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Introduction

Responding to the request from AEJMC leaders that each division and interest group reflect upon their current status and future goals, the Cultural and Critical Studies Division gathered data from its membership through an online survey in July 2008.  The division also held a pre-convention workshop in conjunction with the 2008 AEJMC convention in August.  

Through these activities, the Division sought to examine its role in the present structure of AEJMC and find ways in which the CCS Division can continue to be a valuable part of the association in the next ten years.  The conversation among members was both an inward examination of the Division’s history and stated goals and a projection of how the Division can improve its status within the association.
The results that follow reflect the CCS members’ perspectives on the state of their division and its place within the context of the organization and the discipline.

The Online Survey:  Membership Voices on the State of the Division
Overview of the Process

The CCS officers discussed the intended content of the questionnaire via email.  Following this dialogue, division vice head, Karen Kline, drafted the instrument.  The questionnaire was qualitative in nature, with questions that were aimed at uncovering a rich array of information from the membership. The questionnaire was subsequently modified based on input from the CCS officers. 

The division secretary, Bob Trumpbour, distributed the survey to the full CCS membership via email, with a reminder follow-up email sent to the full membership approximately three weeks after the initial questionnaire was distributed. The established deadline for the survey submission was July 31, 2008.  Twelve surveys were returned, with one submitted as a blank document with no responses offered.  The secretary compiled the results and reported summary data at the pre-convention workshop in August.
Questionnaire Results
The responses moved in a broad range of directions, with numerous suggestions made as part of the overall process. Several trends could be seen in the responses. One common thread was a desire to involve a greater number of senior faculty into the division and its activities. Another to a lesser extent was concern that the quality of scholarship might be improved, with a variety of suggestions offered. At least one respondent suggested that research needed to have a greater theoretical sharpness.  Another suggested that scholarship may be watered down by a divide between those who regard the division as a scholarly home and others who may regard the division as a “dumping ground” for scholarship that does not fit elsewhere. Presumably, the former serve to maintain a higher level of quality, while the latter may present ongoing quality-related problems without some mechanism to limit such scholarship from submission to the division. 

A mix of overall pride in the accomplishments and concern for marginalization of the type of work produced by CCS could be seen in the responses. Some looked at the role of CCS within AEJMC as extremely important with one respondent calling CCS “the ethical conscience” of the organization. Others expressed concern that CCS might be marginalized within the larger organization, with one individual questioning whether a CCS member had ever been elected to an AEJMC leadership position. One respondent expressed concern that quantitative scholars might have a built-in advantage related to “grant-earning abilities” at a time when qualitative scholarship and its mission are particularly relevant.  One respondent suggested that greater quality control might assist CCS scholars in having more influence within the academe, suggesting “stronger scholarship that is truly informed by critical theory.”     

Question #1 asked individuals to identify significant highlights or trends within the CCS history. At least a quarter of the respondents confessed to limited knowledge of the history, suggesting that more ought to be done to remedy this issue. One respondent suggested drafting a history of the division and posting it on-line as a solution.  One respondent suggested that CCS-based work could now be found in other interest groups and divisions, suggesting that there has been a “certain loss of franchise” over time. A good degree of pride in the history could be seen from some respondents. This suggests that the history and tradition of the division may be a productive vehicle for strategies that might better involve senior faculty into the activities of the division. 

Question #2 sought to determine CCS’s perceived place within AEJMC in the eyes of the membership.  One respondent indicated that our overarching mission was “defined by a theoretical and methodological approach, rather than a topic,” as is the case with the vast majority of other divisions and interest groups. While that may be perceived as a limitation by some, such a focus has a great deal of potential power. The assertion that the division was “the ethical conscience of the organization” suggests one way the organization may have power. Throughout 2008, AEJMC touted the image of 2007 keynote speaker Bill Moyers, an individual who reflects the sensibilities of CCS and was awarded the PF&R Award by the division. As a result, though marginalization may occur from time to time (one respondent asserted “the division is pretty much an outsider”) as CCS officers attempt to work with others in the larger organization, there is evidence that the CCS message can resonate within AEJMC.  One individual suggested that the role of CCS might improve if the focus was steered to explaining “journalism, news, media work, and popular media from a cultural critical perspective” while steering away from “film and popular culture phenomena such as fan culture.”  Another respondent expressed concern over the general tendency in the scholarly community to favor quantitative and positivist approaches over the path selected by CCS scholars. 

Question #3 focused on research and its importance to the journalism and mass communication discipline. The overarching consensus was that the research of CCS is important and, in the words of one respondent, “helps people understand how media shapes society and identity.”  Concerns were expressed that CCS-style research comprises the minority voice at most larger research universities. One voice suggested looking to European models of scholarship, while another suggested possible collaborations with other divisions and possible projects, including but not limited to publication of books. 

Question #4 focused on teaching and many responses seemed to suggest that our mission is important to the educational process. Some appear uncomfortable with the focus on process and procedure (how to do things in accordance with industry practices) and suggested our role is important because it encourages students to question such practices and procedures, while making them better thinkers. Resistance from colleagues was implicit in a response that “most journalism faculty or practitioners don’t see this type of critical self-reflection as part of the training for future media workers.”  One individual argued that our teaching “helps produce knowledgeable citizens” and another stated that “it’s especially important to expose our students to alternate ways of examining what they take for granted in the media saturated social environment.” 

Question #5 asked CCS members to look forward and think about the future of CCS studies as part of the overarching discipline. A broad range of responses unfolded here. One person argued for a “better integration of critical/cultural perspectives with traditionally ‘professional’ perspectives.”  Another asserted that “people in general are ready for some tools to understand media and . . . critical-cultural approaches should have a big role in that.”  One individual argued for a “better support system for fellow and future colleagues,” while another advocated “the need to interrogate powerful media institutions and their role in society.”  The tension between remaining “critical” and looking at ways to work with existing media institutions, as is the case with non-critical perspectives, appears to be palpable. 

The final question sought input regarding future goals of the division.  Better articulation of the goals and direction of the division seemed to be a common theme, while attracting involvement from veteran scholars appeared to be an important universal desire. One scholar suggested a “systems approach (i.e. media ecology” while another argued that we ought to have an “honest and intense discussion about “what ‘critical’ studies actually means.” One respondent worried about the dilution of message that might occur with chip sharing that might bring other divisions to the table, while another looked at “those who seek all media studies work as social science” as a huge problem.  Keeping and maintaining incentives for the best scholarship, both faculty and student, was suggested, as was a dialogue and confrontation of the review strategy for convention submissions.  Increasing the size of the membership and maintaining high standards for scholarship were advocated as well.   

Some Provisional Conclusions from the Online Survey 

So where to we go from here, and how might we use the information provided by CCS members to better the division in the years ahead? 

First, it seems clear that more of the membership wants the input and participation of senior scholars. As such, programs and mechanisms that encourage such participation ought to be pursued.  Perhaps creation of new positions and new structures within the division might be fruitful.  One respondent suggested “forums for discussions and lines of/for exchange” as a positive move. An ongoing dialogue with those senior faculty who are still involved may be necessary to better understand why some individuals have ceased involvement with the division as well as what strategies might resonate with senior faculty in a way that brings them to the table.  

Another concern is the mission of CCS, with some suggesting that a lack of clarity here may hurt the division in some ways.  A schism might be visible, though some assumptions that may or may not be accurate are being made here, between the goals and objectives of cultural studies (with James Carey’s work as a potential model) and critical scholarship (with the work of Herbert Schiller as a possible model), and forms of scholarship that may include elements of both forms of scholarship. It may be possible, and possibly productive, to tease out the cultural/critical issue with greater precision so that the overarching mission and direction of the division Is better focused and more clear to outsiders.  While it is unlikely that CCS will gravitate to one extreme or another on this issue, recognition of the value of both may help the division to better articulate the kind of scholarship we seek so that the “dumping ground” assertions regarding some scholarly submissions is held to a minimum. 

Another issue to confront is the history and tradition of CCS.  For an organization that very carefully probes the deep significance of power structures and how they might unfold within larger media institutions both globally and nationally, we ought to confess that we have been woefully inadequate in self-reflection and can do a better job in that regard. Institutional imperatives are part of the problem in chronicling the development and history of an organization.  Many faculty are under pressure to publish and have deep service-based commitments, but we ought to seek to move beyond those constraints. One strategy might be to attempt to create a brief history of our organization that, to paraphrase the language of a respected CCS colleague, can be maintained, transformed and repaired over time. 
The CCS Pre-Convention Workshop

Overview of the process
The CCS Division head, Ocek Eke, moderated the workshop session.  The panelists were Ralph J. Beliveau, Oklahoma; Carolyn Bronstein, Depaul; Mark Giese, Arkansas at Little Rock; Joseph Harry, Slippery Rock; and Bob Trumpbour, Penn State – Altoona. 

The panelists delivered prepared remarks which were followed by discussion and debate among the panelists and audience members.  The following section identifies the issues raised and the suggestions offered during this workshop session.  The first-person “I” is used stylistically in this section, although the authors of specific comments have not been identified.  These ideas continue to be topics for future consideration by the division’s officers and members.
Panelists’ Observations about the State of the CCS Division: CCS Within the AEJMC Organization

AEJMC has spent the last 18 months exploring the imagined future of the organization at large, hoping to create more year-round services, to provide more outlets for research, more teaching resources, a stronger global presence for AEJMC, and to establish more influence in the discipline at large.  The organization seeks to understand what the membership will need in the next 100 years of the association’s life, and how the changes in communication media will change the way we educate students and deliver services to members.   
According to AEJMC literature related to the strategic plan, divisions and interest groups represent a key strength of the association.  Division and interest group members are supposed to have further opportunities to share input as to how they can best serve the needs of current and prospective members in an environment of constant change. The goal is to make the whole organization more flexible, responsive and creative. As I understand it, today’s panel is a part of that effort, as we are asked to consider our division’s future directions and how we can grow in ways that will work for the 21st century. 

Although the AEJMC strategic plan seems quite exciting, and I am eager to hear more details at the various conference sessions devoted to the topic, I have thought for some time that the Critical and Cultural Studies Division needs a strategic plan of its own focused on two major outcomes.  First, we need to establish greater presence and visibility within the AEJMC organization as a whole, making a concentrated effort to explain the mission of our division and our scholarship to existing and new association members.  Second, we need to address ongoing problems within our division that threaten its well-being.  In that regard, we need to find ways to correct the dearth of new leaders coming up through the ranks and the brain drain of senior scholars and past presidents drifting away from the division and the management of its day-to-day affairs.  I’d like to talk about both of these situations, and offer some thoughts as to how we might make improvements as a division. 

First, the association-level problem of presence, visibility, and properly communicating our purpose:  As many of you know, I believe that our division is often both misunderstood within AEJMC and overlooked.  As I pointed out to our panelists in correspondence last week, when the organization rolled out the names of the implementation team with a bit of fanfare, it was clear at a glance that not one individual associated with the CCS Division had been named.  There was clear representation from History, Mass Communication and Society, Communication Theory and Methodology, Advertising, Public Relations, and the Commission on the Status of Women, just to name a few; but not one individual was included who is tied to CCS and who might understand our division’s unique history and contributions to the discipline and to the association.  To be fair, Linda Steiner is the chair of the AEJMC Code of Ethics Committee, which is tied in to the strategic plan, but still there are few CCS voices central to the strategic planning committees.

Evidence of CCS invisibility is scattered throughout the strategic plan.  Five hundred respondents answered AEJMC’s online survey connected to the plan, and they were asked to rate the importance of AEJMC’s current 17 divisions,
two commissions and 10 interest groups using a 0-10 scale, where zero is “totally unimportant,” 5 is “unfamiliar with” and 10 is “extremely important.”
The Media Ethics Division topped the list as extremely important (8.9),
followed by the Mass Communication and Society Division (8.7), and Communication Technology Division, Communication Theory & Methodology Division and the Law &Policy Division all with a 8.6.  We rank at 7.41, among the lowest of the divisions, but ahead of the interest groups.  Another interesting face from the report: the dominant divisions are MCS and PR:  two thirds of all members belong to at least one of those two divisions. 

If you take the time to read the full strategic document, you will also see that a team of AEJMC members working on the plan identified a number of “stumbling blocks” to the future success of AEJMC.  One of them is “Organizational Incentives Tied to Specializations,” which is defined as different individuals and groups within AEJMC have sometimes conflicting priorities, making universal support of core values difficult.  Fears have been expressed that a traditional tendency to specialize and create divisions has already negatively impacted collective decision-making abilities within the organization, and that a lack of clear mechanisms for controlling growth of interest groups has resulted in further scattering of the collective.

Furthermore, there is language in the FAQ’s of the strategic plan about the possibility of divisions and interest groups being merged or abolished. 
Now, I’m not saying that I fear that next year we won’t have a CCS Division to improve at all—we do have a number of very high profile association members who are members of our division, and they would be the first to speak out against such a move.  But, what I do think is clear is that the place and role of divisions is under scrutiny, and that our division does not rate among the highest for the general membership in terms of importance.  And that ought to concern us. 

What is at the root of this visibility and misunderstanding problem?  In some ways, I think that our division is still suffering some of the same problems that we identified when we changed our name from Qualitative Studies to Cultural and Critical Studies a number of years ago.   When we did that, part of our motivation was that outsiders saw us as a division devoted to a type of method, or worse yet, to the absence of statistics and equations, rather than as a place for scholars who are grounded in a philosophical, epistemological approach to the generation of knowledge.  We were tired of reading papers for the research competition that were totally atheoretical, utterly devoid of the critical and cultural literature, yet free of math, thus ultimately submitted to us.  So, we changed our division’s name, but yet we made almost no effort to explain the change to the AEJMC membership at large.  We talked among ourselves about it and discussed the reasons at length in our division newsletter, but what effort did we make to tell the existing and new AEJMC members what the change reflected?  
That was a moment where we should have taken a page from the notebook of our friends in the Public Relations division—and we should have clearly explained to both external and internal audiences what that change meant, and what the core purpose of CCS is.  What counts as critical and cultural scholarship?  Do you have to invoke the theories of the formal schools, or is it enough to concern oneself with everyday uses of media in the sociological sense?  Frankly, I judged papers for CCS this year, and many of the papers that I read were better suited to another division or group, which confirms for me that the purpose and the mission of the division is unclear to both internal and external audiences.

Second, I want to address the ongoing problems within our division regarding new leadership and the brain drain of senior scholars and past presidents drifting away from the division.  Some of these problems are endemic to academia and are not easily corrected by CCS.  For example, many university tenure and promotion boards give little weight to national service roles, emphasizing peer reviewed publication above all else in promotion decisions.  Bob McChesney, who would certainly affiliate himself with CCS of all the AEJMC divisions, told me that the University of Wisconsin gave him no service credit in his promotion bid for serving as research chair of CCS, even though we all know how much work this position entails and how critical it is for the division.  Similarly, department chairs and deans are more likely to reward service to the home institution than to a national association, even though lip service is paid to the importance of serving in officer roles.  Also, post-tenure, there is a tendency for many scholars to drop the manic pace of service that can characterize pre-tenured life, preferring to actually venture out of the conference hotel and enjoy life a bit.  I remember that Carolina Acosta-Alzuru joked at the San Francisco convention a few years back when she was CCS president that when people asked her if she had ever been to San Francisco, she would say no, because she literally did not leave the AEJMC hotel all week long except to travel to and from the San Francisco airport.  
These anecdotes are very telling.  If few external rewards are offered for national service, then we are relying solely on internal motivation for senior scholars to lead the division, and this can be hard to muster.  Yet, it seems to me that CCS is particularly plagued by this problem, as I often see senior scholars serving as officers in other divisions and actually running against a field of candidates who all desire the honor.  Maybe it’s part of who CCS attracts—scholars who go against the grain and who may be less interested in traditional forms of career advancement—but it’s a serious problem.  Even past programs like the Rabble Rousers panel have failed to stimulate ongoing leadership from many of our division’s leading voices.  This too affects recruitment and membership numbers overall, as new kids on the block are sure to look to see who among their favorite scholars are playing leading roles in particular divisions and join to get to know them on a personal level. 

I would love to say that I had easy answers for these two sets of problems, but of course that’s not the case.  But what I think we can do is take a page from the AEJMC strategic plan and look at the five core themes that have emerged from the deliberations, the overall membership survey, and the outside consulting group’s analysis.   These are the five overall themes for AEJMC stemming from this research:
1)      We need a cohesive and relevant public voice.
2)      We need to debate and define our core values.
3)      We need to respond to changes in the environment.
4)      We need to offer more member services, interaction and connection.
5)      We need to improve our partnerships with media industries.

I propose that the CCS division use these five themes to create our own strategic directions, creating future plans that dovetail with the association’s plans and that will make us more relevant to AEJMC as a whole.  This is where open debate will be most helpful, but let me give just a couple of examples of how we can use the five themes to think about our own trajectory.

First, AEJMC says that it needs to debate and define our core values.  I think that CCS needs to do the same, particularly to get even our own membership to think about what holds us together, something more tangible than research papers that lack math.  What are the values that CCS scholars hold in common and what is the common vision for the division?  Perhaps we can engage people in the construction of a mission statement for the division that we can use to guide our decision-making in the future.  If people invest in articulating the mission of the division, perhaps they will feel more ownership than is currently visible.

Second, AEJMC says that we need a cohesive and relevant public voice and that we need to assert ourselves.  This is critical for CCS, I believe.  We need to create brand awareness for CCS—what is this division, who are the members and what are they doing?  Why is it an important part of AEJMC?  And then we’ve got to communicate the answers to both our internal membership and our external membership.  How about a electronic message that goes out to every AEJMC member about who and what CCS is, and that invites membership and calls attention to highlights of our 2009 program, such as the PF& R Award session?  We need some better PR, aimed at the association at large. 

Third, we need to offer more membership services, interaction and connection.  What do you get for being a member of CCS, other than JCI and our electronic newsletter?  What would make the division more attractive to new AEJMC members and what would make the division remain attractive to established AEJMC scholars?  What recruitment incentives can we brainstorm?  Can we create honorary leadership positions that do not require much work but that are high profile through our own PR efforts, and use those positions to keep senior scholars engaged?  Maybe we could have a distinguished chair in research who gives one talk at AEJMC?

Panelists’ Observations: Emerging Themes Facing  the CCS Division
What are the threats and opportunities facing the CCS Division within AEJMC itself?  This is where we could discuss some long-term problems such as a general lack of understanding of the mission of the division, a growing disconnect between CCS scholarship and "journalism and mass communication education" as it is typically perceived, and the lack of the Division's status within the organization and what to do about it—this is rarely discussed, but is a serious issue that affects us all.  The high prestige divisions are CTM, MCS, etc. and we really lack a high profile as well as consistent support of leading senior scholars.  Another problem is that the association-designed panel formats that do not suit our work, such as poster sessions and high-density sessions.

There are also micro-level issues facing the division.  Here, I think we could talk about internal issues affecting our division over the past 10 years, and how we might work to solve some problems, and take advantage of some opportunities to get in line with AEJMC's strategic plan.  To be frank, we have a terrible "brain drain" problem in the division, which is evident at every members' meeting.  Where are the past presidents, other than the devoted RJB?  Where are the individuals (I won't name names here, but we all know who they are) who are firmly rooted in cultural and critical studies approaches, and who are senior level at the top programs in the country, but who never participate with the division, even though it is most likely their "home" division?  How do we engage more people for our leadership team?  In other divisions, there is stiff competition for officer positions, whereas we go begging some years for people to fill spots.  How can we reenergize CCS and its membership in coming years?  What internal changes can we make to better serve the needs of our members?

Panelists’ Observations:  A Place for Qualitative Methodologies Within The Larger Discipline

What are qualitative methodologies?  These are methodologies that usually do not rely on statistical analysis to reach their conclusions.  Examples that are employed in mass communication research include historical (observational chronologic chronicle), historigraphical (chronological chronicle of a field), ethnographic (intense interviewing, participant observation, audience reception studies), and textual analysis (literary criticism, post modern deconstruction).  Some possible hybrids include political-economic (follow the money) and content analysis (count the user defined events).
What is the fuss all about?  The “conflict” between quantitative and qualitative methodologies centers on the epistemological dispute (what do we know & how do we know it).  A traditional dichotomy has been established in the field between deductive reasoning and quantitative methodologies versus inductive reasoning and qualitative methodologies.
For the so-called “hard” sciences, the principal methological paradigm involves experimental investigation for which instrumentation and measurement are much less ambiguous and where experimental results are routinely independently verified.  The “older” social sciences (the so-called “soft” sciences) adopted and adapted that paradigm to sociology, psychology, and other disciplines, in part to aid in the legitimation of these newer disciplines.  There is a much less clean “fit” because even disregarding ethical issues surrounding human subjects, variables are less clear, the relationships between variables more complex and more difficult to isolate and control, and it is difficult to establish causal links.

This methodological paradigm restricts inquiry to questions and processes that lend themselves to statistical analysis – essentially “macro” issues.  Despite these difficulties, statistical analysis lends credibility to the disciplines because there are well-established methods to determine validity and reliability.  However, while possible, statistical studies of human behavior are sometimes difficult to replicate.
The study of mediated (mass) communication is even younger than the other social sciences, established in the second half of the 20th century.  In this discipline, findings are more difficult to legitimate because the social phenomena it takes as its subject area can (and some say should) be subsumed within other, older, more established disciplines.  In many cases, scholars in the discipline adopt the methodologies of its “parent” disciplines as a strategy of legitimation.
Mass communication scholars may also choose (at least initially) to study only “serious” and “legitimate” media—newspapers, newspapers, broadcast news, media and politics, children & television violence—in  a strategic effort to legitimize the discipline. 

There has been evolution in the inquiry within the mass communication discipline.  Early mass communication scholarship took as its purview how the media “affect” various “important” social processes.  Examples include politics and voting; and the “bad” effects of specific media, such as comics or movies, on vulnerable populations, particularly children.  Early theory was dominated by simplistic theoretical characterizations like the powerful effects (magic bullet or hypodermic needle) theory.  It soon became apparent that the interactions between mass media and other social institutions as well as with individuals is very complex with few easily discerned causal relationships.

At the same historical moment in Europe, the Frankfurt School arose, marking the advent of the “critical” in mass communication scholarship and establishing a theoretical paradigm that informs research within the Cultural and Critical Studies Division to this day.  The Frankfort School mapped Marxist theory on top of  empirical understanding of the sociological processes affecting the mass media.  The Frankfort School adopted an overtly and explicitly ideological stance that pitted communism/socialism against the newly discredited fascism.  Early scholars working within this paradigm put forth macro-level theoretical arguments but made no attempt to “scientifically” verify these theories.  
The early scholarship in this area also suffered from adherence to simplistic “cause & effect” models.  In fact, in both critical and mainstream social scientific research it was becoming clear that the simplistic models could not be verified with the tools at hand and that every iteration of inquiry indicated more and more complex interactions between media and individuals and between media and social processes and institutions.
The British school of cultural studies emerged in mid-20th century.  This would become the central theoretical paradigm informing most scholarship in the Cultural and Critical Studies Division.  In some ways British cultural studies was similar to critical studies put forward by the Frankfort School, especially in its  overtly ideological stance, including Marxist or neo-Marxist tenets.
The new contributions of cultural studies challenged the simplistic S > M > C communication model and standard scientific (statistical) methodologies.  Cultural studies scholars began to ask questions that moved from the macro-level focus of the Frankfurt School to explore micro-level social processes, such as examinations of individuals and collectivities in situ as media producers and audiences.  These scholars used the following “alternative” methodologies for mass communication inquiry, which were largely qualitative:

· Ethnography – to answer questions about audiences and producers

· Political economy – to answer questions about producers as institutions

· Qualitative textual analysis – to explore content

· Narrative history and historiography to explore both institutional 
         relationships and the technology of media
Mainstream mass communication scholars adopting traditional methodologies challenged the emerging cultural studies scholarship with the following criticisms: 

· the questions asked by Cultural Studies proponents aren’t “objective” and 
         are driven by specific political agenda
· the questions that cannot be answered objectively using the scientific 
         method thus making the entire school of thought suspect .

· the new methodologies put forth as appropriate are “unscientific,” lacking 
         some of the hallmarks of scientific enquiry

· the typical study is too small scale to be able to generalize to larger 
         populations

· there is a lack reliability because studies are all one-off and cannot be 
           replicated

· cultural studies scholars are unable to control variables reliably making 
         causal relationships difficult to establish  

So what happened?   In the mid-1980s through the 1990s the mass communication discipline split along both ideological and methodological lines, pitting social scientists-“positivists”- “quantoids” against cultural studies researchers- neo-Marxists- “ideologues”- relativists.  In the mass communication discipline the positivist approach became more strongly entrenched because the research tended to be “constituent” friendly, industry and policy oriented, fundable, “scientific” in traditional ways, considered “objective” and replicable (at least in theory).  Relegated to the margins, cultural studies proponents were seen by the mainstream as ideologically biased and therefore anti-industry, un-fundable, and “subjective.  They were viewed as using labor-intensive methodologies which examined such small populations that results couldn’t be generalized or replicated.  
The institutional structure of the Academy works against cultural studies researchers because schools and departments increasingly look for new hires who can attract outside funding.  The tenure process rewards scholars who can turn out papers and research projects quickly, whereas cultural studies projects are typically more labor intensive and the analysis is less “automated” than statistical projects.  
What’s to be done?   I believe the following prescriptives would aid the revitalization of cultural studies and encourage greater acceptance of this scholarship within the Academy:

· Point out the differences between quantitative research and qualitative 
         research methodologies as complimentary instead of oppositional.
· Actively avoid ideological stances when characterizing cultural studies and 
         qualitative methodologies.
· Look for opportunities to work with media industries as a way to build 
         bridges that result in funding opportunities, as a way to guide the choices 

         that media practitioners make, and as a way to educate audiences.
· Look for ways to collaborate with quantitative researchers as a way to 
         “triangulate” knowledge about mass communication and media.
· Use qualitative methodologies and critical viewpoints to drive theory-
         building.              

On the other hand, the critical mission at the heart of cultural studies research requires a commitment to political positions that are perhaps controversial to other folks in the organization.  Marginalization comes with being a conscience of some kind.  The practices of the organization that put it 'behind' media industries (i.e., following their lead) miss the responsibility and opportunity we have, as communication scholars, to ameliorate the general amount of misery in the 
world . . . which is the goal that makes critical work necessary.
Conclusions from the Self-Study
The data and discussions from the division’s self-study point to a number of significant issues facing the CCS Division in the coming years.  First, the division recognizes the need to sustain and grow the membership by attracting new members but also, importantly, by finding ways to entice established cultural and critical scholars to renew their active participation in divisional activities.  A number of concrete suggestions were proposed which future leaders of the CCS Division leaders should consider.  

Second and particularly apropos to new members, respondents in this self-study identified the need to improve the quality of scholarship submitted to the division.  They recommended educational efforts to inform members and non-members alike about the history of the division and the theoretical and epistemological frameworks that inform critical cultural research. 

Third, there is fairly uniform agreement that CCS is perceived by others as marginal to the association.  In some ways, this mirrors the place that critical scholarship occupies within the larger journalism and mass communication discipline.  However, respondents were consistent in asserting the vital importance of critical theory, research, and teaching for the discipline and for the academy.  Members endorse efforts to improve the visibility of the division within AEJMC while nonetheless remaining true to the ethical, epistemological, and methodological tenets of CCS scholarship.  
Finally, the results from the survey and workshop indicate the need for continued self-examination by the division’s members.  The division should engage in further discussion and debate in order to examine its core values and develop a mission statement to reflect its identity.  That identity then needs to be projected throughout the association.  Members say CCS needs to find ways to develop partnerships with other divisions and interest groups, much as CCS scholars need to cultivate productive relationships with media institutions—but without sacrificing the critical perspective at the heart of CCS scholarship. 

Appendix:  Raw Questionnaire Responses
As part of AEJMC’s strategic planning initiative, President Charles Self has asked each division and interest group to assess the “state of its discipline” and prepare a report based on the results.  

The CCS officers have planned a pre-convention workshop to conduct this discussion.  However, we recognize some Division members will be unable attend that session at the national convention. Regardless of whether you can be at the workshop or not, the CCS officers would appreciate your participation in this process and request that you fill out the survey below in the days ahead. 

The information will be used at the pre-convention workshop and to prepare a report. Some portions of survey responses may be included in the report and some content may be posted on the CCS web site, but all information will be cited without use of personal identifying information to assure full anonymity. 

The CCS officers ask that you complete this questionnaire and return it by email to Bob Trumpbour, rct4@psu.edu by Thursday, July 31. To allow for effective use of your input, please make sure that if you have the most recent edition of MS-Word software, that you save your responses in an MS-Word format from 2004 or earlier before returning it. Many thanks for your help with this endeavor!

1.  When you reflect on the history of the CCS Division, what significant highlights or trends would you identify?

-I actually don’t know that much about its history. I know it used to be the Qualitative division. Perhaps it would be a good idea to write a short division history and put it on the Web site.

- How the group led the way for multiple approaches to research in journalism and communication

-I’m afraid I’m ignorant of the CCS history but one of the trends surrounding cultural studies has been a brief blossoming and then a steady decline and waning of influence.  

-I haven’t been a part of the division for any significant period of time.

-Its origins—as qualitative studies division—to provide a place for critical and/or non-“administrative” media research

-I think the founding of CCS is a great story – that there wasn’t a place for qualitative studies in AEJMC.  The qualitative (or critical and cultural approaches) have become more common now than about 25 years ago, but I still think there is an important place for CCS research and teaching, particularly as academia becomes more attuned to the “big money” grant-earning abilities of the quantitative model.

- Longstanding support for graduate student participation, increasing breadth, depth, and import of scholarly research presented at annual conference.

Growth from interest group to division, Affiliation with Journal of Communication Inquiry

-The spread of qualitative, and critical and cultural theory through other interest groups and divisions. Call it a certain loss of franchise. or “success.”

-As I reflect on my association with the division, which reaches back about 12 years, I would say the division seems to have occupied a somewhat precarious position within the discipline.  In earlier years the scholarship was definitely considered anti-establishment and out of the mainstream, and therefore it was considered “marginal” by those in other divisions; but now, I am not so sure.  Part of the reason is the hegemonic process of academe, to be sure; but another reason is that fewer scholars are submitting work that is truly informed by critical theory.  I see this as a major challenge for the future of the CCS Division: how to encourage stronger scholarship that is theoretically sound and which also identifies opportunities for intellectual and social action that will improve the lives of the disenfranchised.

-The very fact that this division (as Qualitative Division) started so early--before the big wave in the late 1980s that brought similar divisions to other association--is noteworthy. We should not forget that AEJMC scholars where at the forefront of the cultural turn in media research in this country.  

-More integration of senior faculty members. It seems to me that there is a big turnaround in our division. Not a lot of senior members are available as paper reviewers, panel discussants or in official positions. While I think our recent chairs of the division all have done outstanding work, it would give our division a higher profile if more senior people would act as chairs. I think the lack of senior engagement is especially disheartening given that many senior faculty members credit the division as an important part of their early professional survival. More connections to senior members would also help junior members. 
2.  What is the place of the CCS Division within AEJMC? 

-It’s the home for work that takes a qualitative approach. Although other divisions use qualitative approaches as well, CCS is the most broad-based because we’re defined by a theoretical and methodological approach, rather than a topic.

- The division continues excellent leadership on behalf of research that goes against the grain of the proverbial “dominant paradigm.”

-Cultural studies tends to use qualitative methodologies and to question basic or beginning assumptions.  Qualitative methods tend to examine the micro rather than the macro.  Questioning base or beginning assumptions turns a critical lens on conventional wisdom.  Both serve to balance “positivist”  worldviews and quantitative methodologies.  This serves to help communication researchers “triangulate” what we know about our discipline and how we know it.
-To provide a home for those of us who work within and seek to contribute to a tradition of critical/cultural media scholarship. With this, the division should support both students and faculty working in this area by providing forums for discussion and lines of/for exchange. 

-It seems to be simultaneously the natural home for critical media research and, based on papers I’ve reviewed over the past 4 years, an undefined division that people see as a dumping ground for things that don’t fit easily into other divisions—this latter identity is a problem in my opinion

-CCS needs to promote the critical and cultural studies approaches to research and teaching.  But, CCS needs to be careful and protect itself from getting too watered down.  The division needs to keep its focus on journalism and mass communication, and not get too involved in general “cultural studies” topics.  I think there are other academic organizations for those topics, and if we don’t stay on point, addressing important journalism and mass communication issues, we risk becoming irrelevant. I’m sorry I won’t be able to attend this discussion, but I hope the question of how CCS is unique compared to other divisions and interest groups is addressed.

-It’s the ethical conscience of the organization, the one division where there aren’t any sacred cows and rigorous criticism of prevailing structures and practices is expected. It provides a necessary forum for imagining democratic prospects for a reformed media system. 
-I do not know.

-I have no clear sense of what the AEJMC leadership thinks of the division.  I doubt that they “think” of us at all, except as a name on a list for mailings.  Has a CCS member ever been an elected member of the organization’s leadership?  I don’t know. Speaking more theoretically, I would say that the CCS Division exists as “the ethical conscience” of the organization, seeking to remind other divisions and interest groups that their professional and academic work can and should be interrogated and challenged.   

-Sadly, I think the division is still pretty much an outsider. Often, I only go to CCS sessions at the conference. My work does not seem to have a lot of resonance with other division in the field.

– Focus on the core of the organization. I think AEJMC is essentially an organization for people who do research/teach in journalism and other media professions.  I think most work in our division should reflect that. There are other organizations/divisions that more broadly look at critical-cultural popular culture. We can distinguish ourselves if we focus closely on the media aspects. Thus, I would argue that papers on film, popular culture phenomena (such as fan culture), or general public discourse are better placed elsewhere. We should concentrate on the research that tries to explain journalism, news, media work, and popular media from a cultural-critical perspective. 
3.  How do you see the role of cultural and critical studies research in the journalism and mass communication discipline?

-I think critical-cultural research illuminates the deeper meanings of media texts. Because it does not view media from an industry perspective, and because it uses cultural studies theory hermeneutically, it helps people understand how media shapes society and identity. By doing so, it implicitly calls for media practitioners to think more critically themselves and work in a way that’s hopefully more self-reflexive.

-As absolutely imperative if we are to comprehend the complexities of social research encompassing our fields—and if we truly want to improve our fields of study and practice.

- See #2 above

- This area of research often provides alternative perspectives from (and sometimes needed correctives to) post-positivist based research, which are (too) often aligned with commercial interests and goals. Critical/cultural research also offers a set of methods for exploring the ways in which forms of media frequently (re)produce problematic social relationships, and in this way uniquely contributes to the/our field.

-I would very much like it to strive to be a division that has a high regard for theory, and theoretically-informed research, and is supportive of research that is devoted to critiquing problems in society and contributing to their possible elimination….I’d also like it to be seen as a division of committed, serious scholarship with little attraction for academic careerists

-More than any other approach, cultural and critical studies must be at the forefront of political economy issues and offer both criticism and alternative models for journalism and the mass communication systems.

-Like its place in AEJ, this research is imperative for conducting scholarly exchanges that aren’t hemmed in by the present determinations of the media industries. The inclusion, albeit marginal (but relatively less so than in the past), of such research also speaks to the inclusiveness of AEJ and the field.

- It remains important and supported in the journals.

- See my remarks under question #1.  I would also say there is by now a substantial body of respected scholarship in the field of critical cultural theory and applied work that makes emerging research is some ways easier (because the theoretical framework is already established and many journals will accept the work) but in other ways more difficult (difficult to postulate new theories and re-formulations that make a significant contribution).  

- Overall, there is an increasing number of scholars who work from that perspective in media and journalism research. However, in most big research universities cultural-critical scholars are still a minority. Even after more than 25 years of this research, it is astounding that people still have to defend their approach in faculty meetings and to deans.    While I see a strong trend in the UK and especially in Australia to integrate cultural-critical approaches to journalism research (and education), there is an added complication in the U.S.. Most cultural-critical media studies is actually done in speech comm./Comm. Studies departments. Journalism schools (Colleges of Journalism and Mass Communication) are much more oriented towards socio-behavioral research. I hope our division can help to change that. 

-We should encourage division-wide exchange of research ideas. It would be nice to learn more about other people’s work. I know other divisions even publish books or other academic works by connecting division members directly. 
4.  How do you see the role of cultural and critical studies teaching in the journalism and mass communication discipline?

-We teach both potential media practitioners and students at large to understand the power media has and to understand it on a deeper, more intuitive level than other approaches can or do. 

- Same as above…working to help our undergraduate and graduate students cultivate critical thinking from diverse cultural perspectives with creative problem-solving.
-It’s especially important to expose our students to alternate ways of examining what they take for granted in the media saturated social environment we all inhabit. 
-Critical and cultural works and methods aid in teaching students to be self-aware participants in our society and world. By providing a set of techniques and shared vocabulary to critique and/or create media, critical/cultural traditions and perspectives not only aids journalism and mass communication students and their careers, but also helps produce knowledgeable citizens. 

- As the foundation for any thoughtful professional education

-Same as above.  We need to teach about these issues.

- Similarly, without the utopian impulses of ccs perspectives as a keystone of pedagogy, students would be ill-equipped to navigate the media world as consumers, citizens, and practitioners. Such perspectives provide the necessary questioning impulses that must be a part of any prospects for democratic reformation of media. Facilitating media literacy and facilitating an understanding of media structures and their links to the political process are cornerstones for basic citizenship in the 21st century.  

-Essential.

-I see the teaching of critical studies absolutely essential within JMC programs, especially in light of the conglomeration/consolidation/downsizing/globalization of the media.  Our students want to become media professionals, and we need to teach them the skills and knowledge to do so; but we also owe it to them to teach them to examine critically media practices in their future workplaces.  It also imperative that we—somehow—cultivate their empathy for diversity and awareness/acceptance of “otherness.”  Alas, I fear that those of us who teach such lessons may still be marginalized at some institutions.  I doubt that it has catastrophic effects on P&T as it may have had in the past; but I’ll bet it still produces subtle anti-collegiality in some academic programs. 

- There are many good media criticism classes taught, but mostly in communication studies departments, not in journalism schools. J-Schools still get lost in the details of catching up with latest technology and often forget about media literacy/media criticism for media workers. I think most journalism faculty or practitioners don’t see this type of critical-reflective education as part of the training for future media workers.  

-(no response)
5.   When you think about the future of cultural and critical studies as part of the journalism and mass communication discipline, what issues can you identify?  

-I think we’re in a conservative period and I sense a bit of backlash against it, and sadly a lot of people in media are frankly shallow and throw up walls against learning this approach,

but I also think people in general are ready for some tools to understand media and that critical-cultural approaches should have a big role in that. 

- No. 1 is working toward better integration of critical/cultural perspectives with traditionally “professional” perspectives. Too often we still find ourselves at odds, when working together to improve the effectiveness and ethics of journalism and communication practice is where we need to focus energies.

-In my opinion **Critical** Studies has suffered greatly from overtly ideological stances and unnecessarily belligerent and oppositional relationships with the industries we study.   
-We need to actively create a better support system for fellow and future colleagues. Towards this, more crit/cult panels at AEJ would be welcome, though a larger effort to unite outside of conferences, with on-line forums and activities, for example, could prove beneficial. 

-The ongoing division between producing students who fit into the media/cultural industries as they are, and the importance of teaching students to question their world and strive to make the media better

-Critical political economy of journalism and mass media, alternative media and journalism models, triangulation of qualitative methods (including history).

- The need to privilege utopian prospects for the media system, particularly the news & public affairs, as they undergo radical, structural changes due to shifts in distribution and the waning of the advertiser-supported model. More generally, I think we have a role in advocating a larger place for such perspectives to make AEJ less a toady, vocationally-oriented vehicle of the industries, and more a forum for ideas and ideals aimed at facilitating a media system conducive to democratic governance and global interdependence. 

-The need to interrogate powerful institutions and their place in society.

- I believe I’ve addressed this under question #4.  In addition, I would say that undergraduate student resistance to critical theory and diversity studies remains strong, and that is a real issue that educators from our division must struggle with.

- I think researchers in Australia and the U.K. (e.g., University of Cardiff) provide us with good examples of how cultural-critical research and teaching can influence journalism and media studies.

-(no response)

6.  What future goals should the CCS Division pursue? 

-We should articulate what we do more clearly to the organization as a whole and to media practitioners. We should fight for our place in the curriculum (somewhat like people in History are doing now). We should work with other divisions whose work is rooted in the Humanities (as opposed to Social Science methods) to define our role. 

I really think those who see all media studies work as Social Science are a huge problem when they impose their methodologies on us. We ought to ask hard questions about that.  

- A systems approach (i.e. media ecology) to the study and practice of media will help us pull the field together while also acknowledging our many differences.

-As my answer above indicates, I think we should attempt to recast CCS as less of an ideological ghetto, defend qualitative methodologies as valid and reliable tools for examining aspects of the communication process and the social communication environment that quantitative methodologies by their very nature cannot get at.  We should move to characterize qualitative methodologies as the only appropriate tools for answering certain questions communication researchers want and need to answer and promote cultural studies and qualitative methodologies as valuable ways to “triangulate” and augment what the discipline knows via the quantitative inquiry. 

-An additional journal for our research would be wonderful.

-A key issue, in my view, is the need for honest, intense discussion about what “critical” studies actually means and how the division might clarify its identity and its mission

-Keep awarding the best research (both grad and faculty) in cultural and critical studies.  Have a stronger relationship with the Journal of Communication Inquiry (we should be presenting our best work here – perhaps even transcripts of our top panels). I do worry, as Bonnie Brennen once expressed, that our distinct point of view can get watered down in co-sponsored panels, so we should protect some of our turf by keeping some signature sole-sponsored panels.  This simplifies the chip auction, too!

-The division has to sort out its internal research review process to allow all members, students and faculty, to be reviewed by all others. As I understand it, students review faculty and vice-versa. This diminishes the quality of the whole effort.

-Work toward increasing the size of the division membership.   Seek to improve the quality of the scholarship, especially with regard to original theory and social action ramifications.
