, warping drums, even computers), practices (e.g. designing, dyeing, 
sizing, programming), formal institutions (e.g. cooperatives, NGOs, government bodies), informal structures 
(e.g. households, kinship networks, villages, caste groups), and social actors (e.g. weavers, dyers, designers, 
customers)—together form what Mamidipudi (2019: 243) describes as a “sociotechnical ensemble.” These 
components form interdependent systems shaped by shared histories, social meanings, and institutional 
frameworks. Technologies of weaving—alongside the practices and institutions that sustain them—emerge 
from these layered interactions, rather than existing as discrete or static entities. The systems in which 
they operate are held together by ongoing negotiations between labour and knowledge, innovation and 
constraint, tradition and adaptation. These relationships are continually negotiated, contested, and redefined 
through the actions, values, and interests of diverse actors (Pinch & Bijker 1984; Pfaffenberger 1992: 498). 
To understand handloom technology, then, is not simply to document tools and techniques, but to study 
how they are constructed, maintained, and transformed within a broader ecology of social life (Ingold 1997). 
Reframing handloom weaving in these terms allows us to move beyond narratives of decline and instead 
recognise it as a site of dynamic, situated innovation.

References
Abdul, N. 1996, ‘Handlooms in Distress’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 31, no. 23: 1384–1386.

Amsden, C. 1932, ‘The Loom and its Prototypes’, American Anthropologist, vol. 34, no. 2: 216–235. https://doi.
org/10.1525/aa.1932.34.2.02a00030

Anthony, A. 2000, ‘Appropriate Technology for Socioeconomic Development in Third World Countries’, The Journal of 
Technology Studies, vol. 26, no. 1: 33–43. https://doi.org/10.21061/jots.v26i1.a.6

Arnold, D.Y. & Espejo, E. 2012, ‘Andean Weaving Instruments for Textile Planning: The Waraña Coloured Thread-
Wrapped Rods and their Pendant Cords’, Indiana, no. 29: 173–200.

Asakitikpi, A.O. 2007, ‘Functions of Hand Woven Textiles among Yoruba Women in Southwestern Nigeria’, Nordic 
Journal of African Studies, vol. 16, no. 1: 101–115.

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025115

https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1932.34.2.02a00030
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1932.34.2.02a00030
https://doi.org/10.21061/jots.v26i1.a.6


Bagchi, A.K. 1976, ‘Deindustrialization in India in the Nineteenth Century: Some Theoretical Implications’, The Journal 
of Development Studies, vol. 12, no. 2: 135–164. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220387608421565

Banerjee, D. 1995, ‘Market and Non-Market Configurations in Rural West Bengal: Local Organisations and Silk 
Weaving’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 30, no. 47: M135–M137, M139–M142.

Barnes, R. (ed.) 2005, Textiles in Indian Ocean Societies, Routledge, London. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203644256

Baron, L.F. & Gomez, R. 2016, ‘The Associations Between Technologies and Societies: The Utility of Actor-Network 
Theory’, Science, Technology and Society, vol. 21, no. 2: 129–148. https://doi.org/10.1177/0971721816640615

Berg, M. 1999, ‘Patient Care Information Systems and Health Care Work: A Sociotechnical Approach’, International 
Journal of Medical Informatics, vol. 55: 87–101. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1386-5056(99)00011-8

Bhatt, V.V. 1980, ‘The Development Problem, Strategy, and Technology Choice: Sarvodaya and Socialist Approaches 
in India’, in F.A. Long & A. Oleson (eds), Appropriate Technology and Social Values: A Critical Appraisal, Ballinger, 
Cambridge, MA: 151–175.

Bijker, W.E. 1993, ‘Do Not Despair: There Is Life After Constructivism’, Science, Technology & Human Values, vol. 18: 
113–138. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399301800107

Bijker, W.E. 1995, Of Bicycles, Bakelites, and Bulbs: Toward a Theory of Sociotechnical Change, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Boas, F. 1940, Race, Language and Culture, Macmillan, New York.

Burns, T.R., Corte, U. & Machado, N. 2016, ‘The Sociology of Creativity: Part III: Applications – The Sociocultural 
Contexts of the Acceptance/Rejection of Innovations’, Human Systems Management, vol. 35, no. 1: 11–34. https://doi.
org/10.3233/HSM-150852

Burr, V. 2015, Social Constructionism, Routledge, London. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315715421

Chatterjee, A. 2015, ‘India’s Handloom Challenge: Anatomy of a Crisis’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 32: 34–38.

Chatterjee, R. 1987, ‘Cotton Handloom Manufactures of Bengal, 1870–1921’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 22, 
no. 25: 988–997.

Christou, M. 2004, ‘Sa’dan Toraja Supplementary Weft Weaving: An Ethnographic Interpretation of Acculturation and 
Assimilation of Loom Technology and Weaving Techniques’, Textile Society of America Symposium Proceedings, Textile 
Society of America.

Clingingsmith, D. & Williamson, J.G. 2008, ‘Deindustrialization in 18th and 19th Century India: Mughal Decline, 
Climate Shocks and British Industrial Ascent’, Explorations in Economic History, vol. 45: 209–234. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.eeh.2007.11.002

Creswell, R. 1972, ‘Les Torid Sources d’Une Technologie Nouvelle’, in J.M.C. Thomas & L. Bernot (eds), Langues et 
Techniques, Nature et Société. 2 Approche Naturaliste, Éditions Klincksieck, Paris.

Cresswell, K.M., Worth, A. & Sheikh, A. 2010, ‘Actor-Network Theory and Its Role in Understanding the 
Implementation of Information Technology Developments in Healthcare’, BMC Medical Informatics and Decision 
Making, vol. 10: 67. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-10-67

De Neve, G. 1999, ‘Asking for and Giving Baki: Neo-Bondage, or the Relationship of Bondage and Resistance 
in the Tamilnadu Power-Loom Industry’, Contributions to Indian Sociology, vol. 33: 379–406. https://doi.
org/10.1177/006996679903300116

De Neve, G. 2001, ‘Towards an Ethnography of the Workplace: Hierarchy, Authority and Sociability on the South 
Indian Textile Shop-Floor’, South Asia Research, vol. 21: 133–160. https://doi.org/10.1177/026272800102100201

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025116

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220387608421565
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203644256
https://doi.org/10.1177/0971721816640615
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1386-5056(99)00011-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399301800107
https://doi.org/10.3233/HSM-150852
https://doi.org/10.3233/HSM-150852
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315715421
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eeh.2007.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eeh.2007.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-10-67
https://doi.org/10.1177/006996679903300116
https://doi.org/10.1177/006996679903300116
https://doi.org/10.1177/026272800102100201


Digard, J.P. 1979, ‘La Technologie en Anthropologie: Fin de Parcours ou Nouveau Souffle?’, L’Homme, vol. 19: 73–104. 
https://doi.org/10.3406/hom.1979.367929

Dilley, R. 1987, ‘Myth and Meaning and the Tukolor Loom’, Man, vol. 22, no. 2: 256–266. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2802864

Elle, M., Dammann, S., Lentsch, J. & Hansen, K. 2010, ‘Learning From the Social Construction of Environmental 
Indicators: From the Retrospective to the Pro-Active Use of SCOT in Technology Development’, Building and 
Environment, vol. 45, no. 1: 135–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2009.05.011

Fulk, J. 1993, ‘Social Construction of Communication Technology’, The Academy of Management Journal, vol. 36, no. 5: 
921–950. https://doi.org/10.2307/256641

Geertz, C. 1972, ‘The Wet and the Dry: Traditional Irrigation in Bali and Morocco’, Human Ecology, vol. 1: 23–29. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01791279

Gille, B. 1978, ‘Prolégomènes à une Histoire des Techniques’, in B. Gille (ed.), Histoire des Techniques, Gallimard, Paris: 
1–118.

Godin, B. 2016, ‘Technological Innovation: On the Origins and Development of an Inclusive Concept’, Technology and 
Culture, vol. 57, no. 3: 527–556. https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2016.0070

Godoy, R. 1985, ‘Mining: Anthropological Perspectives’, Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 14: 199–217. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.14.1.199

Gosselain, O.P. 1992, ‘Technology and Style: Potters and Pottery Among Bafia of Cameroon’, Man, vol. 27, no. 3: 
559–586. https://doi.org/10.2307/2803929

Goswami, O. 1985, ‘Indian Textile Industry, 1970–1984: An Analysis of Demand and Supply’, Economic and Political 
Weekly, vol. 20, no. 38: 1603–1605, 1607–1614.

Goswami, O. 1990a, ‘Sickness and Growth of India’s Textile Industry: Analysis and Policy Options’, Economic and 
Political Weekly, vol. 25, no. 44: 2429–2439.

Goswami, O. 1990b, ‘Sickness and Growth of India’s Textile Industry: Analysis and Policy Options’, Economic and 
Political Weekly, vol. 25, no. 45: 2496–2501, 2503–2506.

Hann, A. & Thomas, B.G. 2005, Patterns of Culture: Decorative Weaving Techniques, University of Leeds, UK.

Harnetty, P. 1991, ‘Deindustrialization Revisited: The Handloom Weavers of the Central Province of India’, Modern 
Asian Studies, vol. 25: 455–510. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0026749X00013901

Harris, M. 1977, Cannibals and Kings: The Origins of Cultures, Vintage Books, New York.

Haynes, D. 1996, ‘The Logic of the Artisan Firm in Economy Capitalist: Handloom Weavers and Technological 
Change in Western India, 1880–1947’, in B. Stain & S. Subrahmanyam (eds), Institutions and Economic Change in South 
Asia, Oxford University Press, Delhi: 173–205.

Haynes, D. 2008, ‘The Labour Process in the Bombay Handloom Industry, 1880–1940’, Modern Asian Studies, vol. 42, 
no. 1: 1–45. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0026749X07002806

Humphreys, L. 2005, ‘Reframing Social Groups, Closure, and Stabilization in the Social Construction of Technology’, 
Social Epistemology, vol. 19, nos 2–3: 231–253. https://doi.org/10.1080/02691720500145449

Ingold, T. 1997, ‘Eight Themes in the Anthropology of Technology’, Social Analysis, vol. 41, no. 1: 106–138.

Itagaki, J. 2013, ‘Gender-Based Textile-Weaving Techniques of the Amhara in Northern Ethiopia’, African Study 
Monographs, no. 46: 27–52.

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025117

https://doi.org/10.3406/hom.1979.367929
https://doi.org/10.2307/2802864
https://doi.org/10.2307/2802864
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2009.05.011
https://doi.org/10.2307/256641
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01791279
https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2016.0070
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.14.1.199
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.14.1.199
https://doi.org/10.2307/2803929
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0026749X00013901
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0026749X07002806
https://doi.org/10.1080/02691720500145449


Jain, L.C. 1980, ‘Development of Decentralised Industries: A Review and Some Suggestions’, Economic and Political 
Weekly, vol. 15, nos 41/43: 1747–1749, 1751, 1753–1754.

______. ‘Handlooms Face Liquidation: Powerlooms Mock at Yojana Bhavan’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 18, 
no. 35: 1517–1526.

______. 1985, ‘1985 Textile Policy: End of Handloom Industry’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 20, no. 27: 1121–
1123.

Johnson, D.G. & Wetmore, J.M. 2009, Technology and Society: Building Our Sociotechnical Future, MIT Press, Cambridge, 
MA.

Khasnabis, R. & Nag, P. 2002, ‘Labour Process in the Informal Sector: A Handloom Industry in Nadia District’, 
Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 36, no. 52: 4836–4845.

Klein, H.K. & Kleinman, D.L. 2002, ‘The Social Construction of Technology: Structural Considerations’, Science, 
Technology & Human Values, vol. 27, no. 1: 28–52. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390202700102

Krishnamurty, J. 1989, ‘Handicrafts in the Indian Economy: A Study of the Handloom Industry From 1800’, in A. Basu 
(ed.), Imperialism, Nationalism and Regionalism in Canadian and Modern Indian History, Manohar Publications, New 
Delhi: 138–139.

Kundu, A. 1980, ‘Pattern of Organization of the Handloom Industry in West Bengal: Part One’, Social Scientist, vol. 9, 
no. 1: 18–32. https://doi.org/10.2307/3517139

Latour, B. 1996, ‘On Actor-Network Theory: A Few Clarifications’, Soziale Welt, vol. 47, no. 4: 369–381.

Leonardi, P.M. & Barley, S.R. 2010, ‘What’s Under Construction Here? Social Action, Materiality, and Power in 
Constructivist Studies of Technology and Organizing’, Academy of Management Annals, vol. 4, no. 1: 1–51. https://doi.
org/10.5465/19416521003654160

Lemonnier, P. 1976, ‘La Description des Opératoires: Contribution à l’Analyse des Systèmes Techniques’, Techniques & 
Culture, no. 1: 100–151. https://doi.org/10.4000/tc.6267

______. 1983, ‘L’Étude des Systèmes Techniques, Une Urgence en Technologie Culturelle’, Techniques & Culture, no. 1: 
11–26.

______. 1989, ‘Bark Capes, Arrow Heads and Concorde: On Social Representation of Technology’, in I. Hodder (ed.), 
The Meaning of Things: Material Culture and Symbolic Expression, Unwin Hyman, London: 156–171.

______. 1992, Elements for an Anthropology of Technology, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor.

Liebl, M. & Roy, T. 2004, ‘Handmade in India: Preliminary Analysis of Crafts Producers and Crafts Production’, 
Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 38, nos 51/52: 5366–5376.

Mamidipudi, A., Syamasundari, B. & Bijker, W. 2012, ‘Mobilising Discourses: Handloom as Sustainable Socio-
Technology’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 47, no. 25: 41–51.

Mamidipudi, A. & Bijker, W. 2018, ‘Innovation in Indian Handloom Weaving’, Technology and Culture, vol. 59, no. 3: 
509–545. https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2018.0058

Mamidipudi, A. 2019, ‘Crafting Innovation, Weaving Sustainability: Theorizing Indian Handloom Weaving as 
Sociotechnology’, Comparative Studies of South Asia, Africa and the Middle East, vol. 39, no. 2: 241–248. https://doi.
org/10.1215/1089201X-7586764

Marx, K. 1963 [1847], The Poverty of Philosophy, International Publishers, New York.

Mehta, D. 1992, ‘Semiotics of Weaving: A Case Study’, Contributions to Indian Sociology, vol. 26, no. 1: 77–113. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0069966792026001004

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025118

https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390202700102
https://doi.org/10.2307/3517139
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416521003654160
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416521003654160
https://doi.org/10.4000/tc.6267
https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2018.0058
https://doi.org/10.1215/1089201X-7586764
https://doi.org/10.1215/1089201X-7586764
https://doi.org/10.1177/0069966792026001004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0069966792026001004


Mehta, S.D. 1953, Indian Cotton Textile Industry, The Textile Association (India), Bombay.

Mishra, S. 1993, India’s Textile Sector: A Policy Analysis, Sage Publications, New Delhi.

Mukund, K. & Syamasundari, B. 1998, ‘Doomed to Fail? “Handloom Weavers’ Co-Operatives” in Andhra Pradesh’, 
Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 33, no. 52: 3323–3332.

Murshed, S.M. 2004, ‘Globalization and South Asia: A Perspective’, South Asia Economic Journal, vol. 5, no. 2: 311–326. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/139156140400500208

Naji, M. 2009, ‘Gender and Materiality In-the-Making: The Manufacture of Sirwan Femininities Through Weaving in 
Southern Morocco’, Journal of Material Culture, vol. 14: 47–73. https://doi.org/10.1177/1359183508100008

Nash, J. 1979, We Eat the Mines and the Mines Eat Us: Dependency and Exploitation in Bolivian Tin Mines, Columbia 
University Press, New York.

Nash, J. (ed.) 1993, Crafts in the World Market: The Impact of Global Exchange on Middle American Artisans, State 
University of New York Press, Albany.

Ninan, A.S. 2008, ‘Gandhi’s Technoscience: Sustainability and Technology as Themes of Politics’, Sustainable 
Development, vol. 17, no. 3: 183–196. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.381

Ogburn, W.F. 1950, Social Change With Respect to Culture and Original Nature, Viking Press, New York.

Olsen, O.E. & Engen, O.A. 2007, ‘Technological Change as a Trade-Off Between Social Construction and 
Technological Paradigms’, Technology in Society, vol. 29: 456–468. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2007.08.006

Panneerselvam, R.G. 2014, ‘Petni, Kondi, and Reku: Traditional Techniques of Weaving Handloom Silk Sarees’, Indian 
Journal of Traditional Knowledge, vol. 13, no. 4: 778–787.

Pfaffenberger, B. 1988, ‘Fetishized Objects and Humanized Nature: Towards Anthropology of Technology’, Man, 
vol. 23: 236–252. https://doi.org/10.2307/2802804

______. 1992, ‘Social Anthropology of Technology’, Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 21: 491–516. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.21.1.491

Pinch, T.J. & Bijker, W.E. 1984, ‘The Social Construction of Facts and Artifacts: Or How the Sociology of Science 
and the Sociology of Technology Might Benefit Each Other’, Social Studies of Science, vol. 14: 399–441. https://doi.
org/10.1177/030631284014003004

Pinch, T.J. & Bijker, W.E. 1987, ‘The Social Construction of Facts and Artifacts: Or How the Sociology of Science 
and the Sociology of Technology Might Benefit Each Other’, in W.E. Bijker, T.P. Hughes & Pinch T.J. (eds), The Social 
Construction of Technological Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and History of Technology, MIT Press, Cambridge, 
MA: 17–50.

Pink, S. 1999, ‘Panos for the Brancus: Interweaving Cultures, Producing Cloth, Visualizing Experience, Making 
Anthropology’, Journal of Material Culture, vol. 4: 163–182. https://doi.org/10.1177/135918359900400203

Portisch, A.O. 2010, ‘The Craft of Skilful Learning: Kazakh Women’s Everyday Craft Practices in Western Mongolia’, 
Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, vol. 16 (s1): S62–S79. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9655.2010.01610.x

Prell, C. 2009, ‘Rethinking the Social Construction of Technology Through “Following the Actors”: A Reappraisal of 
Technological Frames’, Sociological Research Online, vol. 14, no. 2: 4. https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.1913

Prout, A. 1996, ‘Actor-Network Theory, Technology and Medical Sociology: An Illustrative Analysis of the Metered 
Dose Inhaler’, Sociology of Health and Illness, vol. 18: 198–219. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.ep10934726

Rafael, E.F. 2013, ‘Technology as a Social System: A Systems Theoretical Conceptualization’, Philippine Sociological 
Review, vol. 61, no. 2: 319–347.

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025119

https://doi.org/10.1177/139156140400500208
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359183508100008
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2007.08.006
https://doi.org/10.2307/2802804
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.21.1.491
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.21.1.491
https://doi.org/10.1177/030631284014003004
https://doi.org/10.1177/030631284014003004
https://doi.org/10.1177/135918359900400203
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9655.2010.01610.x
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.1913
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.ep10934726


Ramos, I. & Berry, D.M. 2005, ‘Social Construction of Information Technology Supporting Work: Cases on 
Information Technology’, Lessons Learned, vol. 7, no. 7: 36. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-59140-673-0.ch003

Ray, H.P. 2005, ‘Far-Flung Fabrics – Indian Textiles in Ancient Maritime Trade’, in R. Barnes (ed.), Textiles in Indian 
Ocean Societies, Routledge, London: 16–34.

Riello, G. & Roy, T. (eds) 2009, How India Clothed the World: The World of South Asian Textiles, 1500–1850, Brill, Leiden. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789047429975_002

Rohracher, H. 2015, ‘History of Science and Technology Studies’, in International Encyclopedia of the Social & 
Behavioral Sciences, 2nd edn, vol. 21: 200–205. Online, available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
B9780080970868030646 [Accessed 3 April 2020].

Roth, H.L. 1918, ‘Studies in Primitive Looms’, The Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and 
Ireland, vol. 48: 103–144. https://doi.org/10.2307/2843505

Roy, T. 1989, ‘Relations of Production in Handloom Weaving in the Mid-1930s’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 24, 
no. 4: PE21–PE25, PE28–PE34.

______. 1993, Artisans and Industrialization: Indian Weaving in Twentieth Century, Oxford University Press, Delhi.

______. 1998, ‘Development or Distortion? “Powerlooms” in India, 1950–1997’, Economic and Political Weekly, vol. 33, 
no. 16: 897–911.

______. 1999, Traditional Industry in the Economy of Colonial India, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Russell, S. 1986, ‘The Social Construction of Artifacts: A Response to Pinch and Bijker’, Social Studies of Science, vol. 16: 
331–346. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312786016002008

Saha, S.N. 1982, ‘Trends in the Textile Industry and the Dilemma in Indian Cotton Textile Policy’, Economic and 
Political Weekly, vol. 17, no. 9: M23, M25, M27, M29–M30.

Sahlins, M.D. & Service, E.R. (eds) 1960, Evolution and Culture, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, MI. https://
doi.org/10.3998/mpub.8980

Sasvári, P. 2012, ‘The Effects of Technology and Innovation on Society’, Bahria University Journal of Information & 
Communication Technology, vol. 5, no. 1: 1–10.

Schiffer, M.B. 2004, ‘Studying Technological Change: A Behavioral Perspective’, World Archaeology, vol. 36, no. 4: 
579–585. https://doi.org/10.1080/0043824042000303755

Schneider, J. 1986, ‘Cloth in the Organization of Human Experience’, Current Anthropology, vol. 27, no. 2: 178–184. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/203416

_______. 1987, ‘The Anthropology of Cloth’, Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 16: 409–448. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.anthro.16.1.409

Sinha, A., Munjal, P., Basu, K. & Singh, S. 2006, Examining Employment Figures in the Handloom Sector, All India 
Artisans and Craftworkers Welfare Association, New Delhi.

Specker, K. 1988, ‘“De-Industrialisation” in Nineteenth Century India: The Textile Industry in the Madras Presidency, 
1810–70’, in C. Dewey (ed.), Arrested Development in India: The Historical Dimension, Manohar Publications, New Delhi: 
341–377.

Spier, R. 1970, From the Hand of Man: Primitive and Preindustrial Technologies, Houghton-Mifflin, Boston.

Srinivasulu, K. 1996, ‘1985 Textile Policy and Handloom Industry: Policy, Promises and Performance’, Economic and 
Political Weekly, vol. 31, no. 49: 3198–3206.

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025120

https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-59140-673-0.ch003
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789047429975_002
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780080970868030646
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780080970868030646
https://doi.org/10.2307/2843505
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312786016002008
https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.8980
https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.8980
https://doi.org/10.1080/0043824042000303755
https://doi.org/10.1086/203416
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.16.1.409
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.16.1.409


Thorner, D. 1962, ‘De-Industrialization in India 1881–1931’, in D. Thorner & A. Thorner (eds), Land and Labour in 
India, Asia Publishing House, Bombay: 70–81.

Venkatesan, S. 2009, Craft Matters: Artisan, Development and the Indian Nation, Orient Blackswan Private Limited, New 
Delhi.

Wad, A. 1984, ‘Science, Technology and Industrialisation in Africa’, Third World Quarterly, vol. 6, no. 2: 327–350. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01436598408419771

Washburn, D.K. 1990, Style, Classification and Ethnicity: Design Categories on Bakuba Raffia Cloth, Transactions of the 
American Philosophical Society, vol. 80, no. 3: i–157. https://doi.org/10.2307/3137423

Wendt, I.C. 2009, ‘Four Centuries of Decline? Understanding the Changing Structure of the South Indian Textile 
Industry’, in G. Riello & T. Roy (eds), How India Clothed the World: The World of South Asian Textiles, 1500–1850, Brill, 
Leiden & Boston: 193–215. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789047429975_009

White, L.A. 1949, The Science of Culture: A Study of Man and Civilization, Farrar, Strauss & Giroux, New York.

White, L.A. 1959, The Evolution of Culture, University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Wild, J.P. & Wild, F. 2005, ‘Rome and India: Early Indian Cotton Textiles From Berenike, Red Sea Coast of Egypt’, in 
R. Barnes (ed.), Textiles in Indian Ocean Societies, Routledge, London & New York: 11–16.

Winner, L. 1986, ‘Technology as Forms of Life’, in L. Winner (ed.), The Whale and the Reactor: A Search for Limits in an 
Age of High Technology, University of Chicago Press, Chicago: 3–18.

Winner, L. 1993, ‘Upon Opening the Black Box and Finding It Empty: Social Constructivism and the Philosophy of 
Technology’, Science, Technology & Human Values, vol. 18: 362–378. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399301800306

Wittfogel, K. 1957, Oriental Despotism, Yale University Press, New Haven.

Banerjee

PORTAL Journal of Multidisciplinary International Studies,  Vol. 21, No. 1/2  December 2025121

https://doi.org/10.1080/01436598408419771
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436598408419771
https://doi.org/10.2307/3137423
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789047429975_009
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399301800306

