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INTRODUCTION

Winfrey, Oprah.Born January 29, 1954, Kosciusko, Mississippi,.UASnerican
television personality, actress, and entreprendwose syndicated daily talk show was
among the most popular of the genre. She becamefahe richest and most influential
women in the United States.
Encyclopeaedia Britannica2009)

“The false messiah is as old as the hope for tleeNessiah.

He is the changing form of this changeless hope.”

Franz Rosenzweig (1925)

What is an Oprah? A noun. A name. A misspelliAg. Oprah is a person we
know because of her publicity, a pioneer we recogbecause of her accolade, and a
personage we respect because of her embodied enduleer passionate care, her
industrious production. First and foremost, thqughOprah is a woman. An African
American woman, with a story broadcasted by her eagines, with ideas inspired by
her unceasing consumption, and with a self maghlfiethe media mechanics that make
tabloid her every gesture. Before that broaddesre that spectacle, she did possess
particularity: a place of birth, a date of origanstory of parentage, abuse, and utter
destitution. The terms of her subsequent uplétsar ritually inspirational as to be
mythic; the results of her rise are so idiosyncras to be impossible. What is an Oprah?

An Oprah is an instance of American astonishmewnthat can be.



For the purposes of this work, the materialityOgrah—her body, her biography,
and her singularity—are only interesting insofattesy contribute and creat@ Oprah®
Because whatever an Oprah is, it will be, in penpgta product. Inverted to Harpo, it is

a corporation, an employer of nearly 1,000 peapleistributor of a brang.

Oprah,The Oprah Winfrey ShqoWprah & Friends Make the Connection,
Oprah’s Book Club, Use Your Life, Live Your Besftfé,j Oprah’s Favorite
Things, Wildest Dreams with Oprah and Oprah Bowigte registered
trademarks of Harpo, Inc. Harpo is a registeredemaark of Harpo Productions,
Inc. The Oprah Store, Oprah.co@prah’s Big Give The Big Give, Give Big or
Go Home, Expert Minutes, the “Oprah” signature tred“O” design are
trademarks of Harpo, Inc., Oprah’s Angel Network®gel Network, O
Ambassadors and the corresponding “O” design adetarks of Oprah’s Angel
Network. Oprah Winfrey Leadership Academy for Gigls trademark of The
Oprah Winfrey Leadership Academy Foundation.The Oprah MagazinendO
at Homeare registered trademarks of Harpo Print, LLC.Ritjhts Reservet!.
These are not just trademarks. These titles,nrasgand imprints are cultures of
expression, a supply chain of self unmatched irhtsry of industry, celebrity, or
charismatic authority. The kernel was a studitetévised rhetoricThe Oprah Winfrey
Show Not an object you could hold in your hands, &ptrocess of conversation, a
display of verbal exchange, a didactic commufiffhis is what started it all, spiraling
quickly into brand compulsiolhe Oprah Winfrey Shoentered national syndication in
1986, becoming the highest-rated talk show in tsiew history. In 1988, she
established Harpo Studios, a production facilit€imcago. The Oprah Winfrey Show
remained the number one talk show for 22 consees@gasons. Produced by her own
production company, Harpo Productions, Inc., trensts, as of 2008, seen by an

estimated 44 million viewers a week in the Uniteédt& and is broadcast internationally

in 141 countries.



The spinoffs were inevitable, as the republic ef daily show became the empire
of a transnational ®.Not surprisingly, change happened because stetaand she
changed because the market changed. Or is itllee way? Did the market change
because of her? Did her Spirit shape the worldioes she manifest the world in her
Spirit? The answer will be (in her voice, on hemnts) conflated, always.“You become
what you believe” What we know is that by the mid-1990s, her gerae shanging.

The talk show television market was flooded witlstiscoffering carnivals of absurdity:
encounters between incestuous relations and crisntoasorting with their victims.
Violence and mayhem seemed to be the visual irdolending of professional wrestling
and soap opera, dressed as therapy in%drhgst as her expressive medium seemed bent
upon new extremes of exhibitionism, Winfrey fouretgelf in the midst of multiple
personal transitions.As with everything in her, as with everythinghefr, as with
everything (eaten, read, thought, felt, bought, me¢n) by her, these plot points were
publicized as open-door national psychological eisons™® Yet this time, with a

product tie-in, a print culture twist. An Oprah is someone who makes her mistakes into
object, who casts the commodification of those disjas seemly despite their
confessional graft. Harpo, Inc. doesn’t intakdltag” as an epithet. It just sells more,

more ardently, under the banner of self-love.

As such, an Oprah is an effect and an affect, dangesymptom made (in this
rendering) symptomatic. In 1996, Winfrey was stardb12 million by a group of Texas

cattleman after she proclaimed that she would neatanother burger. Cattle prices



plummeted and kept falling for two weeks in whagfoeaders called the “Oprah Crash.”
Winfrey found herself in Amarillo, Texas, fightirgdefamation suf? Her experience in
Amarillo, the sharp shift in talk show tastes, bemn psychological awakening, and a
midlife professional restlessness deduced to ammezhosis of her own programming.

“I really am tired of the crud,” proclaimed Winfréy 1994:

The time has come for this genre of talk shows e@eron from dysfunctional
whining and complaining and blaming. | have hadugi of people’s
dysfunction. | don’t want to spend an hour listgnio somebody blaming their
mother. So to say that | am tired—yes, | am. tired of it. | think it's
completely unnecessary. We're all aware that whale some problems and we
need to work on them. What are you willing to dowat it? And that is what our
shows are going to be abdit.
The despair is reflexive, as Winfrey repudiatesékras much as the medium, and she
calls upon herself, and her viewers, to invent ficas of reply, to do something about the
problems that pervade. “I dream about finding a mey of doing television that
elevates us all** She can't bear to hear another disgruntled daughteeleaguered wife,
nor can she stand to be associated by genre vatfistifights and sexual extremities of
her déclassé subphylum. “I started this becabstidve people are ultimately good,”
she said, “I think television is a good way of opgrpeople’s hearts® To claim the
good, to silk the sow’s ear, she recanted: “I'verbguilty of doing trash TV and not
thinking it was trash*® She confessed to come clean, creating over aykeairperiod
(1994-1998) a makeover worthy of the convertingsrshe herself would come to master.

Programming would now, late in the neoliberal hgydacus, finally, on the heart, on

the soul, on the reformation of the world in hemamage: “Change Your Life TV}*



“Originally our goal was to uplift, enlighten, engage, and entertain through the
medium of television,” Winfrey explained, “Now omission...is to use television to
transform people’s lives, to make viewers see tledras differently, and to bring
happiness and a sense of fulfillment into every &th To transform, to bring
happiness, to create a ‘sense’ of fulfillment: thase callings of a higher order. “l am
talking about each individual having her or his awner revolution,” Winfrey explained
“I am talking about each individual coming to theaseness that, ‘I am Creation’s son. |
am Creation’s daughter. | am more than my physiedl | am more than this job that |
do. 1 am more than the external definitions | hgiven myself... Those roles are all
extensions of who | define myself to be, but ultielal am Spirit come from the greatest
Spirit. | am Spirit.*® Much of the content for her show stayed the sameglebrities
continued to sell their films, mothers continuedvieep about their wayward daughters,
and “amazing pets” still strutted their speciaffstiNow, though, it was enchanted with a
straight-backed righteousness of the spiritualuesd. “This season has proved that
there are endless possibilities to entertain angoerar people’s lives through
television,” Winfrey explained in 1994. “As long @& carry out that mission...I will
continue to ddrhe Oprah Winfrey Shot¢° What matters here, what matters to
understanding what makas Oprah, is that this explicitly missionary maneuwes her
empire’s ascent: her spiritualization enhancedr@rporatiorf* Thisis how Oprah
Winfrey became an Oprah, how she became an idioagrezable and distributed,
programmed and propagated beyond her (the ‘I’ wdmdds whether or not to do one
thing or another) and into an ‘an.” An Oprah cdr@tcanceled. Syndication is first order

immortality; horizontal multimedia diversificatigeresses you into the Olympian beyond.



An Oprah is quickly everywhere. On September 186190prah’s Book Club”
began with the announcement of Jacquelyn MitchardessDeep End of the Ocean
(1996) as the first pick. Within its inaugural ye@prah’s Book Club was the largest
book club in the world, attracting approximatelynlion members. In April 2000,
Oprah and Hearst Magazines introdu€@drhe Oprah Magazine@ monthly magazine
credited as being the most successful magazinehaurrecent history; it has a
circulation of 2.3 million readers each month. Iprih2002, Oprah launched the first
international edition 00, The Oprah Magazin@ South Africa, extending her “live your
best life” message to another broad audience 997 1her Angel Network encouraged
others to become involved in volunteer work (“Build Oprah House”) and charitable
giving (“The World’'s Largest Piggy Bank”). With ‘t@&nge Your Life Television,”
Winfrey found a way to make the message of hetligesubstance of the show, and,
simultaneously, a way to make the message of fieethie impetus for further market
development. No longer merely an idiom, Oprah bexa stylized economy, supplying
multiple print cultures (magazine, literary, cookkoself-help, medical, and
inspirational), multimedia programming (podcastegkly and daily electronic updates,
weekly and daily television programs, radio shawkgvision networks, movies, movies
of the week, stage productions), educational pbpbges, international philanthropies,

interpersonal counseling, self-care workshops,mnduct plugs?

An Oprah cannot be replicated, but she does repeodin September 2002,

Harpo Productions, Inc. creatBd. Phil, a syndicated daytime talk show produced by



Paramount Domestic Televisiddr. Phil had the highest-rated talk show launch since
The Oprah Winfrey Shoand ranks second among all U.S. talk shows. Ogqoah the
website of her amalgamated productions, averagesilién page views and more than
6.7 million users per month and has more than 1ll®mnewsletter subscribers. In
2003, Oprah.com launched Live Your Best Life, aeriactive multimedia workshop
based on Winfrey’s sold-out national speaking that featured Oprah’s personal life
stories and life lessons along with a workbookhofught-provoking exercises. Through
a joint venture, Oprah launch@prah & Friendssatellite radio channel in September
2006.0prah & Friendsfeatures a range of original daily programmingrirdarpo

Radio, Inc., including regular segments hosteddpupar personalities froffihe Oprah
Winfrey ShovandO, The Oprah Magazinand her exclusive 30-minute weekly radio
show,Oprah’sSoul Series. Oprah’s Big Givhe first primetime series created by
Harpo Productions, Inc.’s television developmetugy, premiered in March 2008 on the
ABC Television Network. And finally, in 2008, Opgrand Discovery Communications
announced plans to create “OWN: The Oprah Winfreywhrk.” The new multi-
platform media venture will be designed to entertaiform and inspire people to “live
their best lives.” (All rights reserved.) OWN wilebut in the second half of 2009 in

more than 70 million homés.

Tracking an Oprah amidst all this making and retagds hard. What has she
become? “Look, | know that to you guys the Oprama is a brand. But for me, it is my
life, it's the way | live my life, and the way | bave and everything | stand fd*'She is,

of course, more than her lif2The brand supersedes her biography, inventing from



“everything | stand for” an Oprah that can stantbinsomething. An Oprah is that
which stands in, filling a space where before tivesis something missing, something
needed, something silent. J. Heath Atchley hasrites] the secular as something like
this, as a “kind of silence—the inability to spetie lack of a promise of revelation.” He
defines secular in this way so as to move “thelse¢tom merely a condition to a
concept that produces thought, that is, becomesparphilosophical practice...imagine
a philosophical sense of the secular as neitheurapgh (we have overcome the
irrationality of religion) nor a lament (we havestahe meaningfulness the religion once
gave) but an opportunity®Is an Oprah that opportunity? Is an Oprah thensi of the

secular? Or does an Oprah merely fill that silen&&f® hints at her answer:

When you get me, you are not getting an image,ayewnot getting a figurehead.
You're not getting a theme song. You're gettingohlme. And | bring all my
stuff with me. My history, my past. Mississippiashville. I'm coming with the
sistahs in the church, I'm bringing Sojourner Truith me. And then there we
all are, sitting up in your meeting, at your tabléth the marketing director<.
The subject makes herself here more than one thingg than one woman or one history.
Rather, she casts herself as a spiritual gatheaingllection at the table of iconography.
She eschews branding (herself as brand) even ggasiers in her presumptive
pervasiveness a history and present that can edestribed as ubiquitous, insistent,
and seculaf® After all, the products of Harpo, Inc., supplyttiaich people want to
hear and to know; they create an opportunity tbdsrd and to learn; and it seats her
audience at her long table of memory and markehmign Oprah replies to this want

with voluminous convenience, seeping into everyknaad cranny, becoming common

sens&’ Such sense is needed (urgently, daily, now$,\itanted (podcasted,



downloaded, papered) to rectify their silenceqfter assurance to an unnamed
restlessness (for the missing, for the neededhéosilenced}® An Oprah supplies the
way to survive the secular. “Something like a $raational public sphere has certainly
rendered any strictly bounded sense of communitgaality obsolete,” Akhil Gupta and
James Ferguson have written, “In the pulverizedspd postmodernity, space has not
become irrelevant: it has been reterritorializ&dTtansforming pulverized space into a
produced, consumer caress, an Oprah defines @itgmihere sense may be found.
Sense in a style, a therapy, an irresistible fiestson; sense in the form of soothing
trademarked adages: “Make The Connection,” “UserYdfe,” and “Live Your Best
Life.” An Oprah names the life to which you se@kgection; in so doing, she frames

the nature of a public sphere in which the suligegbuin a counterpublic she definéd.

Do not be deceived: this is no discursive ephemaraOprah is the product that
sells a self in order to surpass its singularity anter, repetitiously, the marketplace of
products. Harpo, Inc. fills airspace with her bodith the sense of her sense, well
beyond her time. Iconic comparisons (Elvis, Jaddarilyn, Jesus) limit as much as they
encouragé® What we know is that (as with Elvis, as with Jagkve don’t need any
more of her; we don’t need any more than what weadly have, to make of her the
pieces we need. But of course: we’ll keep takiAg. Oprah is an instant of overflowing
iconography. Even as she is utterly herself, stadsio very much a production of taste
cultures, race cultures, gender cultures, and enmncultures which append and assist
her existencd! She is in a moment that she made and that madeBe¢ore this

moment, she could not be. After her death, nothiiligoe quite the sam&. This is



another way of saying th#ite Oprah is not forever. Her death (the death ofdheder)
will be the end of the body, but perhaps not*iefhere is no public plan of apostolic
succession and no institutionalization of her cdrad, since her charisma is the
institution3” While she is franchised and globalized, she restinited by the very
materiality we dismissed at the outset (“whateveOgrah is, it will be, in perpetuity, a
product”). Oprah makes Harpo, Harpo makes Opnadh Gprah will die. Is she so
pervasive as to transcend that end? This traresiefnihe subject is not unheralded in the
history of industry; charisma and corporations halveays had a codependency, with the
generations following the founder struggling to jxefr example, Wal-Mart without

Sam Walton, Kentucky Fried Chicken without the epgan approval of Colonel Sanders,
or the Church of Scientology afloat without theestieg hand of L. Ron Hubbar8. But
here we introduce a new image, one seemingly tengffrom the company. Imagining
the necessity of the founder, and her problemainticuance, requires reaching for other

metaphors. | speak, of course, of the religious.

An Oprah is not a religioff. And yet Oprah tempts study by scholars of refigio
because her materiality overspills the imaginedidsiuof “economy” and “popular
culture.” Her success, and the modes of her bngndiannot be easily cordoned by
macroeconomics, nor can the “culture” of her octiopebe understood outside some
interactive conception of “religion.” “My show really a ministry,” she tells us, “a
ministry that doesn’t ask for money. | can’t tgdu how many lives we’ve changed—or
inspired to change®® Her religious aspects are literal (episodes ofshews addressing

“everyday miracles,” her satellite radio “Soul ®sil' her issuing of “Spirit Newsletters”)

10



and emblematic. An Oprah, the Oprah, is alwayseyou what to do, always telling

you how to do it, always telling you to buy, and/iays telling you to save. Even if you
want to avoid her, even if you have avoided heuy, lyave not (you cannot). She looms.
She haunts the supermarket (endorsing food, hawkiengpzines, bloated on tabloids),
she helms national initiatives, she endorses peatial candidates. So even if your
consumption resists her recommendations, evenuithave only laughed at her
caricature on late-night satire, you do so on tieengse of her prescriptive, commanding
cultural suffusion. This domination transfix@prah: The Gospel of an IcorBecause

she does so in modes recognizable, analogicalha&sg: she preaches prosperity gospel,
she advocates books as scripture, she offers @geglks conducts exculpatory rites, she
supplies a bazaar of faithful practices, she praggmissions, both home and foreign.
She postulates repeatedly on the meaning of existéine seat of the soul, the purpose of
your life, and the place of a higher calliffgAn Oprah plays religious even as she is,

most adamantly (by scholarly classification, anchby own)not a religion.

For some, the religious idiom deployed by Harpa, may be seen as clever
coating to hawk a profitable product. It's a prodpackaged rightly to serve the needs
of its audience, using spiritual discourse to sidbé solipsistic swallow? These critics
might believe that any study of Oprah should baudysof scheming financial genius in
which (by some fluke of capitalistic dispensationg woman was given the instinctual
gifts of ninety Wharton graduates. This is a tangpteduction, allowing cultured
despisers to admire that genius, to sneer wickatdiiye duped consumers, and, most

disturbingly, such a plot line casts the producggnts (Oprah, Harpo, Hearst) to

11



function neatly as motivated by one ambition. Yetlescribe any endeavor (legal or
governmental, business or religious) as sourcesingularly is to refuse the human
creation, human occupation, and human hubris ¢fiallexperiences, artifacts, and
products. Even the “smartest guys in the roomyfewby all accounts, in pursuit of more
than money when they overpriced stock, swindleésiors, and forced California
blackouts on behalf of the Enron Corporation. bmpetitive performance of
masculinity and the glamour of American dreamingeheompelled many a financier to
choices neither obviously moral nor assuredly pabfe. There were many ways Enron
could have made money, as there are many ways Qyirghey could make money.

That they did (that she does) as they did tellsiase about what was human about them,

then what was perfected from their microeconomizg sework®

More importantly, to name Winfrey’s spirituality afinancial scheme is also to
evade critical engagement with the process of aopsion itself, with the why of
purchase, the seductions of sale, and the solsliefs that compel American women to
watch, and watch again. In other words, reducingfi&y to a profit grab misses an
opportunity to observe the symphonic way in whiohsumption and religion are not
categories in opposition to one another, but haenlrollaborators. That scholars in
cultural studies and religious studies have foilosg resisted this impression says a lot
more about what we think is sacred, and what wektisi profane, than what believers
(and consumers) consider sacred and profarfevealing from a scholarly vantage is
that most studies of religion and popular cultis&klish three basic relationships

between those two terms: religion appearing in poprulture (like a crucifix in a pop

12



music video); popular culture appearing in relig{tme use of blogs by believers); or
popular culture as religion (fandom as religiéh)This neat troika ultimately only serves
to continue the sense that religion and cultur@(psr and otherwise) are categories that
can be untangled from one another, that “religiand “popular culture” are separable
components of a recipe for “culture.” Furthermdrgjmagining that popular culture is
an ingredient to religion (or religion an accessorpopular culture), one encourages
estimation of the interaction, such as an estimaticthe tastefulness of Passover action
figures or graphic novels depicting Muhamnf@dThis is why, for many, “religion in
popular culture” can be seen as a profanity (therfaver Madonna videos) and, likewise,
popular culture in a religion (malls at a megachufor example) may be estimated as
crass commercializatiod. No matter what one’s ethical instincts on sughlaments
might be, to imagine that there could be a moradiceon that interaction is as much a
categorical problem as it is an ideological orfeonly we didn’t imagine culture and
religion as neatly divided, we may be less surprisgtheir ceaseless comminglitfy.

There have, as it turns out, always been pigedersein every templé&

Religion was never exiled from capital expressaesgpite several early twentieth
century attempts to eradicate religion as an aotilem ignorance (and, conversely, to
demolish industry as a social and ethical immoyglifThese largely academic battles
accomplished little in their efforts to diminisHiggous practice or reform consumer
practice, although those debates did construct ratithe classificatory unease scholars
have about these terms. In the moment in whiclrtteglern” was defined throughout

the arts, universities, and social life; when drepan irreligious “secular” world seemed,

13



briefly, to be a possible intellectual ambitionwias at that chronologic juncture when the
myth of a separable religion and a separable se@otiustrial, market, consumer, and
popular) colluded. This was an intellectual invemt not a practiced affect. “In
American life,” R. Laurence Moore has observedligien had to become a commodity,

but that did not make it peanut butta?.”

This rendition of the relationship between religeomd commodity is far too
abbreviated to acknowledge how vexatious comporwritsat coexistence have begn.
Yet to study the contemporary era is to study eetatace (of religions, of the religious;
of markets, of the marketable) largely reconcileds processes. The methods of
capitalism are not there for the religious to ovene. Rather, market behavior is
complicit in religious behavio¥ To study a modern subject is to study one dancing
amidst tropes messily occupying economic and spirinetaphor, even as the
regulations managing each may be separated bydedaland stock portfolio. Using the
label “corporate religion” thus describes simultangly the ways corporations deploy
practices and worldviews well beyond the applienpgcof their product and the ways
religions have imbibed and possessed corporateegyraln the first instance, advertising
is a prime example. “When a consumer purchasegjactphe or she is often referencing
the meaning or image that has been created byuthee of advertising,” comments
Tricia Sheffield. “Through a manipulation of symbaind cultural forms, advertising fills
an object with a meaning that ‘speaks’ to the coresuand provides a cultural context
for the consumer> Consider the MasterCard “priceless” campaign, tvisiennected the

purchase of objects (“rubber ball: $6, softball; féftball: $35) with the preparation for

14



something intangible (“being ready for whateverep#inood throws at you: priceless?).
In a roundtable on the MasterCard campaign, Johtniém, co-director of the agency
that produced the series of advertisements, offaneekplanation of the market research

which led to its creation.

MasterCard was, at the time, a bit undefined. Sae lot of consumer
research.and we found that MasterCard was really lackingrese of

aspirational cachet as a brand...we needed to loakate consumers were at the
time. Consumers were beginning to shift in what wast important to them,

why they were consuming things. And kind of whatenalism was changing to.
What we found...was that there was a shift away ftioah conspicuous
consumption where those two brands were livingr@heas a movement toward
doing things that satisfied you intrinsically amdexperiences such as having
control of your life, having a good marriage, hayangreat job in terms of being
satisfied at work. These were becoming ever mopoitant—and even, in a way,
becoming more important than the amount of moneyrgade or the signs of
clothes, watches, credit cards, all those sorthings... That was a sea change in
terms of what values were important to consumedsvadrere they were going. So
they were replacing the watch and the designehicigtwith these other types of
things. Now the question is, did designer clotrang watch sales go off? Of
course not. You still bought that watch. But theamag behind the purchase was
beginning to change. And the positioning of thenbsamarketing watches was
beginning to change, too. In other words, the valuthe consumption of even
luxury items was beginning to be sold very difféhen. This allowed us to get
down to a strategic idea: MasterCard is the begttw@ay for everything that
matgtsars. It means it’s really not about the morittyyabout the experiences in

life.

“You still bought that watch.” But it’s the ‘mearg’ that was transfigured, the coding of
the virtue that would inspire purchase with theoramended card and, in a teleology
millennial believers would admire, result in a diatic, exhilarating experience.
Advertising has long been interpreted as such aadar of aspirational value (not to

mention glamorous ‘cachet’). Whatever one wanistign to advertising and its power,

it is impossible, especially in its current omngeat permeations (slathered on every
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surface, framing every click of the cursor) to avits iconic sway in the determination of
value, religious and otherwise. Moreover, avoidirgg all (every surface, every click)
has become, even for the most radical resistampmsdsible. We live in landscapes,

virtual and visual, smothered in sale.

Religions, too, have corporate and industrial aspghink of international
mission boards, or fundraising efforts for Hinduisés)>® Of course, not all
contemporary religion is corporate, nor do all crgtions work hard to harmonize their
sales with religious sentiment. There is no ngat&on of expenditure and commaodity
that would explain all religions or all consumehheior. Oprah, however, emerges as the
exemplar of their fusion, of the combined categadroeight of religion, spirituality,
commaodity, and corporatism. To study modern rehgi-to study the modern American
economy—requires thinking of these categories afated, and not distinct. Writing
this resists Winfrey's own desire: Oprah does eetlserself as a product of calculation,
but of inspiration: “I never took a business courkeun this company based on instinct.
I'm an instinct player, an instinct actor—and | iis® guide me in the businesy.”
Oprah dominates tabloid culture more than busiregssrts; there are more magazine
covers addressing her weight and clothing tharethez those breathless accounting for
her stock portfolio. This is precisely as she wantaway from products and into people:
“I've been successful all these years becausemhylshow with the people in mind, not
for the corporations or the money¥.Claiming that she operates with no strategy, no
bureaucracy, and no spreadsheets, the Oprah atret one of the most successful

conglomerates in modern AmeritaAs we will see, this anti-institutionalism andian
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creedal aspect of her business acumen echoes anitigues of subjects religious, as she
resists the category of religion, always, as représg hierarchy, rules, and masculine
hierarchies of command. An Oprah reigns by sowntsteearts, well-intentioned spirits
and authentic humans. “To me, one of the most itapbthings about being a good
manager is to rule with a heart,” she remarkedeinrhid-1990s transition to Change
Your Life TV, “You have to know the business, bouyalso have to know what'’s at the
heart of the business, and that's the peoPl&Va lllouz notes that this demystification

of the business (describing Harpo through imageogjoreal people, not abstract
numbers) is itself a part of her celebrity mystigfiiéhus an astonishing aspect of Oprah’s
celebrity is that theonstructionof her self as a star is closely intertwined with t
deconstructiorof her self as a staf*She isn’t Warren Buffet, she’s the lemonade stand

gone global.

An Oprah won't let the chroniclers press her inte category or another,
slinking sweetly between corporation and religioglebrity and common gal. You
cannot box her because, she claims, she has ned Ih@xself: “People would be stunned
to know how little calculation has gone into theation of my life.®? This is the
ambiguity seeking precision @prah: The Gospel of an Icorin this book, categories
will not be stilled into something cooked at thesmi (e.g., “religion refers to the ways in
which people link up with, or even feel touched &yneta-empirical sphere that may be
glossed as supernatural, sacred, divine, or tradsegal”)®® Instead, this volume seeks
play with the category “religion,” relying largelypon its adjectival cousin, “religious,”

to show how any cauterization of the category ef“$ecular” drags upon our
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conceptions of what religion is and is fidtl do this not to avoid the tedium of definition

itself 8

Rather, it is to acknowledge the delicate pezaist of categories as instantiating
unto themselves. “Religion,’ in its very ‘concépistill eludes classificatory regimes,”
Hent de Vries writes, “no shift in definitional, thedological, or institutional
demarcations might by itself suffice tadoandrecastour investment—historically,
systematically, and practically—in the most rigidgmatic, or reified fixations of the
concept, let alondistanceand eventuallyreeus from our fateful complicity in the most
violent among its cultic and/or cultural expressié?t As scholars fret about how to best
define “real religion,” we not only miss the ambitigs of cultural enactment (the
Priceless campaign or Winfrey’s shifting saleswonaamtity), but also to participate in

a narrative performance of seculari&mwWhatever definitions of religion we develop
must speak to the dynamism of the invention ofyrefi as category (invented by scholars,
by believers cognizant of their own categorizatiathout reifying a checklist of
classifications premised on a scientific postumalicit with religion’s eradication.

When we define religion through a list of attritai{ereed, code, ritual, community) or
aspects (mediated, transcendent, sacred), we déaterjsst how enfolded we’'ve

become in the supposition that we are (as modasngroducts of a secular) somehow,
without it; that we are, somehow, apart from igtttve can, somehow, separate ourselves
from it. This is a trick of the secular: to beliewe can purify categories into which we

ourselves are not contained.

Understanding the magic of such secular disenafemts has become a cottage

academic industry. Stories of religion in the ttieth century plot mainly around the
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surprise of “secularization.” Secularization didmappen, the observers say, because
fundamentalisms diéf Such an outsized counter-example (fundamentakémmts aside
what might have been the virtues of secularizati@ory, namely that it encouraged us to
think about the grand sweep of cultural transforomatparticularly cultures of religiosity
recognizable yet radically re-cast in media unseather epoch. Studying Oprah
supplies move toward one such sweep, toward teenaliive structure of imperative
consumption supplied. There are and have beewdlrge in the wake of
industrialization, the Enlightenment(s), and modseiences the development of new
fundamentalisms, new religious movements, as vgetingoing machinations by existent
denominations and their gadfly charismatic insutgieut this book addresses
imperatives applied outside the realm of the setd,the imperatives of comfort nestling
modern women in a language of self-service. Taraguiage (“I just like to feel good, |
just want to feel safe, | just deserve to be whatethe secular an Oprah creatésAnd,

as Tomoko Masuzawa has argued, in order to réektory of secularization, we must

dismantle the very apparatus of this story-telfihg.

If secularization is a schematic, then the sedslar(chronologic, national,
epistemic, ontological) state. The secular has ldeéined as a way of conveying a
condition in which theism is an option, rationaligrthe logic, and total (physical,
mental, transcendent) liberation is the (univeraaipition’* This is no slick steam
engine: the secular, in such cataloguing, is pesskRy its own plurality. To be secular
(to occupy secularism, to cede secularity) is toifieewith difference over and against the

assimilating forces of doctrinal religious identityhe United States has always posed a
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problem to secular studies precisely because ihbasr commanded an assembled
singular religious identity (under, say, a statendsde or denominational majority); the
patchwork self had free reign in the religious nedpkace of a disestablished United
States’? And this pastiche was blended persistently witicpces commoditgnd fetish.

American believers bought theology and they rotaitedlly around objects of trade.

Winfrey’s media empire is an exposition on thistesih an exposition in an
allegedly irreligious society. Scholars of Ameria&ligious history have brilliantly
mapped the polyglot expressions of this societgyahg the gregarious religiosity within
the disestablished absence of a common faith.vibhaals may march to prayer meetings,
politicians may use religion to contest their cotitpes’ morality, and pundits may
invoke virtuous language to court a constitueng€yen within the expression of these
religious aspects, the postulated social worldootemporary America is a de-centered
religious plurality. Historians, sociologists, atm@orists of religion have filled many
books with explanations for this passionate peigolngalism and public secularity, but
none of them has adequately acknowledged the nemsfof discourse (consumer,
religious, celebrity, market) that have emergethis unfocused sectarian landscape.
These forms are unfamiliar to students of histany eeligion, as they are without bounds,
without permanent structure, and without imprinteeed. These are religions without
religion, faith without bounded social structurelaear membership rules. These are
religions for an age where markets make custonsuwoption is the universal aspect,

and celebrities are ostensible gods.
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Oprah offers to us a way to see a mechanism, wge ctrings purposefully
(demonstratively) exposed, of how contemporaryutaltonvinces us of its
conveyance$® Is it a religious culture? A consumer cultur8nmering beneath the
particulars of this study is that to force a diéiece between the two is to compel a false
distillation from a quagmire of commingling process These processes are partly what
make the display of Oprah so instructive to stusleflate modernity. Oprah is a climax
of multiple intersecting histories, as well as aaraplar of many modes and
manifestations of modern religidn. To point to these histories is not to argue tlasm
neat antecedents, nor is it to identify a patterpdint to specific correlation. Oprah is
nothing if not a rebuttal to simple historical cality and a revision to many dominant
trends. Still her exceptional way is predicated bher success would become predictive:
Oprah’s pronouncement would be prophecy. Andaemfiwhence she came, she
became; whatever she liked, dominated; whatevesslde would sell® Therefore her
pre-history becomesleerstory, even in its inaccuracies. Even if her uatirding of,
say, the history of Black Power or the meaningenfhihism were wrong, those
interpretations did, in a sense, become historthbysheer will of her narrations, by the

hegemony of her sway.

There is a history of American religions here, apen which | rely even as |
question its checkmafé.This story is a reasonable, documented one, oighwh
celebrates multiculturalism, feminist awakening] &me mainstreaming of the self-help
books, “whiteshamanism,” Asian religions, and theust. Historians point to these

pieces as the ingredients contributing to the etiopanoply of religious practices
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available to the religious shopp&The overarching patterns of U.S. religion that theel
concoction of this so-called religious “buffet” lealseen distinguished by the plurality of
option and the individual’'s move towards a nonsétaidentity’® To turn to Oprah as a
figure in that history is not to dismiss the triumgf pluralism; rather, it is to emphasize
the holism in which that pluralism was, and canfbkled. As the culture wars came and
went (then came and went, again), questions oiethacial, or gendered identity
became muddied. In the economies of popular @ittuwhich Oprah contributed (talk
shows, women’s magazines, televisions specialsicadssand Monday night
melodramas) claims of ethnic and sexual identityewst grounds for ideological
formation, but rather accessories to a proposeathéason of the postmodern self, a
phenomenon Stanley Fish has labeled “boutique cultitiralism.” “Boutique
multiculturalists will always stop short of approgiother cultures at a point where some
value at their center generates an act that offagdmst the canons of civilized decency
as they have been either declared or assuffledhis “civilized decency” is not a
production inured of recognizable religion. “Fesrh being a neutral matrix,” Tracy
Fessenden has written, “the secular sphere asitcb@dtin American politics, culture,
and jurisprudence has long been more permeabtene seligious interventions than
others.” A presumptive Protestantism guides thizgeAcan secularity, Fessenden
conclude$? In this, Winfrey again serves as a secular exam@Vinfrey advocating
ceaselessly upon biographical past drenched watestant idiom and Christian

coherence:

By the time | was three, | was reciting speechdablenchurch. And they’'d put me
up on the program, and they would say, “and LMistress Winfrey will render a

22



recitation,” and | would do “Jesus rose on Eastay,[Hallelujah, Hallelujah, all
the angels did proclaim.” And all the sisters sgtin the front row would fan
themselves and turn to my grandmother and saytiéHslae, this child is gifted.”
...In the fourth grade was when | first, | think, bego believe in myself...I felt |
was the queen bee. | felt | could control the wadrldas going to be a missionary.
| was going to Costa Rica. | used to collect momeyhe playground to take to
church on Sundays from all the other kids. At theet in school we had
devotions, and | would sit and | would listen t@exthing the preacher said on
Sunday and go back to school on Monday morningoggdMrs. Duncan to
please let me do devotions, just sort of repeasénmon. So, in the fourth grade,
| was called “preachef?

Of the many cultures that comprise Oprah’s persdmaeChristian preamble bronzes the

naming of her secular. She is the ideal subjediéo moment: palatably diverse,

commensurably civilized, folksy populist, and pmsly Protestant.

It is perhaps not mere coincidence that such an-#ra era of Oprah’s ascent—
includes not only processes of corporate internativation and governmental
privatization but also the ascent of the celelagyan exchange value, and of the public
confession as a necessary exfoliation of theirishmatic migh® Oprah is all of it and
none of it: celebrity and everywoman, corporatargi@man and smart shopper, black
woman and white woman, straight and queer, relgyend spiritual, megachurch and
shopping mall, seminarian and psycholofffsGhe was and is the amalgamation of her
epoch’s exposition, reducing enormous global chaogme woman, with one weight
problem, in one Midwestern talk show studio. Iderto understand contemporary
American women and their discontents, in orderctteas the ways public religion has

melded to consumer compulsion, Oprah is our necggside.
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How, then, do we approach an Oprah? To begimmu& see what she has
rendered, and read what she has made. Focusklyg solthe last twelve seasons of
Change Your Life Television, there are 1,560 trapss of original episodes; 105 issues
of O, The Oprah Magazinseventeen issues of (the recently-defu@ctit Home 68
Book Club selections; 52 Spirit Newsletters; amerélly hundreds of books hawked by
her spiritual advisers, domestic organizers, artty/bberapists. In addition, there is her
series of reprints (Oprah aphorisms, “What OprabwsFor Sure” compendiums,
anthologies of magazine highlights), her endorseduxcts, her advertising TV specials,
and her films produced and endorsed. Finallygelaee the thousands of newspaper
clippings, magazine mentions, journal profiles godmtries, and amateur online archives;
the secondary material weighs the primary. Readuagching, comparing, and collating
this material with an eye toward categories liKggren, secular, celebrity, and
consumption was the documentary effort of this wttith the dreams of those in charge
of mummifying the world,” Adorno wrote, “mass culturepresents a priestly
hieroglyphic script which addresses its imagefits¢ who have been subjugated not in
order that they might be enjoyed but only that tiréght be read® This is a process of
removing the mummy’s wraps, seeking instancessifuitsive production, the production
of power, and the propagation of knowled§&@he researcher, then, does the triplicate
process of reading the scripts, of pressing tovidwgs they are marked as (in Adorno’s
terms) tauntingly ‘enjoyed.” Marjorie Garber presshe point: “I do not propose to
diagnose culture as if it were an illness of whighcould be cured, but to read culture as
if it were structured like a dream, a network giresentation...all of whose elements are

overdetermined and contingefif. The pile to be tackled poses itself with determine

24



contingency and incurable excess. It is a weighdgk, and a stunningly habitual one.
Oprah hasn't just been consistent; she’s beenitepetOprah is the total incorporation
of her totalized self. This should not be shockihg nature of the corporate entity
requires product control. If brands were not t#éathey would not be brands; when
brands evidence inconsistency (which, as we wd| €prah has) the audience parries,
complains, or even abandons. The success of titeigirrelies upon its predictability. It
is worth noting that this is the definition not grf mass culture, but also of its

worrisome goober cousin, kitsé&h.

By establishing a catechism from Oprah that isfoedliiand corporate, | diminish
two aspects of her enterprise. First, WinfrineO©Oprah) opines more diversely than her
empire. Many students of cultural history willliigy inquire about Oprah’s intention
and her editorial process, wondering what mighdliseerned from interviewing her,
knowing her, inquiring about her producer’s objeeti Such an inquiry is understandable
considering the subject herself: Oprah believeb sestions are what matters. When
we ask whether we can know Oprah’s actuality ortvehe meant when she did whatever
she did we are falling into her (secular) trapt tha only evidence of merit is that which
pursues a ceaseless revelation of authenticitgor®k by focusing on the products of her
enterprise, one might also suggest that indivigieers (consumers, practitioners) are
impugned. Her audience undoubtedly consumes niegdieely than she produces.
Ethnographic pursuit of Oprah’s viewers would destoate the wide variety of

experiences gleaned from her prescriptive hegensiroxing how people fit into their

25



lives some of her counsel, redact other parts otbensel, and dismiss altogether whole

swaths of her enterprise.

Oprah: The Gospel of an Icaloes not seek to reckon with Winfrey’s biographic
density nor does it focus on the reception of hesgage in the pews. | do not do so
because | worry, quite a bit, that we, religionisigave become sycophants to our subjects,
re-framing the religious act as an inevitably dreaact. In this, we are not to blame: the
combinatory discourse of secularism and consumessniectious, persuading us
modern observers to believe the relentless agenityabshower curtain or this one, that
prayer shawl or this one, that worship or this ohies to define agency in a very
practical, Western way, one which presumes thahtahan beings have an innate desire
for freedom, that we all somehow seek to asseonaumy when allowed to do so, that
human agency primarily consists of acts that chgtesocial norms®® Yes, Oprah
viewers make of her what they will. But we do aséirvice to patterns in production, and
the pervading influence of those structures, wherail to account for the mass
mediation of religious life, of the ways it predss against improvisation. My gaze is
arrested by that omnipotence more than by thasyaiorasy, by the consistency of their
consumption (and the stunning consistency of tbeyst) rather than the agency of their

application.

This is, therefore, not an exposé of Oprah, gty she does what she does or

whom she loves and how she loves him (or her)tedus this is the definition of a

performance ecology, one which has transformed fibaid stage show into a lacquered
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international distribution operatiofl. The burden of this project is not to prove her
weight in the world, but to pursue the tactics ef production, and postulate some of its
consequences to the study of modern religion. @1ias Tweed has explained, religion
can no longer be seen as some static set of olgjedtgleas, but as mobile
reconfigurations by individuals also migratory llages also transieft. Thus, the task of
the book before you is to climb through the materidDprah’s world and convey its
contents despite the obvious categorical conundrutreems when it comes to the
secular we are silenced on the modes of relig@prah: The Gospel of an Icaeeks to
find religious studies stride again, within andotigh studies of the secular that made it
its object. How, now, in these ways (monographdimemaven), and in this time
(postmodern, post-secular, post-colonial) can veakp Two scholars, writing on
secularism, offer an answer: “One alternative mediisinking about the contemporary
relation of religion and secularism is to considet just how secularism remains
intertwined with religion, but also how religionbging remade in relation to secular
phenomena® Such a climb will not prove its intransigence, botourage its multiple
consequences, real and imagined, virtual and lipelitical and domestic. “Instead of
focusing one’s interest on the relationship betwtkerdiminishing domain of the
religious (that of its institutions and that of théstorical’ religions) and other social
domains (the political, the therapeutic, the adgthetc.),” Daniéle HerviedLéger writes,
“one is led to an investigation of the diverse gptitious manifestations of religion in all

profane and reputedly nonreligious zones of hunasinity.” %3
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And so, to the reputedly profane we go. In eadptdr, material from Oprah’s
corporate production (her media corporeality) Wwél pursued with reference to possibly
“religious” structures of expression (rites, corsiens, ministries, missions, sermons, and
spirits) as well as analogies to precedents fragtidions” (prosperity gospel, New
Thought, evangelical megachurches, Bible study;Bfeck Church,” and pastoral
counseling). This is not to call Oprah “an evarggdl or to suggest that she leads a
“Bible study” through her Book Club, or even to pose that Harpo is a “missionary”
agent. As we will find, these categories are regnéative of Winfrey’'s Christian
preamble, as well as her nation’s suffused Pratésta. Yet it is the distance from her
practices and those categories that is an imposfaade of analysis. Thus use of these
categories is, as all categorical applications vtmbe, provisional. One of the
consequences of the invented secular upon whichust twentieth-century thought
proceeded was that there has come to be an impbeedrivocabulary about human
creativity, production, ideation, and ca@prah: The Gospel of an Icdarns to
analogies from denominated religions (e.g., Aimemfe McPherson and the
Foursquare Church) to highlight the services ampacidies of those contexts as much as
Winfrey’s. Likewise, it posits structures of igbus rites (the “anxious bench” as a
nineteenth-century site of confession and convejsmencourage a sense of that
location as much as Harpo studios in Chicago. olfotpgether analogical object (the
Bible study) and the present subject (the Book Lisilmot to make precise the
comparison, but to encourage viewing the religiemshantment of capital as much as the
enchanting capital of religion. This is not poshigtorical precedents for Winfrey, nor is

it a recasting of Winfrey as a secular messialis th comment upon modes (styles,
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social groupings, conversational idioms, theologitgeratives) that surpass
classificatory purity as soon as they may satisgnt. Winfrey’s success is not a craven
remark on spirituality’s successful sale, nor ia woeful statement about the female
complaint. In her narcissistic production of thepirational moment, Winfrey posits
nothing more, and nothing less, than a culminadiotine religious now. At a local
Trader Joe’s food store, there are tiny shoppimts ¢ar use by children. The flags
attached to the carts do not read “revolutionayaming,” “believer in training,” or
“political actor in training,” “woman in training,br “human in training.” They read
“customer in training.” This is the market impévatof our religious moment, and the
religious imperative of our market moment. Itis@prah world. We're just buying in it,

buying into it, and believing it.

! “Doing the television show is easy. | just goasmd be Oprah.” Oprah Winfrey, quoted in Terry Lamso
“The Long Road to ‘Beloved’,Detroit Free Presg11 October 1998), 1E. “There [is] no authentic
Winfrey; there [is] the image of Winfrey’s authegity,” Jane ShattucThe Talking Cure: TV Talk Shows
and WomerfRoutledge, 1997), 57.

2«She’s a very important brand in our culture. lgegsence as a brand is embodied by trust, human-to
human connections and realness. Her audienceohasto believe Oprah is real and she is telling the
truth.” Marketing expert John Grace, directormtefbrand, quoted in Barbara Laker, “Cattle Rareher
Should’ve Know: Oprah Just Doesn’t Los&84n Diego Union Tribung March 1998): E-3. Mara
Einstein, “Oprah—talk show as televangelisrands of Faith: Marketing Religion in a Commercisge
(Oxford: Routledge, 2008), 137-146.

% “Listing of Full Trademarks,” http://www.oprah.cdarticle/oprahdotcom/trademark.

* This “megatextual structure” of the show is theu® of Eva lllouz’Oprah Winfrey and the Glamour of
Misery (New York: Columbia University Press, 2003). Likiee Glamour of MiseryOprah: The Gospel
of an Iconfocuses on the textual productions of Winfrey'sp@gento discern “cultural forms” from her
televised processes of recovery. lllouz emphagiggshological transactions and audience recepdion
incisive effect in the analysis of viewer identioymation: “Oprah addresses those arenas that ase m
ridden with uncertainties and offers powerful syfitbtools and rituals to alleviate those uncertaist

She stages in an unsurpassed way the profoundalisarwhich the late modern self is caught anesff
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resources to cope with it.” (115) lllouz’s cullimf Oprah’s “sources and resources,” as well as her
perception of Winfrey's “commercial ubiquity” hawgfluenced this research. (178-205; 221)

® If globalization refers to a process of econonigtribution, “transnational” lends itself to a more
ambiguous set of negotiations reaching beyondamstrending national boundaries. “We want to sugges
that, even if we stipulate that transnationalism r®tion underpinned by the goals of the U.Segtat
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through with contradiction,” Laura Briggs, Gladys@®brmick, and J. T. Way, “Transhationalism: A
Category of Analysis,American Quarterh60:3 (September 2008), 627.
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particulars of Winfrey’'s deployment of sufferingdaracial politics devastate any liberationist imagéhe
Oprah project: “Her enterprise can be understoahasnsemble of ideological practices that help
legitimize a world of growing inequality and shring possibilities by promoting and embodying a
configuration of self compatible with that world217) Speaking to the broader phenomenon in which
Peck situates Winfrey, Dion Dennis writes, “We nibaverse ambiguous and conflicted sites shaped by
vectors of converging and diverging economies. Véehailed by intersecting and paradoxical
constructions of meaning and identities. And, imald that is simultaneously more totalizing an@atic
(the future seems unpredictable but Coca-Cola dsaddy motifs are everywhere), alienation mixes with
anxiety, resentment resonates with resignationhape bonds with nostalgia on a mostly downwardasoci
economic escalator.” Dennis, “Evocations of Empiréd Transnational Corporate Age: Tracking the Sign
of Saturn,”Postmodern Culturé:2 (January 1995), 7.

" Oprah Winfrey, quoted in Barb Galbincea, “Oprasusprise At Tri-C fund-raiser, Winfrey stuns crowd
with pledge to match about $600,00BJain Dealer Reporte(9 November 2002), 1A.
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Making of TV Talk Show&hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002), 21+2orace Newcomb, ed.,
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and Public Sphere Debatd he Talking Cure: TV Talk Shows and Wor(RRautledge, 1997), 85-110.

° For renditions of this transitional moment, seeileKonchar FarrReading Oprah: How Oprah’s Book
Club Changed the Way America Reédsw York: State University of New York Press, 80129-30;
lllouz, The Glamour of Miseryl25; PeckThe Age of Oprahd-6, 39; Trysh Travis, “It Will Change the
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spiritualization of the brand...Winfrey’'s image makeoin the 1990s was not simply a personal endeavor
but a financial one; her ascent to the positiolpaiphet’ paralleled a meteoric rise in her profitging the
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accomplishments as a global media leader and philzpist have established her as one of the most
respected and admired public figures today.” Mothe work ofOprah: The Gospel of an Icas to
categorize these intonations for their “sincerftyieir empirical reliability, their authentic exgsons of
her true excellence, their regimented presentatiaorporate clarity) even as we know that thigeiity is
a magic of its own mode. In the case of her calelorwork, the reader can continue to track just ho
“unparalleled” is Oprah by scrolling “through phstand videos in Oprah’s interactive biography,”
supplying as it does thumbnail sketches of Opra(thedr categories) Television Pioneer, Magazine
Founder & Editorial Director, Producer/Actress, iDalLeader, Philanthropist, Television Programming
Creator, and Satellite Radio Programmer. Acceesetl February 2009:
http://www.oprah.com/article/pressroom/oprahsbi6&W602_orig_oprahsbhio There is also a section
devoted to “Honorary Achievements” where one isineted that she was named (for instance) one of the
100 Most Influential People in the World Byme magazine in 1998, 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007ijwede
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the 2007 Elie Wiesel Foundation for Humanity Huntamén Award and the 2004 Global Humanitarian
Action Award from the United Nations Associatiorceived the 50 Anniversary Gold Medal from the
National Book Foundation (1999), the Associatioaierican Publishers Honors Award (2003), and was
named a Library Lion by the New York Public LibrgB8006); garnered the National Freedom Award from
the National Civil Rights Museum and earned a sptiie Hall of Fame for the National Association fo
the Advancement of Colored People, both in 20a5mfher media origins, she has achieved recogniation
through the International Emmy Founders Award (300% Distinguished Service Award from the
National Association of Broadcasters (2004), the B@pe Humanitarian Award at the5Annual
Primetime Emmy Awards® (2002), and the National deray of Television Arts & Sciences® Lifetime
Achievement Award (1998), the latter leading heraimove herself from Emmy® consideration after
winging more than forty DaytimeEmmy Awards®. Thie't to speak of the minor annual accolades from
TV Guide Forbes NewsweekEbony Essenceetc., naming her the most significant persom@rultiple
hues (television personality, philanthropic dorualgbrity, African American, woman, working woman,
greatest human being alive) by which she made daaian.
http://www.oprah.com/article/pressroom/oprahsbi6&mW602_orig_oprahsbio/9

24 Alex Kuczynski, “Winfrey Breaks New Ground With Mdazine,"New York Time3 April 2000), C15.
Says one Harpo insider: “She owns the show; shesdhenproduction company; she owns the studio; and
now she owns a major part of the distributor.” €uaoin Paul Noglows, “Oprah: The Year of Living
Dangerously,' Working WomariMay 1994), 52. When Oprah negotiated the cohfmcl999-2000, she
was granted options to purchase 500,000 sharemgf\World stock at an exercise price of $39.31.
Winfrey already had options to buy 1.55 million ssg® The deal made Winfrey the largest holderiofK
Worldshares, owning as much as 5 percent of thgpaogn Martin Peers, “Update: Oprah Speculation
Dents King World Stock,Daily Variety (3 September 1997), 1.

% To say that she is more than her biography, te ttos ‘of course’ this may seem to surpass thetdsu

of knowledge as delineated by this text. HoweWinfrey makes public her lessons, even if her gubli
face does not always cohere around them. In aoeéeititled, “Memorable Thinkers” (2 January 2002)
Winfrey showed a clip from a conversation she maan earlier show with Maya Angelou. Important is
the fact that she excerpted it (alongside excdrpta conversations with Sidney Poitier, Mattie Stepk,

and Elie Wiesel) as a particular moment of undeditay for her. Of course, in addition to servipgaific
psychological ends here, “you’re not in it” is tthéferential between self and image, biography arahd.

WINFREY: | think the best lesson | ever learned/hen people ask the question ‘What is the
thing you learned most out of life?’--is a less@wv-you know which -- which one it is?

Ms. ANGELOU: That you're not in it.

WINFREY: You're not in it.

Ms. ANGELOU: Yes. Exactly. Good.

WINFREY: You're not in it.

Ms. ANGELOU: | remember it. And | remember alsditg) you that a number of times.
WINFREY: Yes.

Ms. ANGELOU: Because no lesson is learned immeljiate

WINFREY: Right. It took me a long time to get iidd't it?

Ms. ANGELOU: Yeah. Well, you got it, but you gebih so many levels. You see, there’s a
phrase they used in West Africa, deep talk, meathiagyou -- anybody will understand on a
certain level. People who are interested in raafigerstanding more, take that statement or that

lesson a little deeper. Somebody else will talev@&n deeper. And the West Africans suggest you
can never understand completely. Even at 80, adof&n as you take that -- that aphorism or as
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far down as you take that adage or the advicecpold still go deeper if you live long enough.
So when | told you the first time, you were -- yaalled, and you -- some newspaper...

WINFREY: Tabloid.

Ms. ANGELOU: ...tabloid, had just vilified you, er or Stedman, or both, and -- and you were
really as close to -- to losing it -- you were sotlby the -- by the erroneous and -- and ridicalou
and cruel accusations that you were

just hardly getting your breath.

WINFREY: Mm-hmm.

Ms. ANGELOU: And | said, ‘You're not in that.” Angou said, ‘Yes, but, you see, this is what
they said, and | -- | said, ‘Yes, but you are moiti’ ‘Yes, but’ -- and then | heard you start to
realize what | was saying, that that
has nothing to do with you. That has all and eveng to do with the perpetuator.
% 3. Heath Atchley, “The Silence of the Seculaitérature & Theology21:1 (March 2007): 67.
27| ynette Clemetson, “Women of the New CenturyslConstant Work,Newsweek8 January 2001), 44.
2« eave it to Winfrey to have a trademark on thigelethat’s the symbol for the element of oxygeis; as
if she owned the very air we breathe,” Nancy FramKDprah’'s World,”"New Yorkei84:6 (24 March
2008).
2 John Lardas Modern has named secularism as adiocommon sense: “I use the analytical category of
secularism to encompass a field of tropes, stgled,sensibilities that not only generated a pdeicu
distinction between the religious and the seculdratso made this distinction a matter of commarse€
“Evangelical Secularism and the Measure of Leviath@&hurch History77:4 (December 2008), 806 cf. 21.
He attributes this to particular processes of relig media: “evangelical media practices have nt&tted
secularism as a matter of common sense” (870) f€ligious perspective differs from the common-
sensical in that, as already pointed out, it mosygobd the realities of everyday life to wider omdsch
correct and complete them...It is this sense of téally real’ upon which the religious perspectiests
and which the symbolic activities of religion aswtural system are devoted to producing, intersify
and, so far as possible, rendering inviolable eydiscordant revelations of secular experiencaffazd
Geertz, “Religion as a Cultural Systeriifie Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Ess@esic Books,
1973), 112. See also Clifford Geertz, “Common 8eassa Cultural Systenl bcal Knowledg€New
York, Basic Books, 1983), 73-93.
30“The world we live in now seems rhizomic even gopirenic, calling for theories of rootlessness,
alienation, and psychological distance betweernviddals and groups on the one hand, and fantasies (
nightmares) of electronic propinquity on the oth@rjun Appadurai, “Disjuncture and Difference ihet
Global Cultural Economy,Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globaliion (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1996), 29.
31 Akhil Gupta and James Ferguson, “Beyond ‘CultuBpace, Identity, and the Politics of Difference,”
Culture Power, Place: Explorations in Critical Amtpology, eds. Akhil Gupta and James Ferguson
(Durham: Duke University Press, 19937..
%2 For an overview of the “counterpublic,” see Rolsen, “Seeking the “Counter’ in Counterpublics,”
Communication Theor0:4 (November 2000): “Counterpublics signal thahe publics develop not
simply as one among a constellation of discursitéies, but as explicitly articulated alternatitesvider
publics that exclude the interests of potentiatipigants. Counterpublics in turn reconnect wiib t
communicative flows of a multiple public spheref26)
¥ 3. Paige BatyAmerican Monroe: The Making of a Body Politigerkeley: University of California Press,
1995); Erika Lee Dos£lvis Culture: Fans, Faith, and Imad®niversity Press of Kansas, 2004); Wayne
Koestenbaumjackie Under My Skin: Interpreting an IcgRlume, 1996); Robert Miklitscti;rom Hegel
to Madonna: Towards a General Economy of ‘Commdééiyshism’(New York: State University of New
York Press, 1998); Stephen Prothekmerican Jesus: How the Son of God Became a Natiooa(Farrar,
Straus and Giroux, 2004); Gilbert B. Rodmetvis After Elvis: The Posthumous Career of a Lgvin
Legend(New York: Routledge, 1996).
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34Chapters irDprah: The Gospel of an Icomill address these cultures in detail. One atess explored
here is that of a therapeutic culture, becauseagpgct of talk show television and religion hasrbeell
addressed in the historiography: see Frank Fuféirapy Culture: Cultivating Vulnerability in an
Uncertain AggLondon: Routledge, 2004); Wendy Kaminkem Dysfunctional, Your Dysfunctional: The
Recovery Movement and Other Self Help Fashidiesv York: Madison Wesley Press, 1992); T.J. Jacks
Lears, “From Salvation to Self-Realization: Advsirig and the Therapeutic Roots of the Consumer
Culture, 1880-1930,The Culture of Consumptiprdited by Richard Wightman Fox and T.J. Jackson
Lears (New York: Pantheon Books, 1983); Chana Wlriae Transformed Self: The Psychology of
Religious ConversiofNew York: Plenum Press, 1989); Mimi Whifieele-Advising: Therapeutic
Discourse in American Televisig@hapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred4992).

% ndicative of the cultural awareness of Oprah’s taliiy is an online movie released by Team Tiger
Awesome, a guerilla filmmaking operation. The sht@prah Is Dead,” flashes a newspaper that reads,
“DOOM! OPRAH IS DEAD. HELL TO FOLLOW.” Later, aadio DJ is heard reporting, “It's been one
month since ‘O’ day, and literacy rates continugltanmet as no viable replacement for Oprah’s Book
Club has yet been found. Reports from beyond #émishing lands show the resistance continuinggtat fi
against Dr. Phil's private army. Stay tuned forentmck-watch at the top of the hour.”
http://www.atom.com/funny_videos/oprah_dead/

% Timothy Miller, When Prophets Die: The Postcharismatic Fate of Religious Movemen{®ew

York: State University of New York Press, 1991).

3" Debates over who could be Oprah’s inheritor oelys to show how particular is her position.
“Replacing Oprah,'Showbiz TonightCNN (19 November 2008). The strongest nomindg/ia Banks, a
candidate who shares some of Oprah’s business sa/gown-home sauce, but none of Winfrey’s epic
public suffering. Lynn Hirschberg, “Banksabl®&yéw York Times Magazir{& June 2008); Adrienne P.
Samuels, “Tyra Banks: The Frugal Stylistejony64:2 (December 2008), 76. Other options have
emerged, including most recently a profile that im@ated actress Gwyneth Paltrow as a successotpdue
her nascent interest in ‘lifestyle’ advocacy: Bobrkis, “Martha, Oprah...GwynethNew York Time§21
February 2009), http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28ion/22gwyneth.html?scp=1&sq=&st=nyt

3 Famous industrial founders (Andrew Carnegie, &rgeint Morgan, Leland Stanford, John D.
Rockefeller) dominated the nineteenth century ennodandscape and the twentieth (Michael Eisner,
Steve Forbes, Bill Gates, Rupert Murdoch, SumneisRae). By the late twentieth, the pursuit ofrgta
outside management was typical practice, if heariycized within academic business circles: Rékes
Khurana,Searching for a Corporate Savior: The Irrational €t for Charismatic CEO@rinceton
University Press, 2004).

39 “Whatever religion ‘is,’ its definition seems te bhought to lie with others—with courts and
practitioners—and not with the academic field cledrgvith its study.” Jonathan Z. Smith, “God SavesT
Honourable Court: Religion and Civic DiscoursBglating Religion: Essays in the Study of Religion
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 3T&us, Oprah is not a “religion” because she da¢s n
pass the 14-point test supplied by the U.S. IntdReaenue Service, which seeks to identify grotnas t
exist (in their words) “exclusively” for “religiotigourposes. This is the line demarcating betweesdh
bodies that earn 501(c)(3) status and those whils@sidered “for profit.” This book will show sem
parallels between that 14-point test and Winfrégtsors (including her possession of “a recognizedd
and form of worship,” “formal code of doctrine adidcipline,” “membership not associated with arlyest
church or denomination,” “ordained ministers saddcafter completing prescribed studies,” “a litaratof
its own,” and “regular religious services”) to demstrate how the legal definition of a “church” istra
description exclusive to a non-profit institution.

0 Ken LawrenceThe World According to Oprah: An Unauthorized Paittin Her Own WordgKansas
City: Andrews McMeel Publishing, 2005), 16.

“1 For previous reflections on the spiritual conte©prah’s empire, see lllouZhe Glamour of Misery
43-46, 149-152, 230-235; Lowndyaring Our Souls19-21, 89-107; Denise Martin, “Oprah Winfrey and
Spirituality,” The Oprah Phenomenph47-164; Maria McGrath, “Spiritual Talkhe Oprah Winfrey Show
and the Popularization of the New Ag@éfie Oprah Phenomenph25-146; PecklThe Age of Oprahl04-
111, 208-210.

“2 For a lucid defense of spirituality against ithdemnatory conflation with the market, see Leigic Er
Schmidt,Restless Souls: The Making of American Spirituéltgw York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2005),
282-290.

” .
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3 Bethany McLean and Peter ElkifBinartest Guys in the Room: The Amazing Rise amtiSkas Fall

of Enron(Portfolio, 2003).

*“There is nothing,” Jonathan Z. Smith writes, ‘tiginherently sacred or profane. These are not
substantive categories, but rather situationaglational categories, mobile boundaries which shift
according to the map being employeliiagining Religion: From Babylon to Jonesto{@hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1982), 55.

> Works which organize by this trio in their tabl#fcontents includ&od in the Details: American
Religion in Popular Cultureeds. Eric Michael Mazur and Kate McCarthy (NewR:dRoutledge, 2001);
Religion and Popular Culture in Americads. Bruce David Forbes and Jeffrey H. Mahank&ey:
University of California Press, 200@gligion as Entertainmengd. C.K. Robertson (New York: Peter
Lang, 2002). To note the persistence of this debgorical trio in these volumes is not to besmtheir
contents; rather, it is to prod a shared intellglctoncern about the “religion in” and “religion’as
formulations, posing as they do some idea aboigioel as an ingredient, rather than pervasive
contributory aspect, to any cultural interpretatidioreover, it is to disassemble the unifying itjaof the
category of “religion” in an effort to reduce iteimded framing in analysis of pop cultural objedvid
Chidester has led the way in naming this trio aa@demic habit, and has supplied significant sekblp
addressing the messiness of the third, namely ®@ndiligious aspects of popular cultural productitwhat
counts as religion is the focus of the problemughanticity in religion and American popular cubur
Authentic Fakes: Religion and American Popular Gudt9. For a model of the sort of cultural studies |
encourage, seeeligion and Cultural Studiegd. Susan L. Mizruchi (Princeton: Princeton Unsity Press,
2001).

“® For an excellent evaluation of an instance of lgs example, see Webb Keane, “Freedom and
Blasphemy: On Indonesian Press Bans and Danisb@exf Public Culture21:1 (Winter 2009).

" Scholars have struggled to render this relatignalithout valuation to mixed ends. For examplehim
Touchdown Jesus:The Mixing of Sacred and Secula&mniarican History(Louisville: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2003), Moore, a sensitive and brillldistorian of American religions, cannot resist the
temptations of a secular vantage to express comg#inrcertain churchly weaknesses: “A better conmla
to make about American religion than its shalloveniegs very failure to try to maintain a shargtiiction
between the sacred and the secular, a distindtatrmtight give churches a vista from which to ciié the
world around them.” (8)

8 “Commercial aspects of religion are traceableriy @entury,” writes R. Laurence Moor®elling God:
American Religion in the Marketplace of CultMdew York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 7.

9 Matthew 21:12 is the source of much Christian aetyxabout popular culture and its detrimental effec
to the clarity of “Christian” spaces over and agaimorldly (popular, cultural) spaces.

0 Moore,Selling Gogl 145.

*1 In addition to Moore’Selling God(1994), Leigh Eric Schmidt'€onsumer Rites: The Buying & Selling
of American Holiday¢Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995) $ep@ stunning cultural appraisal
of one calendrical genre of contestation betweeasdbout religion and practices of consumption.

2 To see a particularly strong example of the waymemic and religious practices have cohabited, see
Katherine Carte EngeReligion and Profit: Moravians in Early Ameri¢@/niversity of Pennsylvania Press,
2009), which tracks the intimate supervision ohgégnth-century Moravians overseeing their own
international trade and nascent manufacturing.

%3 Tricia Sheffield, “Advertising,'Religion and American Cultures: An Encyclopedid @fditions,
Diversity, and Popular Expressiongolume Two, eds. Gary Laderman and Luis Leon {&8arbara,
Calif.: ABC Clio, 2003)445 & 446. For more on the religious aspects okdising, see Sut Jhally,
“Advertising as Religion: The Dialectic and Techogy of Magic,”Cultural Politics in Contemporary
America ed. lan Angus and Sut Jhally (New York: Routledif#89); Grant McCraketGulture and
Consumption: New Approaches to the Symbolic CharaftConsumer Goods and Activities
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988); Tai€heffield,The Religious Dimensions of Advertising
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006).

* The MasterCard website encourages the postingrafeless picks” which allow for the average
consumer to participate in the priceless campafi@nPick can be a favorite place, a treasured thargn
uncommon experience,” the website instructs, “Yan submit a Pick about almost anything that matters
to you, but the best Priceless Picks can be star@edxperienced by other people, too.”
http://www.priceless.com/us/personal/en/priceldsstv
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% “MasterCard Roundtable: The ‘Priceless’ CampaidwjVertising & Society Review1 (2006).

%8 For an examination of the latter instance, see®®unzo Waghorne, “The Hindu Gods in a Splitileve
World: The Sri Siva-Vishnu Temple in Suburban Waghion, D.C.,"Religion and American Culture: A
Reader ed. David G. Hackett (New York: Routledge, 2003).

" Fred Goodman, “Madonna and Opraf\/brking WomarfDecember 1991), 53.

8 Tom Gliatto et al, “So, where’s the beef?ople49:6 (16 February 1998), 170.

9 “Control” is operative, since Winfrey indicateseatery turn that women should not give up contfol o
their money, that she signed every check and knenygenny spent at her home and office. Conttool,
of the managerial elements of her business: “Engaeyat Oprah’s Harpo Inc. are required to sign a
confidentiality contract that prohibits them froaiking or writing about the talk-show host’s perabor
business life and the affairs of her company—ferrst of their lives,” reported E! Entertainmemws in
2000. One frustrated former senior associate p@dat Harpo remarked on that workplace, “There’s n
sense of justice inside, which is so ironic in tighthe public image of someone who touts heraelan
advocate for business ethics and spirituality.imilg Farache, “Oprah to Underlings: Shut Your Malth
E! Online (17 April 2000), posted at
http://www3.eonline.com/uberblog/b39718_oprah_ulwigs_shut_your_mouths.html

€0 Gretchen Reynolds, “A Year to Remember: Oprah Grow,” TV Guide(7 January 1995), 15.

®llouz, The Glamour of Misery32.

62| ynette Clemetson, “Women of the New CenturyslConstant Work,Newsweek8 January 2001), 44.
83 Birgit Meyer, “Religious Sensations: Why Media,sAeetics, and Power Matter in the Study of
Contemporary Religion,” frorReligion: Beyond a Concepd. Hent de Vries (New York: Fordham
University Press, 2008), 705. Definitions are eaxsgugh to conjure, and pleasurable to plug, if onl
because of the wildcat profligacy of the term unctansideration: “There are countless phenomena
observable in the world, past and present, thabesadequately denoted by the term ‘religion’: terap
here, beads, incense, and prayer books therearittseremonies performed and watched with solgmnit
fear, or jubilation, adepts and aspirants speadatin the meaning of it all in a monastic cell orTov.
These phenomena are not something ‘we’ suddentpdésed.” Tomoko Masuzawa, “The Burden of the
Great Divide,” posted on 30 January 2008 at httpuir.ssrc.org/blogs/immanent_frame/2008/01/30/the-
burden-of-the-great-divide/

8 «If historians of American religion do not integeainto the stories they are telling robust integration
of their own criteria for inclusion, collaboratioand illumination, they will be hard-pressed torgany
leverage on the making of religion as a categognaflysis,” John Lardas Modern cajoles, “Evangélica
Secularism and the Measure of Leviathan,” 874. sBii#cCutcheon concurs: “Should not scholarship
constitute something other than dogmatic asserfRater than studying the spread of religions, agsh
we ought to consider studying why naming part efshcial worldasreligion has caught on so widely
among diverse human communities, each with their prior systems of self-designation, in just thetpa
few hundred years.” McCutcheon, “Words, Words, Végrdournal of the American Academy of Religion
75:4 (December 2007): 974, 976.

% In most intellectual efforts to define it, “relagi” seems to “die the death of a thousand qualitioa,” to
guote Anthony Flew, “Theology and Falsificatiomy"The Philosophy of Religiored. Basil Mitchell
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), 13-15; Hda Vries, “Introduction: Why Still ‘Religion’?”rbm
Religion: Beyond a Concefitlew York: Fordham University Press, 2008), 9.

% Hent de Vries, “Introduction,” 97-98. Earlier, Weies poignantly inquires: “Is ‘religion’s’ pastwrtual
shadow that looms over every single instance (imstad instantiation) that punctuates our indivicarad
collective lives, dooming it in advance to transiencontingency, fallibility? Or is such a pastesrabling
horizon that makes life and its moments possibteraaaningful, for example, by elevating it to adeof
sublimity (or normalcy) of which we no longer bekgsl our everydayness to be capable?” (69)

" Modern, “Evangelical Secularism and the Measurieviathan,” 868.

® Theories of secularization posited “an originaicralized cosmos which (in its dystopic form)dall
victim to, or (in its utopic form) is released frauaperstition by, an enlightenment of reason, paleily
that marked by technological scientific.” What macholars of religion have asked recently, howgger
whether the “the ongoing religious life of humanrdtgtually demonstrate the process of renouncirigioel
which secularization theory asserts?” Randi R. Wat@ender,"Guide to the Study of Religioed. Willi
Braun and Russell T. McCutcheon (London: Casse002, 151.
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% Here | am suggesting that an Oprah is a formaifdhe secular in the vein described by Talal Asad,
Formations of the Secular: Christianity, Islam, Mwdity (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press,
2003).

" Tomoko Masuzawa, “The Burden of the Great Divigmsted on 30 January 2008 at
http://www.ssrc.org/blogs/immanent_frame/2008/04f88-burden-of-the-great-divide/

"L Gil Anidjar, “Secularism, Critical Inquiry 31:1 (Autumn 2006): 52-77; John Lardas Modé@hosts of
Sing Sing, or the Metaphysics of Secularisdguirnal of the American Academy of Religith3
(September 2007): 615-650.

2«The prevailing question is not how did the Uni®thtes become irretrievably secular, but why has t
country been so religiously vital?” Leigh Eric Sddt“That Weird Strange Thing,” posted on 29
November 2007 at http://www.ssrc.org/blogs/imman&ame/2007/11/29/that-weird-strange-thing/
For more on the exceptional nature of the Amerizase, see Charles Taylér Secular AgéCambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2007), 448-472; R. StapNarner A Church of Our Own: Disestablishment
and Diversity in American ReligiaiNew Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2005).

3“The future of our increasingly diverse societigl call on all our skills at critical translatigmll our
abilities to occupy contested space between thearehthe far; all our capacities for the dual gepjof
making familiar what, at first encounter, seemargge, and making strange what we have come to tfink
as all-too-familiar.” Smith, “God Save This Honolla Court,” 389.

| should be clear that any time “culture” is usethe singular it is intended with bracketed estham.
The holistic fallacy nips at the heels of a subgtonsuming as Oprah. So, in the face of pregyher
total significance within a totalized idea of atoué, it is worth saying that some kinds of piegver cross
her threshold, and that her threshold is a coifticsight within a mass culture not easily presutmgadny
singular icon. On the trouble with statements oh#ary culture, see Bruce Kucklick, “Myth and Syohb
in American Studies,American Quarterly24 (October 1972): 435-450. On the influence liff&d
Geertz’s definition of “culture” upon cultural histans and anthropologists of culture, see Willidm
Sewell Jr., “Geertz, Cultural Systems, and Histémngam Synchrony to TransformatiorRepresentations
59 (Summer 1997), 35-55. On the relationship betwstich concepts of “culture” and the neoliberal
present, see John Frow, who has written, “The heri imagination, by contrast, locating its visifn
freedom in an expanded realm of economic transatiather than in a separate realm of culture|dsas
of a problem in this respect in coming to termshveitform of citizenship grounded in consumptiomeat
than in the sphere of political judgment... Consummptthat is to say, offers something like an akéxe
(and “neoliberal”) form of citizenship, one thatcacognize and valorize difference in a way timat a
abstract belonging to a commonwealth cannot danRhis moment the political public sphere and mass
consumption are at once alternatives and yet isorgly resemble and shape each other.” In “Cultural
Studies and the Neoliberal Imaginatiofifie Yale Journal of Criticisrh2:2 (1999), 425 & 428.

S Aspects of the broader society (like the socisitiwaof women’s labor, the professionalization of
amateur sports and services, the corporatizati@ngznizations) were enacted as well within denaieic
structures of religion. See Wade Clark Roof antligvin McKinney, American Mainline Religion: Its
Changing Shape and Futu¢Rutgers University Press, 1987); Amanda Portekrfiehe Transformation of
American Religion: The Story of a Late-Twentietim@ey AwakenindNew York: Oxford University
Press, 2001); Robert Wuthno®he Restructuring of American Religion: Society &aith Since World
War Il (Princeton University Press, 1989).

®In aChicago Sun-Timearticle, cultural critic Richard Roeper writestbis phenomenon: “A front-page
article in USA Today this week detailed Oprah’seffon the marketplace. Just a few examples: ASfler
Cosby’s Little Bill children’s books were featured the show in December, 1.5 million copies weld so
in just three weeks. Sales of a particular linpajhma soared 200 percent after getting the Ogahof
approval. Michael Bolton sold 250,000 copies af latest CD after appearing on ‘Oprah’, and Yawotd s
200,000 copies of his CD, ‘Reflections of Passiafter performing two songs on the show.” Richard
Roeper, “Oprah’s Sheep Ready to Follow Every Whi@hicago Sun-Time@2 January 1998), 11.

" Scholars contributing to Oprah studies have pdinteto the ideal date of her origins, sitting faes gid
squat within the economic expansions and servitaations of the Reagan Revolution. (See Peck, teéhap
4, The Age of Oprah From that mid-1980s moment, we can see backwargécent memories of the civil
right's movement, the women'’s liberation moveméimg, gay liberation movement, and the palette of
countercultures which comprised the liberal styiegeligious experimentation and domestic
deconstruction of the imagined, advertised, anedli¥960s. The stories and histories here rendesed
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canonical: women in the workforce in droves, nucfaailies reframing by the year, African Americans
seeking de facto desegregation: the sociologyeBiventies was, by any tally, transforming.
Transforming into what remains indeterminate: ksttédicalism replete? Or is it tragic, unfulfillditered
solely with martyrs and commercialization? Amogbdaars of religion, the last twenty-five yearstiog
twentieth century are seen through largely optimishleidoscopic lenses. Every aspect of post-1965
American religious history has thus far soughtammend its diversity and contradictions. For exkemp
in the 1970s wake of Woodstock abandon, antifemnfaigions within the evangelical subculture gained
power as women sought to (and were encourageeétionrto “full-time homemaking.” This, coupled Wit
new restrictions on church leadership roles for wopwere in part reactions against the (imagined,
advertised, lived) success of women in mainlingdéatant denominations seeking clerical outfit, dred
increasing role of women within the reigning ecomesr(law, medicine, academic) of power. [See
Margaret Lamberts Bendroth and Virginia Lieson Bten, ed.Women and Twentieth-Century
Protestantism{Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2002); Rahg Griffith, God’s Daughters:
Evangelical Women and the Power of Submis@ankeley: University of California Press, 2000)jie
Ingersoll,Evangelical Christian Women: War Stories in the GarBattlesNew York: New York
University Press, 2003).] Women, only nascent @irtteaving of the domestic nest, were being told t
return to it, even as many forged frontier spaceleaders of communities that still worried ovesith
newly unbound status.

Canonized too have been plot points for black kelie subsequent to civil rights sagas. African
American religious traditions experienced the sagia of culture wars that conjured the vexed religi
woman, as many denominations fell under the swalaxtk or Black Womanist theologies which sought
to reconstitute respect for black culture withiraee-based interpretation of Christianity. Othejarity-
black religious outfits, however, incorporated withite denominations that seemed to coordinatebett
with their aspired ecumenism or worship practiceen-Christian groups contested Protestantism’s
majority among African Americans, and the ongoieglity of a socioeconomic underclass in the black
community caused many to turn to nondenominatipradperity gospels and televangelists rather than
historic traditions or nationalist theological imations. Any definition of a controlling “Blackhtirch”
collapsed as the critical political agency of ttratorical entity was replaced by atomizing seatd@sm
and economic realignments. Finally, religious seglacross the racial and gender divide found their
practical options only multiplying. The so-callé®dew Age religion” which took shape in the late 136
and 1970s introduced to the mass culture an ecletk of world religious traditions, pop psycholggy
guantum physics, and occult practices. Practidéstwhad been before either solely seen in othes ph
the globe, or on the far margins of U.S. religioteativity, found paperback covers and print caltur
success. Channeling, visualization, meditatiod, @lternative healing methods became availableeat t
local bookstore and community college. [See WadelkORoof,Spiritual Marketplace: Baby Boomers and
the Remaking of American Religi{frinceton: Princeton University Press, 2001).hgstanding religious
denominations discovered that talk of angels, ness@nd psychic phenomena had mainstream appeal.
This success of the New Age palette is the prodintultiple histories and cultures, including the
popularization of Native American rituals, the imgion of Southeast Asian immigrants, and the slow
medical approval of some holistic healing practi¢8se Catherine L. Albaned¢ature Religion in
America: From the Algonkian Indians to the New A@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991);
Wouter J. Hanegraaffyjew Age Religion and Western Culture: Esotericisrié Mirror of Secular
Thought(New York: State University of New York Press, 8%9Paul HeelasThe New Age Movement:
The Celebration of the Self and the SacralizatibWodernity(Blackwell Publishing, 1996); Sarah M.
Pike,New Age and Neopagan Religions in Ame(Naw York: Columbia University Press, 2006).]

8 Turning to such market metaphor, however, shoatdiilute the very real sway of church institutions
and religious communities, which in many parts ofi&ica remained powerful and totemic.

9 Schmidt,Restless Soul49-23. For a narrative of this Boomer spiritseéking, see Robert Wuthnow,
After Heaven: Spirituality in America since the 09%Berkeley: University of California Press, 199&or
a strong portrait of this plurality more denomirtaferm, see Stephen Prothero, é&lNation of Religions:
The Politics of Pluralism in Multireligious Ameri¢&€hapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pre2§06).
8 Stanley Fish, “Boutique Multiculturalism, or Whytlerals Are Incapable of Thinking about Hate
Speech, Critical Inquiry 23 (Winter 1997), 378.

8 Tracy Fessende@ulture and Redemption: Religion, the Secular, Anterican LiteraturgPrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 2007), 4.
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51-58, 193-196.
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