January 9th: History and Memory

Reading: Karl Marx – Selections from the German Ideology:
· The form of intercourse determined by the existing productive forces at all previous historical stages, and in its turn determining these, is civil society.
· Civil society embraces the whole material intercourse of individuals within a definite stage of the development of productive forces. It embraces the whole commercial and industrial life of a given stage, transcends the State and the nation, asserts itself in its foreign relations as nationality, and inwardly must organize itself as State. 
· The word ‘civil society’ emerged when property relationships had already extricated themselves from the ancient and medieval communal society. Civil society as such only develops with the bourgeoisie; the social organization evolving directly out of production and commerce, which in all ages forms the basis of State. 
· The further the separate spheres, which interact on one another, extend in the course of this development, the more the original isolation of the separate nationalities is destroyed by the developed mode of production and intercourse and the division of labor between various nations naturally brought forth by these, the more history becomes world history.
· Thus, for instance, if in England a machine is invented, which deprives countless workers of bread in India and China, and overturns the whole form of existence of these empires, this invention becomes a world-historical fact.
· Materialist Conception of History
· This conception if history depends on our ability to expound the real process of production, starting out from the material production of life itself, and to comprehend the form of intercourse connected with this and created by this mode of production (i.e. civil society in its various stages), as the basis of all history.
· It has not, like the idealistic view of history, in every period to look for a category, but remains constantly on the real ground of history; it does not explain practice from the idea but explains the formation of ideas from material practice.
· This sum of productive forces, capital funds and social forms of intercourse, which every individual and generation finds in existence as something given, is the real basis of what the philosophers have conceived as “substance” and “essence of man.”
· These conditions of life, which difference generations find in existence, decide also whether or not the periodically recurring revolutionary convulsion will be strong enough the overthrow the basis of the entire existing system. 
· If these material elements of a complete revolution are not present, then, as far as practical development is concerned, it is absolutely immaterial whether the idea of this revolution has been expressed a hundred times already, as the history of communism proves. 
· History must, therefor, always be written according to an extraneous standard; the real production of life seems to be primeval history, which the truly historical appears to be separated from ordinary life.
· The exponents of the conception of history have consequently only been able to see in history the political actions or princes and States, religious and all sorts of theoretical struggles, and in particular in each historical epoch have had to share the illusion of that epoch. 
· While the French and the English at least hold by the political illusion, which is moderately close to reality, the German’s move in the realm of the “pure spirit,” and make religious illusion the driving force of history. 
· Herr Venedey is a cosmopolitan compared with the Saints Bruno and Max, who, in the universal dominance of theory, proclaim the universal dominance of Germany. 
· Feuerbach: Philosophic, and Real, Liberation 
· Feuerbach’s whole deduction with regard to the relation of men to one another goes only so far as to prove that men need and always have needed each other. He wants to establish consciousness of this fact, that is to say, like the other theorists, merely to produce a correct consciousness about an existing fact; whereas for the real communist is it a question of overthrowing the existing state of things.
· He develops the view that the existence of a thing or man is at the same time its or his essence, that the conditions of existence, the mode of life and activity of an animal or human individual are those in which its “essence” feels itself satisfied. 
· Thus if millions of proletarians feel by no means contented with their living conditions, if their “existence” does not in the least correspond to their “essence,” then, this is an unavoidable misfortune, which must be borne quietly. 
· Feuerbach, therefor, never speaks of the world of man in such cases, but always takes refuge in external nature, and moreover in nature which has not yet been subdued by men.
· Preconditions of the Real Liberation of Man
· “Liberation” is an historical and not a mental act, and it is brought about by historical conditions, the development of industry, commerce, and agriculture. 
· Feuerbach’s Contemplative and Inconsistent Materialism
· In reality and for the practical materialist, i.e. the communist, it is a question of revolutionizing the existing world, of practically attacking and changing existing things. 
· Industry and commerce, production and the exchange of the necessities of life, themselves determine distribution, the structure of the different social classes and are, in turn, determined by it as to the mode in which they are carried on.
· He speaks in particular of the perception of natural science; the mentions secrets which are disclosed only to the eye of the physicist and chemist; but where would natural science be without industry and commerce?
· He gives no criticism of the present conditions of life. Thus he never manages to conceive the sensuous world as the total living sensuous activity of the individuals composing it.
· As far as Feuerbach is a materialist he does not deal with history, and as far as he considers history he is not a materialist. With him materialism and history diverge completely.
· Ruling Class and Ruling Ideas 
· The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the class which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual force. 
· The class which has the means of material production at its disposal, ahs control at the same time over the means of mental production, so that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the means of mental production are subject to it.
· The individuals composing the ruling class possess among other things consciousness, and therefor think. 
· Rule also as thinkers, as producers of ideas, and regulate the production and distribution of the ideas of their age: thus their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch. 
· This conception of history, which is common to all historians, particularly since the 18th century, will necessarily come up against the phenomenon that increasingly abstract ideas hold sway, i.e. ideas which increasingly take on the form of universality. 
· Universality corresponds to:
· A) The class versus the estate
· B) The competition, world-wide intercourse
· C) The great numerical strength of the ruling class
· D) The illusion of the common interests
· E) The delusion of the ideologists and the division of labor
· Every new class, therefor, achieves its hegemony, only on a broader basis than that of the class ruling previously, whereas the opposition of the non-ruling class against the new ruling class later develops all the more sharply and profoundly. 
· This whole semblance, that the rule of a certain class is only the rule of certain ideas, comes to a natural end as soon as it is no longer necessary to represent a particular interest as general or the “general interest” as ruling.
· Once the ruling ideas have been separated from the ruling individuals and, from the relationships which result from a given stage of the mode of production, and in this way the conclusion has been reached that history is always under the sway of ideas, it is very easy to abstract from those various ideas “the idea,” the notion, etc. as the dominant force in history, and thus to understand all these separate ideas and concepts as “forms of self determination” on the part of the concept developing in history.
· The whole trick of proving the hegemony of the spirit in history (hierarchy Stirner calls it) is thus confined to the following three efforts:
· 1) One must separate the ideas of those ruling for empirical reasons, under empirical conditions and as empirical individuals, from these actual rulers, and thus recognize the rule of ideas or illusions in history.
· 2) One must bring an order into this rule of ideas, prove a mystical connection among the successive ruling ideas, which is managed by understanding them as “acts of self determination on the part of the concept” 
· 3) To remove the mystical appearance of this “self determining concept” it is changed into a person – “Self-Consciousness” – or to appear thoroughly materialistic, into a series of persons, who represent the “concept” in history, into the thinkers, the philosophers, the ideologists, who again are understood as the manufacturers of history, as the “council of guardians,” as the rulers.
Reading: Chapter 6 – Collective Memory – Carole Blair:
· Contemporary communication scholars have studied memory in relation to political speeches, films, music, TV newscasts, museum display, public policy debates, etc. 
· They have understood memory as significant to virtually all forms of communication practice. 
· Important in the context of message production.
· Greeks and Romans credited with inventing and developing memory systems that enabled public figures to speak at length without consulting notes.
· Francis Yates (1966): The art of memory belonged to rhetoric as a technique by which the orator could improve his memory. It was a part of the art of rhetoric that the art of memory travelled down through the European tradition. 
· Public speakers instructed to associate ideas they wished to recall for their speeches with specific geographical images.
· Development of communication technologies (printing press, teleprompter) resulted in the disuse of this technique because nearly everyone had memory aids ready at hand. 
· Barbie Zelizer: Memory may be lodged in a number of kinds of groups – ethnic groups, families, nation states, and professional organizations. Public memory, cultural memory, and social memory – focus on memory as a collective/communal phenomenon rather than as an individual cognitive function. 
· Andreas Hyssen (1995): Memory is based on the capacity to re-present an event, place, person.
· Pierre Nora (1989): Memory is life, borne by living societies founded in its name. It remains in permanent evolution, open to the dialectic of remembering and forgetting, unconscious of its successive deformations, vulnerable to manipulation. History on the other hand, is the reconstruction, always problematic and incomplete, of what is no longer. 
· At least 6 senses in which communication may be said to be collective memory:
1) Depends on people’s pre- understandings of language or other social codes or symbol systems.
2) Communication depends on shared background assumptions: others share our understandings of the past to an extent.
3) Communication is cumulative – reconfiguration of understandings of the past based on the interests and resources of the present.
4) Communication constructs and refigures identities according to “membership” in collectives or social groups – collectives often have strong, narratively constructed memory associations
5) Communication depends upon material supports or technologies – deliberate attempt to shape collective memory by means of particular kinds of communicative messages 
6) Communication often involves struggles over power  - not just something we do; it’s a highly valued practice or ‘commodity’
· Michel Foucault: Each message that enters a communication context changes our understandings of that context and of the messages that have come before.
· Understanding communication as collective memory also invites analytic access to a broad range of communicative phenomena, from interpersonal exchanges to media programming to popular culture products.
· It transforms what we would usually take to be a context of communication – museum, park, and preservation site – and implores us to see it as a mode of communication in its own right. 
Lecture: History and Memory
· Communication is an idea that is linked to a series of concepts
· Communication is a way of making sense of an array of different phenomenon’s 
· Communications gives you different avenues into concepts, theories, and theorists that you wouldn’t have realized 
· Themes from last semester: mediation/epistemology/ontology/phenomenology 
· Communication is not just information transfer, its not restricted to media, but a lot of things communicate without media- the world is communicated to us through our senses 
· Our old ideas of communication are shown by the dominance of media and our common sense on what communication is 
· Mass forms of media are not the only way media is communicated to us 
· The dominant themes in this term and how we think about communication will be history, politics, and a concern with the material 
· History is a communicative thing- memories, art, statues 
· Pop culture addicted to the past- bringing things back that were out of circulation 
· For many, communication is a lens through which we can make sense of struggle over meaning, power, access, resources, 
· Objects, things, and material (social/economic/cultural) context in which we live 
· The materials of memory -  
· The best way of thinking about memorality is to say that material is the means by which objects of the world come to be considered as things which have a particular meaning in a given place or time 
· Why we associated things- pizza = comfort food 
· Giving meaning to immaterial things 
· Can’t see art only in a museum anymore- on internet so it loses aura 
· To be materialistic is to put symbolic value into objects 
· Put value into materials instead of character 
· Materiality is about cultural, communication, language, media, technology, and history, memory 
· Material & History -  
· Marx responds to a particular view of Hegel. 
· Hegel believed that absolute spirit existed- not a particular god, but larger power. Guides and makes sense of reality. And the advancement of history follows a dialectic in which has a thesis and meets an antithesis. When these come together they create a sunthesis (theory of history/truth) 
· Marx however, does not believe in the absolute spirit. Its idealistic and passive- it does not explain practice from the idea but explains the formation of ideas from material practice. People make history and they will bring historical change. Material conditions produce reality, meaning. History is not just fusion the new and the old - history is about documenting the material conditions in which people live. That one cannot live to ones true potential if the conditions in which they live unsatisfying. If we understand the conditions in which people live then we can change them. 
Tutorial:
· Memory: we don’t remember how we used to, we have devices to remember for us - If we’re depending on devices, and we’re saying that using these devices is more important than retention, it poses a question for universities… 
· What is the point of taking tests? 
· It is now not necessarily about remembering, but more so about knowing where to find it 
· Memory and history is so tied into materiality 
· The process of remembering is determined by outside forces 
· Facebook has now become an object of memory 
· Because memory is tied into the material we don’t have control over our destinies 
· It is those people who have power over the means of production who have control 
· Our lives are laid out for us once we’re born 
· How we view certain things/how we view different things are determined by the time and place and situation in which we are born 
· Very political situation 
· Our memories of certain systems are pre-determined for us 
· Memory/the materiality of memory differ depending on where you’re from 
· Memories tied into symbols, i.e. difference between someone drawing a swastika here versus in Germany 
· Because memory is material and political, in order to gain control of our lives again we must gain control of our means of production 
January 16th: Taste

Reading: David Hume – Of the Standard of Taste
· Taste is an obvious sense 
· But taste differs throughout different times and places 
· “We are apt to call barbarous whatever departs widely from our own taste and apprehension” 
· Difference between reality and appearance 
· (#1-2) there is a wide variance among taste, even among people with “the same prejudices” 
· (#2) contrasts our differences in “taste” with our disagreements in “opinion and science” 
· (#3-5) he considers various approaches to ethical standards, and emphasizes the role of language in creating a seeming agreement in what constitutes moral behavior 
· (#7-8) Hume outlines a “common sense” view of his time: “sentiment” is subjective, and no resolution of differences is possible; but judgments are objective and disagreements can be resolved according to properties that are “really” in the object 
· (#9) He believes that all general rules of art are based on experience, and not on a priori reasoning (knowledge known without/prior to experience) 
· (#11) The greatest works of art are appreciated in all times and places 
· (#12-16) Hume attempts to explain a universal recognition of greatness in terms of the “proper” functioning of taste in various individuals; Hume is attempting to explain how we can agree on what counts as "good" art, even though our assessments are founded in our "taste" or "sentiment” 
· (#17) He suggests that we will know if our taste is functioning appropriately if our conclusions are consistent with experiences of other nations and ages 
· (#18-20) he suggests that the way to develop our taste so it functions properly is “practice” by observing many works of art and by making comparisons among them 
· (#21-22) we are urged to avoid “prejudice” in assessing art 
· (#23-25) “The principles of taste” are “universal”, but it might be difficult to know whether we have perfected our taste, free of prejudice 
· (#26-27) He ridicules those who claim that we can find objective truth in philosophy and science, but not in our appreciation of art 
· (#28-31) “general principles of taste are uniform in human nature” yet he acknowledges the great variations in our actual applications of our taste 
· (#32) unacceptable moral content seems to Hume to lower the aesthetic value of some art works 
· (#34-36) Hume criticizes those who excuse much religious art on the grounds that we should be more tolerant of religious diversity than other kinds of diversity 
· The central notion in Hume's aesthetics is taste. No other authority for evaluating art exists other than taste, for Hume. 
· Hume also relies on the notion of "sentiment" extensively. synonymous with "taste"? If it seems to be used differently, what are the differences? 
· In summary, Hume believes that, even though all of our knowledge comes from our experiences, yet we can explain agreement in aesthetic judgments because of uniformities in the human mind in the exercise of our taste
Reading: Theodore W. Adorno, “Culture Industry Reconsidered” 
· Replaced “mass culture” with “culture industry” 
· The culture industry fuses the old and familiar into a new quality 
· Mass production of products which are tailored for consumption by masses 
· The mass production of a product likely determines the way in which it is consumed (?) 
· i.e. average pop song: produced cheaply and quickly, according to a specific format; so it is consumed easily (easy access), and generally liked; whereas an authentic statue made from valued materials might be consumed by less people (difficult access) 
· The culture industry forces together high and low art (by way of modern technology and capitalist motives), which have been separated for thousands of years 
· “Although the culture industry undeniably takes a chance on the conscious and unconscious state of the millions towards which it is directed, the masses are not primary, but secondary, they are an object of calculation; an appendage of the machinery” 
· The cultural commodities of the industry are controlled according to their ‘value’ and not by their actual specific content and form; it is all about profit.
· Adorno says that before the culture industry, profit was a bonus that came with the making of art, but now art is produced specifically for the profit 
· The culture industry eliminates autonomy/authenticity 
· The culture industry’s products are simply just commodities 
· What is seen as progress in the culture industry is newness; but really, the objective is to maintain the status quo for ‘eternal sameness’ 
· ‘Industry’ refers to the standardization of a product 
· Compares the meaning of the word ‘technique’ in terms of the culture industry and of art 
· Culture industry: technique refers to distribution and mechanical reproduction that always remains external to the object/product 
· Art: technique refers to the internal organization of the object/product itself 
· Touches on Benjamin’s idea about ‘aura’, saying that the culture industry “conserves the decaying aura as foggy mist” 
· Contradiction: It’s mass production of art eliminates the authentic aura all together 
· Despite all this, the culture industry is important today for consumer’s consciousness 
· The culture industry must be taken seriously, meaning critically, for it plays an integral role in our society 
· The culture industry is democratic because it responds to a demand 
· It is double-sided: it is a blessing because it provides the masses with information and advice that can be stress-reducing; However it provides information and advice that tend to produce conformist behaviour 
· The power of the culture industry’s ideology is such that conformity has replaced consciousness; it orders consumers to behave according to the status quo 
· The system hardly tolerates deviation and constantly drills the same behavioral formulas 
· The attitudes that the culture industry produces are not harmless; but they’re set up to appear harmless 
· The culture industry hinders the development of autonomous, independent individuals who judge and decide consciously for themselves 
Reading: Carl Wilson - “I Hate Celine…Or Do I?” 
· Musical subcultures exist because our guts tell us certain kinds of music are for certain kinds of people 
· Often persona and musical taste happen to jibe; It's most blatant in the identity war that is high school, but music never stops being a badge of recognition 
· Writer appreciated the feeling he got from the aura of her live performance in Vegas (spectacle), but felt nothing listening to her CD in Toronto 
Lecture: Taste
· Video of Turnbull’s five-goal game found 
· With the Internet age, to a large degree we are all archivists 
· Cbc.ca/spark 
· Interesting discussion about memory and the media of memory 
· We know now that media can be used to collect information about our past; maybe the shift should not be towards media that simply collect/store, but rather, technologies that help to assist one’s memory
· Lecture Topic: Taste (Artistic Taste/Judgment) 
· Theme for the next few weeks: Materiality (the material conditions that produce social life, and thinking about materiality in terms of the ways in which objects become things/gain value) i.e. a hat is not just something that protects you from the sun, but also a statement about your personal style, identity, etc. 
· The expressions of artistic taste 
· Music, movies, technology, art, etc. 
· The ways in which we talk about that consumption and enjoyment (i.e. ‘dad rock’ or ‘indie’ are part of the ways in which we frame these expressions of artistic taste) 
· Regardless of what it is that your taste is expressions, taste, and ideas about taste, have the same characteristics: 
· Taste refers to our capacity to derive pleasure from objects; to turn objects into things, things = pleasure/something which we like 
· As a result, taste also means giving those objects characteristics which is part of the construction of their identity as things that we like 
· I.e. Yuck is ‘indie’ because we like indie and authenticity 
· Taste is also about our ability to see the basic elements in objects (this music was produced like this, this music is played in this kind of setting, etc.) 
· We can think about taste as having 5 characteristics 
· 1. Aesthetics: that which is beautiful; most of us tend to be drawn to things that we think are beautiful even though they may not be beautiful to others; the expression of our taste is our engagement with aesthetics 
· 2. Language: deeply communicative concept because it is about our description of the aesthetic and that description might be with words, expressions, how we write it on paper, or say it on video, how we describe it to a friend; i.e. there’s a reason why we call some movies ‘chick-flicks’; the framing of that then opens up a whole world of meaning 
· 3. Preference: what we like and don’t like, and how it has come to be liked or disliked 
· 4. Materiality: how movies or a kind of music is then imbued with a certain sense of meaning 
· 5. Subjectivity: you could argue it is opposite objectivity; it is about how we come to derive our own opinions, but it is also about how we decide upon how the opinions of others come to determine our own views 
· We can say then that taste has all these characteristics and it starts with a very basic question: how to judge art, whether something is beautiful or not
· David Hume makes a distinction between what he calls ‘facts’ and ‘sentiments’ 
· He might say the existence of this painting is a fact, but how we feel about this painting is sentiment 
· Sentiment doesn’t have truth value…it may be true to you but sentiments are not universally, or widely held 
· On the one hand we could say the question of whether something is beautiful or not is up to us; but on the other hand, Hume suggests that that may be well and good, but that the fact remains that some explanations of things are better than others; some people may be better than others at explaining why it is that something is or isn’t beautiful, he implies that those people are somehow at distance with bias (“good sense and a delicate imagination, free from prejudice”) 
· There exists for Hume almost like a marketplace 
· Hume acknowledges that even those people that have the ‘best explanations’ will never get universal agreement 
· Because this is the way taste operates different times and places have variations of standards of taste 
· The Oscars, The Grammys, The Nobel Prize, Oprah’s Book Club assess taste 
· Comics are now serious, they are now like art and with good reason 
· We come up with words for comics that don’t have the word comic in them: graphic novels 
· Although we have not come up with a definition for taste, we do come up with convincing explanations for taste that many will believe until a better one/more convincing one comes along  
· Immanuel Kant: he would say beauty is something that can be experienced by different people in different ways 
· We could never really develop a test to determine whether one’s taste is properly exercised 
· We cannot even say that a particular judgment of beauty can be seen as correct or incorrect; judgments are subjective 
· And at the same time, he also says we attempt to come up with some sort of universal agreement on things based on the concept that we all carry the same amount of cognitive capacity 
· If we want to have a category of art because we share the belief that some words of creative expression should be held up and analyzed we must share some sort of cognitive agreement on that which is great, we will have to come to some agreement on that which is great; and in doing so – making museums, galleries – even though that looks like we have agreed that there should be an institution that holds and displays and educates the public about art; for Kant, we will never be able to get over the fact that behind that agreement we’ll never come to universal agreement on what is great/beautiful 
· Debate between Hume and Kant stood strong for a while until things started changing: conditions of modernity – commodification, changed taste’s character 
· Veblen: “conspicuous consumption” 
· With the transformation works of art are mass produced; you can have the Mona Lisa on a t-shirt 
· With this, Veblen says that the purchasing of particular music, jewelry, clothes, etc. is the communication of status (taste is just the means for communicating/broadcasting status) 
· For example, you may know nothing about watches, but if you buy a certain brand you may be broadcasting your wealth, your status 
· Expression of taste is not just for internal development, but it is of the conspicuous broadcasting of who you are to others 
· Marx: “commodity fetishism” 
· We consume things which have a kind of symbolism, and that symbolism simply masks the conditions under which that thing has been produced (the relations of production) 
· Many of us may have Apple devices, those devices communicate a certain aesthetics sensibility (style, feeling of individuality, ‘I’m a Mac/PC ads’) 
· That expression/sentiment is built on the backs of exploited laborers in China 
· The expression of your taste then masks over your total ignorance of the relations of production 
· Adorno: “culture industry” 
· Talked about in discussion of Benjamin 
· A classically trained musician, a lover of highly difficult forms of music 
· Believed that in those difficult forms of music, in the complexity of that music draws the listener to a critical space which challenges the established work 
· The transformative power of art to raise consciousness 
· By mass producing and subjecting the conditions of art to the factory/caring about profits and trying to appeal to audiences, the makers of what we call popular culture make artistic works whose intention is to maintain the status quo; to distract from the potential transformative power of art and keep you in line 
· We may be able to come up with very elaborative description of how something like Jersey Shore caries great value, but the fact that it is produced by an institution whose goal is to keep you happy, spending and in line to maintain the status quo 
· More of a political view on aesthetics 
· Bourdieu: taste is a simple math equation 
· Social capital + economic capital +habitus = taste 
· Taste is made up in terms of three different things 
· Social capital and economic capital: if you grew up surrounded by people who went to art museums/hung out with artists/worked in the spheres of art you developed a certain vocabulary 
· If you were in an economic context in which you worked as an artist 
· Habitus: the trained social habits on how to behave 
· One of the ways in which class is marked off is based on behavior/trained social habits 
· Point: for Bourdieu, taste is a profoundly social phenomenon 
· What you like/how you talk about what you like is not unique to you 
· It is a product of how you have been taught 
· How to watch a movie, where to go see a movie, how to talk about a movie, etc. 
· Digitization of works allows access for a relatively low cost; now one doesn’t have to be part of a certain class group for access 
· This also allows criticism 
· The nature of taste has changed, and the way in which we talk about taste has changed with it 
· Look at Pitchfork website 
· Concept of ‘Alternative’ 
· Both mainstream and alternative carry particular connotations (it is opposite of the mainstream) 
· Generally, we can think about those connotations with an association with the mainstream (mass, conservative, conventional, commercial, comfortable, corporate, unreflective, industrial, non-confrontational, etc.) 
· The mainstream speaks to everyone, and since it has to speak to everyone it has to not offend everyone, so it must be conservative in its presentation to appeal to the widest audience 
· i.e. American Idol 
· By extension, we have that which is alternative (choice, free-wheeling, edgy, non-commercial, revolutionary, pensive, artistic, confrontational, etc.) 
· Golden Globes is positioned as the alternative to the Oscars 
· The alternative always has an idea of what the mainstream is 
· An important idea here that drives this is the overwhelming concern with the authentic; we don’t just make movies to make money, we make them to make art 
· We believe that our expression is somehow a different avenue into the authentic, that which is true, real and uncluttered by capital, profit and conformity 
· Case #1: Alternative News (rabble.ca) not there to sell advertising, an alternative to mainstream for giving news, own biases 
· What might have been independent at one time may now be mainstream (Juno, Foo Fighters, etc.) 
· Factors to consider:
· 1. Sites of consumption
· 2. Popular media 
· 3. The role of critics 
· 4. Opinion leaders (friends, family, social networks) 
· In any discussion of taste, there is this tension between the two ideas about taste: (1) taste being objective experience and (2) taste being a social product 
· The ways in which that tension is then communicated through the language of genres (dad rock, indie, bromances, chick flicks, etc.) as well as the numerous social institution structures that help to frame them as different from each other 

January 23rd: Embodiment 

Reading: Chapter 8 – Embodiment – Carolyn Marvin
· Two powerful instruments of communication: body and text.
· Body: our heat-seeking skin packages our biological rex extensa. 
· Text: whatever detaches the body from its message.
· Visual images too, can be thought of as texts that keep bodies at a distance.
· How do human societies develop and engage media?
· One view regards bodies as the stubborn, ineradicable foundation of human communication and a powerful underlying subject of all mediated communication.
· Proposes that bodies have modified texts in significant ways and have been importantly modified by them in return. 
· Bodily absence as a virtue is a central assumption of contemporary communication and greatly influences how we think about and organize social relations.
· By contrast, text is presumed to only have strong effects.
· Gesture is our general communication, however unthinkingly we may dismiss it.
· G. H. Mead: language as a vocal gesture (1934)
· Marvin argues that these are stubborn ideas.
· Robin Dunbar argued that spoken language arose to improve the efficiency of social grooming, the gestural communication of solidarity that cements social bonds for the survival of primate groups.
· Textualization is presented as overcoming the material and moral limitations of the human body. 
· All media ever mediate are bodies.
· Dramatization works to enhance the potency of the communicative body – clothes, masks, perfume, cosmetics, armor, and more are dramatizing media that take the communicative power of the physical body seriously and amplify its aura, the sense of its communicative presence.
· Textualization works by evacuating the body from communication and impoverishing this aura – it does not get rid of bodies so much as it covers up and disguises them, or attempts to turn them into texts. 
· The textual class is most entitled to shield and preserve the bodies of its members from physical hardship/danger.
· Images fall more often than written texts on the bodily end of the textual spectrum. 
· The more texts float free of the bodies that produce them, the higher their cultural standing and that of the bodies associated with them. 
· The popular bodies that command the greatest prestige are the very ones that have been most successfully transformed into texts.  
Lecture: Embodiment
· Protests- The way in which the body acts as communication 
· Body builders use their body to sculpt themselves and promote a certain image 
· Bodies- stretch, grown, tear, feel, bleed 
· Distinction between bodies and texts of bodies 
· Implicit assumption that communication is preoccupied with issues of representation 
· Bodies - lived experience 
· Texts - representation 
· The interpretation and analysis come from your head 
· Society believes that communication is strictly comes from the shoulders 
· Embodiment is the idea of giving something a body or putting a body on something 
· Embodiment gives “bodies” in their place in society 
· All of us have a body, but what that body means in society that we live varies. 
· Bodies express the materiality of social values 
· Embodiment asks us how the treatment of bodies communicate social values. Ones experience of sickness depends on how much money you have Ex. Hospitals: how many people you are in a room with, the food you receive 
· The difference of lived experience of bodies and the ones they communicate. 
· Embodiment- how you come to occupy your body is a bunch of social processes: 
· A) Occurs when a social acto embraces a set of dispositions, practises, and habitus 
· B) Occurs through the production of a “sensing being” 
· C) Is a profoundly social product. 
· Key: the history of communication is not the history of communication without bodies…but the history of the idea that communication can take place without bodies as technologies become more and more “like” people 
· This means that bodies now have to do more things because of the inherent ability to act like people 
· Descartes: on the one hand I have a clear and distinct idea of myself in so far as I am simply a thinking, non-extended thing [that is a mind], and on the other hand I have a distinct idea of body, in so far as this is simply an extended non-thinking thing, and accordingly it is certain that I am really distinct from my body and can exist without it. 
· I think and therefore I am 
· For Descartes: the body is passive- puppet master 
· Waste of time is thus the first and in principle the deadliest of sins. The span of human life is infinitely short and precious to make sure of one’s own election. Lots of time through sociability, table talk luxury, even more sleep that is necessary for health is worthy of absolute condemnation. – Max Weber 
· The body comes to be renormalized, it takes discipline into daily routines 
· The history of communication is not about the continued manor of communication without bodies. 
· By the middle of the 20th century we got a rethinking of what the body means. Simon de Beauvoir argues that while there may be differences between women and men but the only reason why we give these differences any significance is because we’ve come to privilege biology over other ways of thinking about bodies. 
· What we get is a set of arguments is the way we think about the body is socially constructed 
· Things such as the occupy movements; street protests are part of masses of bodies. Botox involves the injection of toxins into the body to take away wrinkles to make one young – body building. All these example have one thing in common – body 
· Bodies do lots of things that we take for granted; bodies stretch, grab, touch, contort, they are sculpted, they bleed, they can be adorned, they can be dressed up, they can be broken, they can be living, they can be dead. And yet, many of us don’t think of what the body does or some might argue the ways in which we have come to think of our bodies have disconnected us form the knowledge of what our bodies is for. 
· The experience of taking something like Botox or birth control or Viagra - in communication we have come to make a distinction between body and text about body, there is a tendency to think about communication as the dissemination or transfer of text from one person to another. There is an 
· Implicit assumption that communication is something that is brain to brain of exchange. Communication is preoccupied with issues of representation 
· Embodiment: the act of giving something a body or putting a body on something 
· Embodiment gives “bodies” their place in society 
· It is fair to say that all of us have a body but that what that body means in the society that we live in is different. We are all the same in the fact that we have a body but different because some bodies are colored, some bodies are obese, some bodies are disables and what those bodies mean in our society is what embodiment means 
· Embodiment asks us how does the treatment of bodies communicate social values 
· Embodiment occurs as a series of social process 
· Embodiment occurs when a social actor embraces a set of dispositions, practices and habitus 
· Occurs through the production of a “sensing” being 
· Embodiment is profoundly a social product 
· Key: the history of communication is not the history of communication without bodies….but the history of the idea that communication can take place without bodies as technologies become more and more ‘like’ people 
· The way we think about the body and the body’s experience is socially constructed 
· Anatamo-politics: body centered as a machine, its disciplining, the optimization of its capabilities, the exhortation of its forces, the parallel increase in the usefulness and its utility, its integration into systems of efficient and economic controls 
· Biopolitics: the body imbued with the mechanisms of life and serving as the basis of the biological processes; propagation, births and mortality, the level of health, life expectancy and longevity 
· Panopticom –a prison designed by Jeremy Bentham in which one could watch over the prisoners without the prisoners knowing they are being watched 
· When we think about communication less as text as representation of bodies, then it draws attention towards the actual real bodies in real spaces. 
January 30th: Affect

Reading: Michael Hardt – Affective Labor
· Affective labor is itself and directly the constitution of communities and collective subjectivities.
· Theoretical frameworks that have brought together Marx and Freud have conceived of affective labor using terms such as desiring production. 
· These analyses reveals the processes whereby our laboring practices produce collective subjectivities, produce sociality, and ultimately produce society itself.
· This is the primary point of this essay: Although affective labor has never been entirely outside of capitalist production, the processes of economic post modernization that have been in course for the past 25 years have positioned affective labor in a role that is not only directly productive of capital but at the very pinnacle of the hierarchy of laboring forms. Affective labor is one face of what he will call “immaterial labor” which has assumed a dominant position with respect to the other forms of labor in the global capitalist economy.
· Post Modernization 
· It has now become common to view the succession of economic paradigms in the dominant capitalist countries since the middle ages in three distinct moments:
· First, in which agriculture and the extraction of raw materials dominated the economy.
· Second, in which industry and the manufacture of durable goods occupied the privileged position.
· Third, and current, in which providing services and manipulating information are at the heart of economic production.
· Economic modernization named the passage from the first paradigm to the second, from the dominance of agriculture to that industry. Modernization meant industrialization. We might call the passage from the second paradigm to the third, from the domination of industry to that of services and information, a process of economic post modernization, or rather, informatization.   
· The process of modernization and industrialization transformed and redefined all the elements of the social plane.
· Society itself was gradually industrialized even to the point of transforming human relations and human nature. Society became a factory.
· Humanity and its soul are produced in the very processes of economic production. The processes of becoming human and the nature of the human itself were fundamentally transformed into the qualitative shift of modernization.
· Industrial production is not longer expanding its dominance over other economic forms and social phenomena. 
· A symptom of this shift is manifest in terms of quantitative changes in employment. Whereas the processes of modernization were indicated by a migration of labor from agriculture and mining (the primary sector) to industry (the secondary), the processes of post modernization or informatization are recognized through the migration from industry to service jobs, a shift that has taken place in the dominant capitalist countries. 
· Just as the industrial revolution transformed agriculture and made it more productive, so too the informational revolution will transform industry, redefining and rejuvenating manufacturing processes – through the integration, for example, of information networks within industrial processes. 
· As industries are transformed, the division between manufacturing and services is becoming blurred. Just as through the process of modernization all production became industrialized, so too through the process of post modernization all production tends toward the production of services, toward becoming informationalized. 
· For the subordinated countries, the collapse of modernization means first of all the industrialization can no longer be seen as the key to economic advancement and competition.
· Competition for the middle-level positions in the global hierarchy is conducted in large part not through the industrialization but the informatization of production. Large countries with varied economies can support simultaneously all varieties of productive processes: information-based production of services, modern industrial production of goods, and traditional handicraft, agricultural, and mining production. 
· All of the forms of production exist within the networks of the world market and under the domination of the informational production of services.
· Immaterial Labor
· The passage toward and informational economy involves necessarily a change in the quality of labor and the nature of laboring processes.
· Information, communication, knowledge, and affect come to play a foundational role in the production process.
· A first aspect of this transformation is recognized by many in terms of the change in factory labor – using the auto industry as a central point of reference – from the Fordist model to the Toyotist model. The primary structural change between these models involves the system of communication between the production and consumption of commodities, that is, the passage of information between the factory and the market. The Fordist model constructed a relatively “mute” relationship between production and consumption. The mass production of standardized commodities in the Fordist era could count on an adequate demand and tus has little need to “listen” closely to the market. 
· Toyotism is based on an inversion of the Fordist structure of communication between production and consumption.
· Ideally, according to this model, the production planning will communicate with markets constantly and immediately.  Factories will maintain zero stock and commodities will be produced just in time, according to the present demand and the existing markets. This model thus involves not simply a more rapid feedback loop but and inversion of the relationship because, at least in theory, the productive decision actually comes after and in reaction to the market decision. 
· One might say that instrumental action and communicative action have become intimately interwoven and informationalized industrial processes.
· The service sectors of the economy present a richer model of productive communication. Most services are indeed based on the continual exchange of information and knowledges. 
· Since the production of services results in no material and durable good, we might define the labor involved in this production as immaterial labor – that is, labor that produces an immaterial good, such as a service, knowledge, or communication.
· The increasingly extensive use of computers has tended progressively to redefine laboring practices and relations.
· One novel aspect of the computer is that it can continually modify its own operation through its use. 
· Today, as general social knowledge becomes ever more a direct force of production, we increasingly think like computers, and the interactive model of communication technologies becomes more and more central to our laboring activities. 
· Robert Reich calls this type of immaterial labor “symbolic-analytical services” – tasks that involve problem solving, problem identifying, and strategic brokering activities. This type of labor claims the highest value and thus Reich identifies it as the key to competition in the new global economy. 
· The other face of immaterial labor is the affective labor of human contact and interaction. This is the aspect of immaterial labor that economists such as Reich are less likely to talk about but that seems to Hardt the more important aspect, the binding element. Health services, for example, rely centrally on caring and affective labor, and the entertainment industry and the various culture industries are likewise focused on the creation and manipulation of affects. 
· This labor is immaterial, even if it is corporeal and affective, in the sense that its products are intangible: a feeling of ease, well-being, satisfaction, excitement, passion – even a sense of connected-ness or community. 
· Affective labor is better understood by beginning from what feminist analyses of “women’s work” have called “Labor in the bodily mode.”
· What affective labor produces are social networks, forms of community, biopower.
· One might recognize once again that the instrumental action of economic production has merged with the communicative action of human relations. 
· Feminist analyses in particular have long recognized the social value of caring labor, kin work, nurturing, and maternal activities. 
· As a component of immaterial labor, affective labor has achieved a dominant position of the highest value in the contemporary informational economy.
· Basically, we can distinguish three types of immaterial labor that drive the service sector at the top of the informational economy:
· The first is involved in an industrial production that has been informationalized and has incorporated communication technologies in a way that transforms the industrial production process itself. 
· The second is the immaterial labor of analytical and symbolic tasks, which itself breaks down into creative and intelligent manipulation, on one hand, and routine symbolic tasks, on the other. 
· The third type of immaterial labor involves the production and manipulation of affects and requires (virtual or actual) human contact and proximity. 
· These are the three types of labor that drive the post modernization of informationalization of the global economy. 
· Biopower 
· Biopower is the power of the creation of life; it is the production of collective subjectivities, sociality, and society itself.
· What is created in the networks of affective labor is a form-of-life.
· When Foucault discusses biopower, it is patria potestas, the right of the father over the life and death of his children and servants. More important, biopower is the power of the emerging forces of governmentality to create, manage, and control populations – the power to manage life.
· This political passage toward the contemporary phase of biopower corresponds to the economic passage of capitalist post modernization in which immaterial labor has been cast in the dominant position. 
· In the creation of value and production of capital, what is central to the production of life, that is, the creation, management, and control of populations. This Foucauldian view of biopower, however, only poses the situation from above, as the prerogative of a sovereign power. 
· The first fact we see when we adopt this perspective is that the labor of biopolitical production is strongly configured as gendered labor.  
· A current of ecofeminism, for example, employs the term biopolitics to refer to the political of the various forms of biotechnology that are imposed by transnational corporations on populations and environments, primarily in subordinated regions of the world. 
· Women and nature are dominated together, but they also work together in a cooperative relationship, against the assault of biopolitical technologies, to produce and reproduce life. 
· The caring labor involved in maternal work has proven to be an extremely rich terrain for the analysis of biopolitical production. 
· Biopolitical production here consists primarily in the labor involved in the creation of life – not the activities of procreation but the creation of life precisely in the production and reproduction of affects.
· Affective labor, in this sense, is ontological – it reveals living labor constituting a form of life and thus demonstrates again the potential of biopolitical production. 
· This biopolitical context is precisely the ground for an investigation of the productive relationship between affect and value.
· On one hand, affective labor, the production and reproduction of life, has become firmly embedded as a necessary foundation for capitalist accumulation and patriarchal order. 
· On the other hand, however, the production of affects, subjectivities, and forms of life present an enormous potential for autonomous circuits of valorization, and perhaps for liberation.  
Lecture: Affect
· Otherwise known as feelings or emotions
· Affect can be seen as a continuation of embodiment (thinking about the relationship between the mind and the body)
· There are three questions that can be asked when dealing with affect:
· 1) What is the relationship between communication and feeling
· 2) Why are we interested in affect now
· 3) What are the various ways in which we can think about social life as affect
· Attention to affect is a recent phenomenon which is primarily concerned with emotion
· It refers to the state of being/mood
· It is also the bodily manifestation of those state of minds; disposition towards things
· Personal or intimate experiences that go on inside you; outward expression of that intimate thing 
· One can argue that all kinds of communication are affective – the way we speak and respond to each other is based on how we feel
· We can also argue that all advertising touches on feelings – how we feel about a product drives us to purchase it or not
· Examples to show that all communication is affective include post-structuralism; communication = psychology
· An attention to affect is a strategy that draws attention to a constructed nature of emotions that how we feel about things is in part that we have been taught to feel that way about them.
· Affect draws attention to the political realm; and also draws attention to the fact that feelings and emotions are a window in which we can make sense of social behavior
· Affects are responses to external stimuli

February 6th: Race and Gender

Reading: Chapter 9 – Raced - Judith Martin and Thomas Nakayama
· There are at least 3 ways to view the relationship between communication and race:
1) Racial histories and demographics inform and reflect communication behavior.
· A first view of communication as raced examines how racial characteristics inform communication habits.
· With whom we communicate, when we communicate with them, and how much we communicate with others follows largely racialized formations.
· This research exposes the underlying racial hierarchy and describes how the connection between race and communication for white people largely goes unrecognized. 
· A study of student communication at a multiracial campus: Those students (like most individuals) largely communicate with others in their own social group, despite living in an increasingly multiracial/multiethnic society.
· Individuals do not, however, simply choose to communicate with members of a particular racial or ethnic group.
· Instead, these communication patters reflect larger social organizing about where racial groups predominantly live and the kinds of workplace encounters they are likely to have, as well as the leisure aspects of our racialized society.
· In short, the authors argue that it is imperative to place our communication practices within the context of a highly racialized society in order to better understand everyday communication practices. 
2) The conceptualization and study of communication is raced – historically and contemporaneously.
· A second view suggests that the very study of communication is raced. 
· From its origins of 5th century BCE Greece, the study of communication (then called rhetoric) focused almost exclusively o the communication patterns of those in power. 
· Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, and others were interested in empowering Greek and Roman citizens, although ignoring the ways that communication might help slaves, women, and other noncitizens advocate for their interests, needs, and desires.
· The practice and study of communication was by and for those already empowered in society.
· This elitism was not easily translated into the development of communication studies in the US.
· The drive for democratic participation is society was a major motive for the development of “speech” courses for those students who did not come from privileged backgrounds.
· This democratic drive was marked by the racialized society in which it occurred. 
· When the then-new land-grant institutions were established by the 1862 Morrill Act, public speaking was taught mainly to empower its white male students – mainly from farming families and other non-elite backgrounds – to participate in democratic institutions.
· Anthropologists have recognized anthropology as currently one of the “least integrated or whitest professions”
· Shanklin goes on to explore the implications of this whiteness – that anthropology delivers “inchoate messages about anthropological understanding of race and racism in introductory texts and that anthropologists do not participate actively in public discussion”
· The accrediting Council for Education in the field of journalism and mass communication notes that the standard failed most frequently in accreditation in this discipline – Standard 12 – is that which calls for racial integration of faculty and students and the inclusion of women.
· The second most failed standard is Standard 3, which calls for diversity in curriculum.  
3) The field of communication is raced.  
· Institutional data shows that the majority of students at university are white, along with the majority of students in communication programs.
· Set against the number of minority students, the predominance of white students highlights the disparity. 
· Their point is not simply that communication has many more white students than its general demographics would indicate, but to question the ways in which the study of communication continues to empower white people, while at the same time unwittingly remaining unresponsive to the needs of the rest of society. 
· Ashcraft and Allen argue that introductory textbooks are one important venue for understanding the ways that race functions in the communication discipline, in that they “disseminate a field’s canon of knowledge” and socialize graduate students and faculty members who teach from them. 
· A&A’s content analysis of organizational communication textbooks led to the identification of the following themes in the treatment of race:
· A) Race is a separate, singular concept that is relevant only under certain circumstances.
· B) Race is relevant insofar as it involves cultural differences, which can be identified, valued, and managed to improve organizational performance. 
· C) All cultural differences are synonymous with international variations. 
· D) Racial discrimination is a function of cultural bias, interpersonal misunderstandings, organizational failure to manage cultural differences, and disproportionate demographics. 
· The common thread here is the focus on communication at the individual level, with little regard for the larger contexts in which power and historical relations might enter. In a reflection of ancient Greek concerns about communication, we can see that contemporary communication concerns center around ways to help white people deal with racial difference, whether for organizational effectiveness, interpersonal effectiveness, or managing differences. 
· A communication study clearly is the service of white peoples at the expense of racial others. 
· As long as we ignore race or work primarily to serve the needs of white Americans, our undergraduate communication majors, graduate students, and the faculty will become increasingly isolated from engaging contemporary social issues, whether in health care, education, business, or elsewhere. 
· It is only by “examining the racial roots of our own field, we take a significant step toward understanding how organizing is deeply raced.”
· CRTNET – A particular discussion that focused on travel grants provided to students of color to attend the NCA annual convention. Several discussants strenuously objected to these grants and questioned the ethics of awarding grants on the basis of race. 
· On the surface, those arguing against travel grants frame the issue in terms of equity and fairness – why should some conference attendees be awarded travel grants solely on the basis of ethnicity or race? However, viewed in the larger historical context of race relations within our discipline, this argument reflects a coded communication practice, termed “whitespeak” which not only excludes by ignoring the larger issues, but also creates community, through white bonding. 
· This kind of community – as a scholarly, academic community – can only fail in its attempts to build itself on that racialized foundation. 
· Our call then, is to envision communication in another way, with a different agenda and future. As we move toward living in a more racially diverse society, as well as a more globally oriented world, a discipline that remains racially segregated risks its own viability. 
· As an academic discipline, we risk our profession and our field if we continue to ignore the significance of race and the role of race in society.
· If communication scholars cannot or will not begin to contribute to a better understanding of the importance of communication in a racialized society, it will be increasingly difficult to argue that communication studies is central to the mission of most universities and colleges, as many emphasize serving social and community needs.
Lecture: Race and Gender
· Who are you? 
· Male? Female? 
· Transgender? 
· Canadian? 
· White? 
· Disabled? 
· How do you know who you are 
· How does being you might react to things that you see or hear? 
· Identity: 
· Who we are 
· How we communicate with others 
· And the way that others communicate to us who we think they are 
· Questions about identity have become overtime a powerful form of intellectual critique 
· What do these questions have to do with the study of communication 
· A discussion about identity is a: 
· Discussion about experience 
· What does it mean to go through life as you… 
· Discussion about differences: 
· What does it mean to be different? 
· To be treated different because you are a woman, black, first nations
· Discussion about oppression: 
· That you feel that you are treated differently because who you are- the opportunities that are afforded to you and those that are not because who you are 
· Discussion about biology: 
· Sexuality 
· Discussion about determinism: 
· Why did this happen 
· Biology is the determinant of your behavior 
· Features of your identity determine your pathway through social life 
· Fair pay, maternity leave, desegregation, voting rights, recognition of gay marriage 
· 1960’s conscious raising about women’s right 
· At the heart of consciousness raising is the rise of liberalism 
· Liberal Institutions are based on equality- they are governed by the same rules. People who created rules of equality were all white men, not everyone was equal- African Americans + women couldn’t vote 
· With consciousness raising all liberal institutions can do is give certain group tokens… 
· But doesn’t mean we are all treated the same way- Just because you say its fair doesn’t mean it is 
· In the case of race and gender, there has been an explicity biological determinism 
· Race is a system of categoration that classifies populations by reference to physical attributes such as skin color and other perceived bodily distinctions. An implication of such a system is that different races inherit common behavioral and emotional traits. 
· Provided justification for: 
· Slavery 
· Land appropriated 
· Interment 
· Segreation 
· Eugenics 
· Apartheid 
· Holocaust 
· Judith Butler: 
· Gender is in no way a stable identity or locus of agency from which various acts proceed: rather is it an identity tenuously constituted in time- an identity instituted through a stylized repletion of acts. Further, gender is instituted through the stylization of the body and hence, must be understood as the mundane way in which bodily gestures, movements, and enactments of various kinds constituted the illusion of an abiding gendered self. This formulation moves from the conception of gender off the ground of a substantial model of identity to one that requires a conception of a constituted social temporality. Significantly, if gender is instituted through acts in which are internally discontinuous, then the appearance of substance is precisely that, a constructed identity, a performative accomplishment, which the mundane social audience, including the actors themselves, come to believe and to perform in the mode of belief. 
· Gender is something you perform- you’ve been taught to play this roll over and over again 
· A woman writes with her body, a man writes with her hand 
· The difference is a good thing 
· The media are not the only powerful source of ideas about race. They are a place where these ideas are articulated, worked on, transformed, and elaborated- Stuart Hall 
· Critique of media is not that different from liberal institutions 
· People that own the media are the same as these institutions- white males
· Modes of representation: 
· Minorities as invisible 
· Minorities as stereotypes 
· Minorities are a problem 
· Minorities as white washed 
· Minorities as adornments 
· The media of communication serve to communicate and perpetuate assumptions about race and gender.
February 13th: Techne 
Reading: Chapter 11 – Techne – Jonathan Sterne
· Communication is a special form of action. To use an antiquated phrase, it is a practical art, or rather a set of practical arts.
· Techne is a Greek word, and it is addressed in the writings of many of the ancient Greek thinkers. To be fair, the word’s connotation is somewhat ambiguous depending on whom you read and which text you choose. 
· Aristotle most famously designated techne as practical art and practical knowledge. For him, techne meant both the process of producing things in the world and the capacity or knowledge of contingency – practical knowledge – that allows and accounts for that production.
· Heidegger writes that techne “reveals whatever does not bring itself forth and does not yet lie before us, whatever can look and turn out now one way and now another.”
· Creation and contingency are central to how we should understand techne. A simple example would be a musicians “technique,” which describes the practical sense that she brings to her instrument and the actual process through which she plays it. A musician’s technique encompasses both her actual movements and the practical, embodied knowledge she brings to the instrument. 
· First, techne is embodied knowledge, not formal or logical knowledge. Techne is meant to be distinguished from abstract knowledge, which Aristotle called episteme. Episteme designates the realm of formal theory, scientific knowledge, of facts and ideas. To extend the musician metaphor, the ability to play a song that rocks or to perform a masterful interpretation of Bach’s cello etudes is a form of techne, because it demonstrates the unfolding of a sensibility. To be sure, this sensibility is cultured. 
· Thus, techne bridges the chasm between possibility and actuality: it indexes both what the musician actually does and what he or she might do, or even what he or she is capable of doing or willing to do. Techne refers both to action and the conditions of possibility for action. 
· Formal knowledge is also cultured, but it is knowledge that requires thought, memory, formal learning, action, or recollection. Episteme has no necessary connection to what one does or can do. It is knowledge for the sake of knowledge. The object and purpose of episteme are different from those of techne: the former is knowing about, the latter is embodied knowledge. 
· Techne has, in our time, given way to two terms that designate some of the most important aspects of communication: technique and technology. Both terms share with techne an ambiguity between the actual and the possible and the dual connotation of practical knowledge and practical acts. 
· Communication is an art about which people gain practical knowledge. 
· Techne designates not only the skills of people who we might say have special talents, but rather the talents and styles of communication embodied in each person. 
· Pierre Bourdieu: argues that social life is built up from “practical logics” that do not necessarily follow the rules of formal reason but rather have a logic of their own. 
· All this is to suggest that although the techne of communication is intensely personal and stylized, it is also intensely social. 
· Erving Goffman (1963), who famously demonstrated that while norms and stigmas are intensely social, it is up to each individual to negotiate them effectively and creatively. 
· Descriptively, an approach to communication as techne demands that we examine what people actually do when they are communicating – not what they say they are doing or what they think they are doing, but what they do. 
· Bourdieu and his notion of practical logic: In casual conversation, each gesture or turn of phrase is not consciously willed or considered. Rather, it comes out of repertoire or sensibility developed by the people involved. 
· In most examples of communication, the “communicative” part consists of actions taken by people or machines located in some kind of social network. 
· Marx’s famous adage that people make history but in conditions not of their own making. 
· Bourdieu’s notion of habitus: the “nonspontaneous principle of spontaneity” attempts to explain how apparently spontaneous action is rooted in learned, embodied social tendencies. 
· Michel Foucault’s notion of a “diagram” of social relations that makes possible the interactions in a prison, a school, or a confessional similarly partakes of Aristotle’s useful ambiguity between an event and its possibility in techne.
· Bourdieu and Foucault situate actual events within a broader terrain of conditions of possibility. They are both interested in the rules of the social game.
· Noam Chomsky’s notion of a “generative grammar” that exists in people’s minds prior to the acquisition of language.
· Language as a techne, an art that produces something in the world and requires a practical sense. 
· The concept of communication as techne also requires us to rethink the relationships we posit between bodies and technologies. 
· Machines and technological systems are the extension of the logic of possibility, practical knowledge, and realized action hidden in techne because they are essentially crystallized sets of repeatable activities and relationships. 
· Communication technologies are nothing more and nothing less than collectivized, amalgamated (combined), and routinized techniques of communication. 
· Technologies are structured by human practices so that they may, in turn, structure human practices. 
· People use cameras to see for them; telephones, microphones, and magnetic pickups to hear for them; speakers to sing, speak and serenade for them; and electric lights to supplement their limited powers of sight. 
· In some cases, a word encompasses both people and machines. 
· An interesting contemporary example is computer. Computers were once individuals or groups of people employed to make calculations. Now the term applies to general-purpose calculating machines. 
· Publishing, public speaking, or recording all invoke related but different sets of techniques, relations, and institutions. 
· Plato in the Phaedrus (1961): Writing is the first true technology of communication.
· Mumford writes: “There is a vital connection between all physical movement and speech” (1966). Speech is one technique of the body among many. But for Mumford, spoken language is also intimately related to tool use through the process of standardization, because they followed the same historical pattern. 
· Standardization is defined as best technical application consentual wisdom inclusive of processes for selection in making appropriate choices for ratification coupled with consistent decisions for maintaining obtained standards. Standardization is the ability to realize in practice, immediately as well as in the long run, a set of methods and conditions that make possible repeated high performances.
· Language and tool use are part of a shared human history of techne. Communication requires both language and technology – and both are forms of techne.
· We should conceive of communication as techne because the most important parts of communication are precisely the unthought-of second natures of technique and technology. Communication as techne highlights the two most important aspects of communication today: the widespread use of technology in conjunction with other forms of interaction and the simultaneously social and habitual forms of interaction that make up modern life. 
Lecture: Techne
· There is a relationship between the recent development and protests
· Academic use determinism as a way to express why things happen and how things change 
· Technology combines two concepts – techne and logos 
· Logos refers to knowledge; and techne is the application of that knowledge
· Technology refers to the practical application of knowledge in a particular area 
· We can also think of technology as a capability given by the practical application of knowledge – a battery saving technology (our computers now have the capacity to run on batteries for a very long time) 
· We can also think of technology as a manner of completing a task using technical processes or methods 
· We can think of technology as specialized aspects of a particular endeavour – educational technology (the belief that power point is a technology that improves learning) 
· The concept of techne and logos combine knowledge and action, thinking and applying, knowing and doing. 
· Technology and the application of technical knowledge is part of the belief that we as humans are incomplete beings and there are many things that technology do for us which we cannot do for ourselves 
· At one time, the word ‘technology’ referred to a “how to guide”. We now think of technology with a far less appreciation of how they are made or how they become 

February 27th: Celebrity and Social Status 

Lecture: Celebrity and Social Status
· Take for example the Oscars (last night) – most people adjust their schedules to watch the show, the red carpet special and marvel at the stars. For people, the Oscars are a place to feel and belong among stars. 
· What to talk about today: The notion in which we think about celebrities has changed, we can think of celebrities as communicating certain aspects of social values back to us and also how celebrities communicate themselves. 
· At the heart of any discussion about celebrity is a discussion about social status – we are interested about celebrities in communication because celebrity is a means by which we can think about how social status is communicated 
· Our interest in celebrity as academics stems from a sociological interest in social status – how social status is distributed 
· One can see that all species divide up themselves according to different types of status – for example we have queen bees and worker bee. Status determines one’s pathway in that ranking 
· One of the ways in which we divide the world according to social status is by class – upper class, middle class (Max Weber makes the argument that being part of a particular class determines your pathway – opens some doors, closes some doors) 
· The word celebrity has an interesting history – it comes from the Latin word that means celebrate which signifies a big event. The word celebrity changes by the 1970s from something that was an event to something that is an individual. Now it refers to state of being famous, the state of notoriety.
· Thinking about celebrity is asking the question how some people achieve the status of celebrity. What do people do to become famous and what does that say about the society that grants them that fame? 
· In general we can say that there are 2 different ways in which become celebrities: 
· Have your celebrity status ascribed to you –people who are famous because they have been given. For example – prince harry is a celebrity because he is part of a dynasty. Ascribed celebrities are famous because they belong to or are associated with famous 
· Achieved or accomplish – people do something and it is more important than what has been done before. Brad Pitt is a good actor and has achieved his significant success. 
· Of course we can achieve celebrity status by not necessarily doing right things – the Norwegian killer, Monica Lewinsky. 
· Lots of small social circles have their own celebrities which may be recognized by people in their circle – for examples opera singers could be recognized by opera listeners and other opera performers but live a fairly reasonable life. They are considered as celebrities within their small group of people 
· We can think about celebrity as 2 different ways of achieving class 
· How do we explain certain behavior in celebrity? 
· Historical argument: achieved status has become the more prominent way of being famous than ascribed status and this is a recently new development. In pre-industrial society, one became a celebrity by their access to the divine (for example - the King claims that he represents the divine on the earth and everyone who was part of his family was viewed as divine). The same thing can be said for organized religion. Our conception of celebrity is a modern phenomenon and is a symbol of the impact of democracy that anyone can be famous. The rise of celebrity comes with the decline of other institutions that once made claim to the divine. Since we live in a secular world in which there is a divide between religion and culture, we have come to see celebrities as idols. What was once a status that was ascribed primarily from ones access to the divine has now changed to one’s achievements and that is linked to modernity and to the decline of systems that once made access to the divine.
· Critical argument: celebrity is the product of manufacturing by capitalist modernity and the entertainment industry. In Adorno’s piece on culture industry, he says the culture industry produces and manufactures stars. During his time, there was the Hollywood star system an the way that works was that there were 6 films companies and an actor would sign up to be part of those studios – for example, an actor signs up with Warner Bros for 7 years and they could do whatever they want with him (e.g. – place him in whatever role they think he will be good in; entirely at the mercy of the studio). And then the studio would manufacture the actor’s identity by giving news about the actor’s private life to tabloids. The belief was that if they spread more information about the actor to the public at large, it would drive them to the movie theatres. If we see celebrities in this term, then we draw attention to the economic and structural aspect of which celebrities to market them. 
· Social/ textual argument: celebrities show other people about social relations that keep us together. Celebrities play social roles that exist outside the world of popular entertainment. 
· Mediatic argument: a celebrity’s identity is a reflection of the medium in which what that celebrity has achieved. There is a difference in the way we look at a TV star, or a movie star or even a music star. Some people make the argument that film celebrity is constructed about individuality while TV celebrity is constructed about familiarity because you invite these people into your home so we think we are somehow familiar with them. Some people argue that music stars are constructed around the ideas of authenticity. And in the case of sports, people tend to build the construction on the idea of achievement. Some people argue now that the notion of celebrity is all of these 4 divisions packed together and that each celebrity’s communication of their own status highlights different elements of these divisions. 
March 5th: Participation

Reading: Chapter 17 – Political Participation – Todd Kelshaw
· Likely you think of political participation as some kind of potentially empowering democratic activity set within a particular sphere, which overlaps with “public” and diverges from “private.” In other words, you may view political participation as one kind of contextualized communication that sometimes you do and sometimes – that is, most of the time – you don’t do. 
· Certainly, this conception is useful because it allows us to embody civil society in special kinds of talk that observably affect public policymaking: deliberation, debate, dialogue, rhetoric, and so on. 
· Kelshaw’s goal here is to inflate this bounded conception of political participation and, centrally, to assert that, in essence, all communication is consequential involvement in political relationships, processes, and structures. 
· Kelshaw’s major idea is that the mundane interaction of day-to-day life is just as political (if not as obviously and conscientiously) as any extraordinary public act, at least in the sense that both have consequences beyond their seemingly discreet spheres.  
· First, communication is relational and participatory.
· As Roberts and Bavelas (1996) trace them, dominant assumptions about where meaning resides have shifted in recent decades from in words, to in words and their context, to in the speaker’s intention, and finally, to in between interlocutors. The “in between” is entirely a relational notion that characterizes communication as an interactive process rather than as a merely active thing. 
· Stanley Deetz’s (1994) commentary on the future of the discipline – asserts the new approach’s importance by fleshing out implications of the shift from an expressive to a constitutive (basic, essential) take. 
· The former sees communication as a means of information dissemination and control.
· In so doing, it ignores complex psychological, sociological, and economic undercurrents of heterogeneous societies while supporting the “reality” of dominant ideological traditions and the social groups that benefit from them. 
· Kelshaw draws on Deetz’s idea that paying attention to such dynamics may help us better reflect and respond as we engage with others, thereby contributing to a world made more by collaborative management of contradictions than by domination and consent. 
· There is an important and rudimentary condition of our relational bonds with others: our participation.
· Everything we do is inherently communicative, which means that our behaviors arise from and contribute to our experiential worlds. 
· Regardless of social disparities among participants, no one ever has total communicative control – not the dictator, the professor, the parent, co-op editor, nor the boss. There are too many converging dynamics within the spaces between us. 
· Second, relationships are negotiations of values, marked by stake and power.
· Relationships manifest dynamically imbalanced forces and are thus ever changing.
· This idea applies to relationships ranging from those with formal status differences (e.g., manager/laborer, teacher/student, landlord/tenant) to those that we might swear up and down are equal partnerships (e.g., some friendships and romances) and simple power-free neutralities (e.g., anonymous and zero-history relationships among fellow bus passengers).
· With relatively formal, hierarchical relationships, we are more likely to perceive a kind of stable imbalance, insofar as we presume inequities to be hardwired as obvious power currencies (like the promotion that your boss dangles before you).
· In informal, non-hierarchical relationships – we are likely not to notice systematic inequities. This is because heir currencies are less recognizable and the dynamics are more subtle and fluid. 
· In these informal, non-hierarchical relationships, we are likely to think of power “problems” – slights, fights, and the like – as anomalous (bizarre, peculiar), discrete, maybe even sweep-it-under-the-rug events.  
· All relationships experience the playing-out and shifting and multilayered power disparities. 
· If we view meaning as made within our interactions, then it follows that interactions are dynamic, creative processes.
· Our only constant is our mutual yet imbalanced and fluctuating (changing, altering) forcefulness. 
· What we instead tussle over are the unfixed premises of our beings as people: values. Everything we understand is, in measures, good, bad, right, wrong, beautiful, ugly, funny, somber, important, trivial… These understandings not only accompany our senses of everything we know, they are our senses of everything we know, and they guide us moment by moment. 
· Since everything we know is relationally made, relationships may be defined in this way: as negotiations of values that gird personal and social ethical frameworks and – in effect – make us who we are in light of others.
· Humanity, it follows, is an organic network of persuasive power in which staked values are continually inscribed, enforced, and transformed. In every interaction, we illuminate and confront certain moral preferences. 
· Not that the persuasive power in which we stake our values is itself a manifestation of values, having currency only if our resources are things that we imbue with fear, want, need, or whatever. 
· So communication is a process of persuasive evaluation and evaluative persuasion that continually spirals – and sometimes tumbles – in on itself.
· Third, such negotiations occur in both private (interpersonal) and public (societal) contexts, which are inextricably braided. Value negotiations on local and societal levels are intertwined.
· The larger point thus far is that communication is inevitable persuasive, even if our levels of reflection, intentionality, and assertiveness vary. It is through these persuasive transactions that we build and rebuild our humanistic worlds, which are appropriately understood as fluid and complex systems of power-laden relationships.
· In local settings, we interact with varying qualities. These variations may be laid out on a continuum. On one end, we fulfill social roles for each other in generic contexts, enacting and reacting to acceptably decorous scripts.
· We communicate in ways that affiliate and differentiate us according to our senses of often-overlapping cultural memberships (e.g., the two female students sitting next to each other in an otherwise all male class). 
· The other end of the continuum finds us interacting not in measurable and scripted social roles, but as unique persons capable of reflecting and responding in dialogic ways. 
· As we move fluidly through these varied modes, we enact and reproduce different ethical versions of ourselves.
· In an age of ever-expanding technologies and media, our mass discourses defy regional, temporal, and cultural confines, plugging us into more-complicated arrays of relationships and understandings. 
· In these arrays, we encounter and contribute to multiple overlapping and ethical frameworks.
· Communication as Political Participation
· Kelshaw: “Politics, in my definition, lives in those innumerable openings and intersections of interpersonal and societal relating.”
· Politics is our universal condition. It is brought into life when we interact, confront others’ ethics and our own, and forge senses of each other and ourselves in relation to broader social groups.
· Even when political matters gain our attention, they tend to do so in ways that abstract themselves from our everyday experiences on the job, in the home, or wherever our “real lives” take us.
· This essay’s biggest point is that we – meaning all of us – are always participants in encompassing political relationships, processes, and structures, all of which exceed formal jurisdictions. 
· This is true, by default, of our constant communicative involvement with others, regardless of whether our immediate government is dictatorial (in which we believe we are not allowed to be political), republican (in which we celebrate our choice whether to exercise certain political rights).
· Being political is not a prohibited thing, a choice, or an obligation; it is a condition. 
· The root question is not whether we choose or have the power to behave politically, but whether we recognize the political consequences of our minute-to-minute interactions.
· Our personal value systems are reconstructed in these minute-to-minute interactions, and they bleed into and out of larger societal value systems. 
· In Kelshaw’s conception, the private and the public are not distinct spheres, either detached or overlapping. They are one and the same.
· Kelshaw: “Reflect on how we are affecting each other and what values are transpiring between us.”
· The prioritization of simple causal factors in a supposedly delimited political sphere preserves our liberal-individualistic beliefs in freedom of choice and personal power.
· To acknowledge that our political processes occur not just in our public, political spheres but also within the universe of our relational webs, we fear, would be to acknowledge our partial lack of control and choice and, in so doing, relinquish (let go) them completely. 
Lecture: Political Participation
· Politics is the acts of governing – and in the act of governing people we tend to think of those acts in the terms of power – power over someone else. 
· The idea of government is to ensure that there is a form of common wealth – that people have the basic necessities in life. It is from this that we get the concept of political economy. 
· Political economy starts in the 18th century and is primarily concerned with how best to divide up the resources of a given community in the interest of the common wealth. 
· Adam Smith, John Stuart Mill and Karl Marx say that the way in which we divide up the homeland is a reflection of common values. Smith says it should be divided through the economy (the invisible hand of the market). Marx writes that the unfettered free market is inhumane and exploitive and that the most humane expression of value will be to heavily intervene and manage the market 
· In applying the thinking to the study of communication, Broadcasting has a purpose which is to nationalize the country and since it operates in the national interest, it can’t be served by private companies as they will be interested in their own private interest and that is how the CBC was formed 
· In communication, scholars believe that communication resources are limited and it is important to understand and ensure that those resources are divided in a way that reflect a set of shared values which is why scholars who study from a political research perspective are interested in questions of ownership and access 
· There are 3 ways in which state has power to control: exploitation, domination and subjectification (the freedom for me to be me) 



March 12th: Deliberation
Reading: Chapter 18 – Deliberation – John Gastil
· We can best understand communication through the lens of deliberative democratic theory. 
· Much of human progress has centered on our ability to imagine a more deliberative society and work toward the establishment of increasingly deliberative institutions and cultural traditions. 
· In general terms, deliberation simply means to reflect carefully on a matter, weighing the strengths and weaknesses of alternative solutions to a problem.
· Deliberation aims to arrive at a decision or judgment based on facts and data but also values, emotions, and other less technical considerations.
· Thus, for a single, solitary individual, deliberation means careful thinking and analysis, a familiar process that all of us go through at different times.
· Intrapersonal communication: The talk that goes on inside one’s head.
· Gastil prefers to call this “thinking,” rather than labeling it as a form of communication. 
· Even when a single person has the authority to make a choice, the deliberation that precedes a decision involves many other people and many forms of communication. 
· Whether the decision maker is a single person or collective body, it is equally useful to think of the communication process as deliberation leading toward a decision.
· In this essay, Gastil will demonstrate the importance of deliberation in work and family, politics and public life, and our own search for the meaning of life.
· Gastil is arguing that we don’t do it often enough. That which would seem common is, alas, most rare. 
· Some workplaces, from equal-partner law firms to grocery cooperatives, involve collective, often face-to-face, deliberation among members of a decision-making body.
· When deliberation is generally understood as talk that is oriented toward making decisions through a reflective, analytic process of discovery and judgment, the most important aspects of our personal and family lives can be understood in deliberative terms.
· Choice has become so pervasive, in fact, that some observers wonder whether is has become excessive, even burdensome. 
· We engage in small struggles every day over how to conduct ourselves. Over time, these typically are resolved in favor of one view or another or some compromise in between. 
· Deliberation characterizes not only the small, personal questions of our lives but also the largest, most profound decisions we must make together as publics.
· Most modern nations make their decisions through an overlapping series of deliberative processes.
· From one perspective, the consumption of political news and entertainment, from the NY Times to the Daily Show, provides us with the information and viewpoints we need to arrive at our own private judgments about which candidates and policies to support. 
· Political conversations add more to the mix of ideas and input, though they are often shaped by the same media content we’ve already consumed. 
· Taken together, these individual, mediated, and social deliberations add up to a process of public weighing and judgment, and least in theory. 
· The research done to date suggests that over the course of the trial in their private deliberation rooms, juries generally work through the relevant legal and evidentiary issues to arrive at verdicts quite similar to those that judges reach through their own deliberative process. 
· Encounters with sages, fellow seekers, and unreflective passerby provide the material necessary for further insight on a philosophical or spiritual journey. 
· Deliberation is the most apt metaphor for how we work through our most basic philosophical and moral questions.
· All of this is to say that we can think much of our communication as part of a deliberative process. The preceding examples have shown the prevalence of deliberation in both obvious and obscure forms in our private, social, and public lives.
· Deliberation might be even more apt as an ideal for much of our communication – a model by which the judge the way we actually make choices. 
· The ideal type of deliberation is commonly described as being democratic. A fully democratic process for public deliberation would involve rigorous (accurate, exact) analysis of problems and solutions, and it would require egalitarian discussion norms and an openness to dialogue when participants differed in fundamental ways, such as how to reason or even how to talk. 
· The term office politics refers to the petty power struggles and self-destructive infighting, not to the model of public deliberation.
· A workplace misses its opportunity for deliberation whenever a person is fired as a vendetta (instead of owing to proven incompetence), a marketing plan is adopted on the reputation of its author (rather than its merits), or a new set of procedures is adopted due to the whimsical judgment of a boss (in the absence of input from the staff). 
· When we make decisions on our own behalf, we also often fail to deliberate when we should. Advertisers count on you uncritically absorbing mediated images, feelings, innuendos, and the like, slowly building royalty toward brands and lifestyles.
· The higher the stakes, the more companies invest in your miseducation. Some advertising might really provide useful input into your deliberative process, but more often, the goal is to shift your preferences and build your appetite through guile (slyness, cleverness).
· The countless unconscious social decisions we make every day also fail to meet deliberative standards. More often than not, we uncritically accept the status quo rules for how to treat and view each other. 
· Racist and sexist ideologies reinforce themselves through these daily oversights, even in the actions and thoughts of people who consciously oppose such views.
· Time and again, we let pass a moment where we could have made a modest contribution to a gradual cultural shift, a quiet revolution of how the sexes relate or how cultures comingle. The deliberative spirit asks us to engage, to share our views, and to reflect on our assumptions, and on those occasions when we do so, we feel alive, engaged, a part of the larger social drama. 
· Nonetheless, deliberation aptly characterizes much of our communication, particularly the important decisions we must make as individuals and collectives, and it is equally valuable as a standard by which we can judge the ways we talk with each other. 
· Fortunately, it is likely that deliberation is a self-reinforcing process 
Lecture: Deliberation
· Kony 2012- use social networking as a way to bring people together
· How do we decide to do something? Through deliberation
· Who gets to decide? Is an effective way of thinking about participation
· Politics is a theme in deliberation
· Thinking about elements of social life in politics is a popular theme in communications
· Kelshaw represents all forms of communications are political
· Others argue that forms of communication is social
· Communication has been highly technological, but for Kelshaw and others that forms of communications are about power and therefore political 
· To see communication as political, its important to look at these ideas to see how and who can communicate: Control, power, inequality, exploitation, access- if people didn’t have a computer or internet access it be a lot harder to stay connected with them
· Polis governing over people, while governing over people we tend to look at that as power of people
· The birth of nations, development of capitalism, the decline of monarchy and religion, and rise of secularism.
· The role of government and politics in this enviroment is too protect  the common wealth. 
· The idea of government is to make sure that people have the basics and necessities of life-
· How we split up the wealth and resources of our land is a reflection of common values
· Adam Smith: the way we divide up our resources is through a market economy-freer exchange of resources that will improve the commonwealth 
· Marx: exploit labour- 
· Broadcasting: (Radio) in the US, development and invention of radio started in the early 20th century. All different people started using radio without any state envolment
· Soon they realized that they’re only so many frequencies, and all the competition and activity crowded some stations out. How do we divide the stations for the common wealth? The state already controls one form of communication, the postal system. In order to ensure a free market place its believed that the state shouldn’t have control over all means of communication. 
· The state believed that the best companies to broadcast on the radio were private companies because there would be less government involvement. The private companies got gobbled up and RCA took over. 
· Dividing up the radio resources by running private enterprises will provide a varied number of voices
· Broadcasting (Canada): broadcasting is in the national interest because broadcasting has the capability of bringing canada’s vast expanses. Broascasting has a purpose and its helped to nationalize and tie the country together. National interest cannot be served by private countries because they are involved in their own self interest ie. Making money.
· CBC- nationalizing the broadcasting system
· Political economy is a political approach communication scholars take because they believe that communication resources are limited and should be divided up in a way that’s fair. 
· Question of ownership and access
· Questions of ownership- Rogers, Bell- own different media properties
· How has all of this come to be? Because media has always been conceived as acting on national interest. The difference over the last 60 years is that the national interest can no longer be served by public companies. So now, there are limits on ownership since private companies have been brought in to serve interest.
· Netnotality- concerned with every user of the Internet because everyone should have the same speed, but sometimes during the day the Internet is slower. 
· But it is believed that people should pay more should get faster internet
· Thinking about communications from a political economic perspective is too see a communication infrastructure- how resources are divided to those who have power and those that don’t
· What does communication have to say about the values of the society in which we live? 
· Post WWII:
· The period of WWII produced relative economic stability- period which we associate with consumerism
· By providing the basic conditions for living there were problems
· Identity politics- civil rights, women’s rights, etc.
· In providing stability the governments also oppressed a lot of groups of people
· Politics Is not just about providing the necessities of life, but the application of power
· Foucalt argues that there are 3 different ways that states apply power to limit participation
· Exploitation- state can determine how you live
· Domination- exploits your labour, and can dominate you by telling you how to live
· Subjectification- freedom of me to be me
· Recognition of who you are and your right to express yourself in public and able to participate in all elements of public life as yourself
· The reasons why those reasons were not recognized was because of culture
· Culture is political- shared values- application of political view
· Popular culture- think its high culture
· Who says this is popular? Critics? = They’re just people too. 
· Deliberation:
· How do we decide what to do
· Thousands of videos on Uganda
· How do we decide what to buy? Who to vote for?
· Decision making as a process of deliberation- act of thinking and deciding

March 19th: Publics and Counterpublics

Reading: Chapter 22 - Counterpublic – Daniel Brouwer
· The key communication dimensions of counterpublic, including the expression of opposition, the constitution of discursive spaces, and the participation in multiple publics, mark it as potentially exciting and beneficial to the critical, interpretive, and rhetorical scholarship in the field of communication studies. 
· Argues that counterpublic is a conceptual lens through which to examine certain types of communication structures and practices or to examine communication structures and practices in a certain way. 
· In this essay, Brouwer will have demonstrated (or at least suggested) the salience of the concept to other sub disciplines, particularly performance studies, media studies, critical/cultural studies, intercultural and organizational communication. 
· These sub disciplines typically share with counterpublic theory and interest in conflict and the presumption that communication structures and practices are politically charged and power-laden. 
· Counterpublic first appeared in 1972, in the German language work of Negt and Kluge called Public Sphere and Experience. Their work challenged Habermas’s earlier account of the bourgeois public sphere; in it, they posit the proletarian public sphere and a counterpublic. 
· Hansen (1972) describes important elements of counterpublic, including its emphasis on human experience; its dependence on perceptions of oppositionality; and its relational, provisional, and, thus, shifting constitution. 
· Although there are several definitions of counterpublic, most share these key features: oppositionality, constitution of a discursive arena, and dialectic of retreat from and engagement with other publics. 
· Oppositionality refers to a stance of resistance, rejection, or dissent. It is important to recognize that oppositionality is primarily perceptual; that is, counterpublics emerge when social actors perceive themselves to be excluded from or marginalized within mainstream or dominant publics and communicate about that marginality or exclusion. 
· Communication about marginality or exclusion helps to constitute a discursive arena. 
· Discursive refers not just to speech – written or spoken language – but also to visual communication and bodily display. 
· People who communicate oppositional stances may, in fact, meet together in physical spaces, but they also may create “imagined communities” through dispersed, asynchronous (not at the same time) communication. 
· Counterpublic advances communication theory by expanding our objects of inquiry beyond rational-critical norms of public deliberation.
· Counterpublic also advances communication theory by forcing recognition that human actors participate in multiple publics. Counterpublic was introduced as a part of a larger theoretical argument about the multiplicity of spheres; as such, it should remind us of multiplicity each time it is deployed. 
· Efforts to account for multiplicity have led scholars to make distinctions between publics and counterpublics, active and passive publics, quasi- and counterpublics, emergent and established publics, and counter and subaltern publics. 
· It is important to note that the recognition of multiplicity promotes greater precision of description, understanding, and analysis of publics. 
· Additionally, recognition of multiplicity also promotes studies that examine strategies and tactics of mediation, translation, and sense-making between publics.
· By posing a dialectic of inward and outward address, counterpublic theory foregrounds the status of relations between dominant and subordinate as one of mutual influence and the status of rhetorical structures and practices as contingent. 
· Because counterpublic activities are directed toward or constitute other, wider publics, they evince relational dynamics between publics.
· To explore this dialectic, one might examine a specific collective that generates counterpublic discourse, noting its activities in multiple settings and contexts. Some of this discourse might be characterized as the “hidden transcripts” of debate and conflict. 
· Examination of hidden transcripts in contexts of relative secrecy, such as the study of dissidents’ private correspondences or the proceedings of restricted meanings, might expose the scholar to discussions about the risks of visibility, of engagement with disputants, and of the use of dominant idioms.
· In short, differences in the discourses deployed in different settings, including more explicit talk about strategies and tactics in contexts of self-address, remind us of the contingent nature of social advocacy and social change and the mutually inflecting relations between social groups.
· Doxtader (2001) nominates “counterpublicity” as ”rhetorical processes by which the grounds of agreement are cultivated from within expressions of agreement.”
· Counterpublic requires recognition of resource disparities among social actors, a recognition that ought to be increasingly called for in communication studies. If we take the view that counterpublics emerge from perceptions of oppositionality to dominant forces, then we should remain attentive to the ways in which both perceptual and actual disparities of resources inflect counterpublic activities and counterpublics’ relations with other publics.
· Resource dependency: “The extent to which a public depends on other publics for access to funds, information, training, education, the mass media, and publicity for its cause,” while resource disparities appear in the form of quantity and quality or organizations, media outlets, and legal and political opportunities and protections.
· Self-abstraction: the ability to render the particularities of one’s body irrelevant to one’s claims and an ability that historically has been a prerequisite for participation in the public sphere – as an “unequally available resource” 
· Counterpublic advances communication theory by functioning as fertile terrain for interdisciplinary inquiry.
· Rhetorical scholars are well positioned to continue to be leaders in the interdisciplinary realm of counterpublic studies.
· Brouwer argues that although counterpublic theory clearly bears it origins in the critical theory of the Frankfurt School, it retains conceptual utility even as it comes into congress with erotic agents of disparate, even dissonant, theoretical realms.
· Because, in the field of communication studies, those who have taken up counterpublic most vigorously have been rhetoricians, counterpublic scholarship in the field has been dominated by rhetorical methods and approaches.
· The authors represented in the Counterpublics and the State collection “use mostly Western concepts and employ the tools of liberal democracy as the default mode of thinking about the relationship between the state and marginalized communities.” 
· Scholars have yet to systematically interrogate differences between counterpublics and social movements.
Lecture: Publics and Counterpublics 
· Who has power? Who has the right to represent others? How have they come to earn that title of being the representative of others? 
· The notion of the public is a powerful feature of our culture, and yet as almost anyone who has looked at this question realizes that the public is very strange and amorphous term 
· Generally we can say that the public is a kind of social grouping; a way of talking about people who are grouped together around a particular purpose 
· For example we can talk about the voting public (group of people that come together for a particular purpose – to elect a government). We can think about the viewing public – a group of people who come together at the same time to watch the same show. We can also think of the Canadian pubic – a group of people tied together by citizenship 
· We can think about the public as a kind of social grouping, or as an object for communication – in other words, we can argue that certain kinds of communication imagine a public. 
· When someone stands up in front of a group of people, they are well aware of who they’re speaking to – an understanding of who the public maybe helps us understand the way we communicate with them and vice versa 
· We can think about the public in a socio economic kind of way or a communicative way. We can also think about understanding the public by understanding its opposite – the private 
· We use things like screen bloggers to prevent people from entering our private space. Even in public places we privatize ourselves by plugging in our ear buds, we post comments as anonymous because we want to communicate without compromise. All of these examples here prove that our notion of public is a way of grouping and separating. 
· Today focuses on a particular notion on public based on work of Habermas. In 1960, he wrote a piece called the structural transformation of the public sphere. With the title, there is an inherent notion that Habermas is arguing about history – his point is that the area of social life which is public is historic in nature, and he associates what we would consider to be the public sphere with modernity. He argues that in the pre-modern period, there was no public life in the way that we understand it. There were no places for the public to come together and articulate. The monarchy was the source of public affairs and the monarch determined how life would be and the only things that were public were displays of the monarch’s power 
· Then modernity (mid 70s into the 20th century) happens which brings about the decline of monarchy and the rise of democracy; the decline of religion and the rise of secularism. The establishment of nation states is important because if power is no longer located to the king, then what replaces the king is an elaborate system of political offices. 
· With the emergence of the state and bureaucracy, according to Habermas comes the creation of society, a group of people who can be governed by the state and the state can intervene in various aspects of people’s lives that were once private – people who used to educated at home are now educated by public institutions. The public state now intervenes in private life 
· At the same time that this is happening, our notion of economy changes. For example classes like home economics teaches you how to run your finances, your home, how to cook – things which were once private 
· What all of these mean is that for Habermas, the onset of modernity brought the private into the public, thereby creating a kind of public sphere. And what Habermas argues is that in addition to this sort of tendency, there emerged the creation of spaces in which members of the public come together e.g. – coffee houses, salons. It is in these places that people come together and discuss matters of public concern and when one comes into these places, they check their bias at the door, thereby participating in the discussion as an independent individual and not as some representative of a political party. Shared concerns re discussed and individuals check themselves. In Habermas’ opinion, it is in these places that they would talk as disinterested people interested in shared concerns and would have a discussion governed by reason. 
· For Habermas, the belief is that communication among people should be reasonable and it is through reason that changes in democratic life can take place. 
· The explosion of media fragments audiences and makes it difficult for those audiences to now cohere because the audiences are now separated into niches, therefore the things we used to go to the coffee house can now be done in private. Our physical presence in public life is now reduced 
· The emergence of various devices that make claim to speak for the masses (public opinion poll) and since we can create a snapshot of what the public feels, then we can also craft and develop products according to this somewhat mystical idea of what this public is 
· So in the absence of the public, the proliferation is created through this somewhat idea of what the public is by focus groups because we believe that those people represent the public 
· Public relations, based on the belief that even those people who may be on the controversial side of an event (a disgraced politician) deserve their right through their form of communication and in order for the public to make up their minds of what they think about said person, should have all the information they need at their disposal, whether the information is true or fabricated 
· For Habermas, the idea of the public sphere to act as a way in which people could act and discussed shared interest has been holed out corrupted by capitalism, by public opinion, public relation and that basically we have gone back to the beginning which is that we may have a public sphere in name but it resembles the one we had back in the day when those who have the power and money have corrupted the public sphere and they decide how we should live. 
· Habermas’ ideas is revisited and is argued that his idea of the public sphere is highly problematic because the demise of communism and the emergence of social movements came after Habermas’ book had been written but in the context of the thing that had just occurred. So people begin to argue that maybe the idea of the coffeehouse might have existed, such a thing is non-existent and on the contrary, the primary expression of matters of shared concerns are riots like the American Revolution. Some people argue that in Canada we have never had a public sphere as it is undermined by government money. People start to wonder about the fact that Habermas places an emphasis about the importance of face-to-face communication.
· Others start to take apart Habermas conception of media, that the basically mimics their notion of media as mass distributors. 
· Finally, Nancy Frasier argues that Habermas’ idea of public sphere and the idea of the coffeehouse was that they were all men. That Habermas’ idea of the public sphere was based on the conception for men by men. She also argues that in the same time and period that the idealized notion of public sphere existed, women had always come together and grouped themselves in different ways of shared ideas to them e.g. – women getting together to fight for abortion rights and she called these women counterpublics - people who come together like publics do but they come together because they are not represented by the public sphere. They come together to make their awareness known and to share it with the public at large. Examples of counterpublic are the Tea Party in the United States and the Occupy Movements. 
· And so Habermas conceives that things have changed since he wrote his book and the primary matter of what he underestimated was that a civil society would emerge so quickly in the way that it did. So now the challenge is how to communicate in a society where there are various rationalities. 
March 26th: Audiences and Reception
Reading: Stuart Hall –Encoding/Decoding 
· Traditionally, mass-communications research has conceptualized the process of communication in terms of a circulation circuit or loop. 
· This model has been criticized for its linearity—sender/message/receiver—for its concentration on the level of message exchange and for the absence of a structured conception of the different moments as a complex structure of relations.
· Think of this process in terms of a structure produced and sustained through the articulation of linked but distinctive moments—production, circulation, distribution/consumption, reproduction.
· The ‘object’ of these practices is meanings and messages in the form of sign-vehicles of a specific kind organized, like any form of communication or language, through the operation of codes within the syntagmatic chain of a discourse.
· It is in the discursive form that the circulation of the product takes place, as well as its distribution to different audiences. Once accomplished, the discourse must then be translated—transformed, again—into social practices if the circuit is to be both completed and effective. If no ‘meaning’ is taken, there can be no ‘consumption’. If the meaning is not articulated in practice, it has no effect.
· We must recognize that the discursive form of the message has a privileged position in the communicative exchange (from the viewpoint of circulation), and that the moments of ‘encoding’ and ‘decoding’, though only ‘relatively autonomous’ in relation to the communicative process as a whole, are determinate moments. 
· The ‘message form’ is the necessary ‘form of appearance’ of the event in its passage from source to receiver. The ‘message form’ is a determinate moment. 
· Philip Elliott: the audience is both the ‘source’ and the ‘receiver’ of the television message.
· Before this message can have an ‘effect,’ satisfy a ‘need’ or be put to a ‘use’, it must first be appropriated as a meaningful discourse and be meaningfully decoded. It is this set of decoded meanings that ‘have an effect’, influence, entertain, instruct or persuade, with very complex perceptual, cognitive, emotional, ideological or behavioral consequences. In a ‘determinate’ moment the structure employs a code and yields a ‘message’: at another determinate moment the ‘message’, via its decodings, issues into the structure of social practices.
· [image: ]
· What are called ‘distortions’ or ‘misunderstandings’ arise precisely from the lack of equivalence between the two sides in the communicative exchange. This defines the ‘relative autonomy’, but ‘determinateness’, of the entry and exit of the message in its discursive moments.
· As Gerbner has remarked, that representations of violence on the TV screen ‘are not violence but messages about violence’: but we have continued to research the question of violence, for example, as if we were unable to comprehend this epistemological distinction.
· The televisual sign is a complex one. It is itself constituted by the combination of two types of discourse, visual and aural. Moreover, it is an iconic sign, in Peirce’s terminology, because ‘it possesses some of the properties of the thing represented’.
· Reality exists outside language, but it is constantly mediated by and through language: and what we can know and say has to be produced in and through discourse. Discursive ‘knowledge’ is the product not of the transparent representation of the ‘real’ in language but of the articulation of language on real relations and con-ditions. Thus there is no intelligible discourse without the operation of a code.
· Certain codes may, of course, be so widely distributed in a specific language community or culture, and be learned at so early an age, that they appear not to be constructed—the effect of an articulation between sign and referent—but to be ‘naturally’ given. The codes have been profoundly naturalized. 
· The operation of naturalized codes reveals not the transparency and ‘naturalness’ of language but the depth, the habituation and the near-universality of the codes in use.
· Actually, what naturalized codes demonstrate is the degree of habituation produced when there is a fundamental alignment and reciprocity—an achieved equivalence—between the encoding and decoding sides of an exchange of meanings. The functioning of the codes on the decoding side will frequently assume the status of naturalized perceptions. This leads us to think that the visual sign for ‘cow’ actually is (rather than represents) the animal, cow.
· Thus Eco has argued that iconic signs ‘look like objects in the real world because they reproduce the conditions (that is, the codes) of perception in the viewer’. These ‘conditions of perception’ are, however, the result of a highly coded, even if virtually unconscious set of operations—decodings.
· Iconic signs are, however, particularly vulnerable to being ‘read’ as natural because visual codes of perception are very widely distributed and because this type of sign is less arbitrary than a linguistic sign: the linguistic sign, ‘cow’ possesses none of the properties of the thing represented, whereas the visual sign appears to possess some of those properties.
· Linguistic theory frequently employs the distinction ‘denotation’ and ‘connotation’. 
· Its ‘literal’ meaning (denotation) from the more associative meanings for the sign which it is possible to generate (connotation).
· In actual discourse most signs will combine both the denotative and the connotative aspects.
· So it is at the connotative level of the sign that situational ideologies alter and transform signification. At this level we can see more clearly the active intervention of ideologies in and on discourse. 
· The terms ‘denotation’ and ‘connotation’, then, are merely useful analytic tools for distinguishing, in particular contexts, between not the presence/absence of ideology in language but the different levels at which ideologies and discourses intersect.
· Every visual sign in advertising connotes a quality, situation, value or inference, which is present as an implication or implied meaning, depending on the connotational positioning. In Barthes’s example, the sweater always signifies a ‘warm garment’ (denotation) and thus the activity/value of ‘keeping warm’. But it is also possible, at its more connotative levels, to signify ‘the coming of winter’ or ‘a cold day’.
· These codes are the means by which power and ideology are made to signify in particular discourses. They refer signs to the ‘maps of meaning’ into which any culture is classified; and those ‘maps of social reality’ have the whole range of social meanings, practices, and usages, power and interest ‘written in’ to them. The connotative levels of signifiers, Barthes remarked, ‘have a close communication with culture, knowledge, history, and it is through them, so to speak, that the environmental world invades the linguistic and semantic system. They are, if you like, the fragments of ideology’.
· Connotative codes are not equal among themselves. Any society/ culture tends, with varying degrees of closure, to impose its classifications of the social and cultural and political world. These constitute a dominant cultural order, though it is neither univocal nor uncontested. The different areas of social life appear to be mapped out into discursive domains, hierarchically organized into dominant or preferred meanings. 
· The domains of ‘preferred meanings’ have the whole social order embedded in them as a set of meanings, practices and beliefs: the everyday knowledge of social structures, of ‘how things work for all practical purposes in this culture’. 
· More often broadcasters are concerned that the audience has failed to take the meaning as they—the broadcasters—intended. What they really mean to say is that viewers are not operating within the ‘dominant’ or ‘preferred’ code. Their ideal is ‘perfectly transparent communication’. Instead, what they have to confront is ‘systematically distorted communication’.
· It was argued earlier that since there is no necessary correspondence between encoding and decoding, the former can attempt to ‘pre-fer’ but cannot prescribe or guarantee the latter, which has its own conditions of existence.
· We identify three hypothetical positions from which decodings of a televisual discourse may be constructed.
· The first hypothetical position is that of the dominant-hegemonic position. When the viewer takes the connoted meaning from, say, a television newscast or current affairs programme full and straight, and decodes the message in terms of the reference code in which it has been encoded, we might say that the viewer is operating inside the dominant code.
· The second position we would identify is that of the negotiated code or position. Majority audiences probably understand quite adequately what has been dominantly defined and professionally signified. The dominant definitions, however, are hegemonic precisely because they represent definitions of situations and events, which are ‘in dominance’, (global). Dominant definitions connect events, implicitly or explicitly, to grand totalizations, to the great syntagmatic views-of-the-world: they take ‘large views’ of issues: they relate events to the ‘national interest’ or to the level of geo-politics, even if they make these connections in truncated, inverted or mystified ways. The definition of a hegemonic viewpoint is (a) that it defines within its terms the mental horizon, the universe, of possible meanings, of a whole sector of relations in a society or culture; and (b) that it carries with it the stamp of legitimacy—it appears coterminous with what is ‘natural’, ‘inevitable’, ‘taken for granted’ about the social order.
· Decoding within the negotiated version contains a mixture of adaptive and oppositional elements: it acknowledges the legitimacy of the hegemonic definitions to make the grand significations (abstract), while, at a more restricted, situational (situated) level, it makes its own ground rules—it operates with exceptions to the rule.
· Negotiated codes operate through what we might call particular or situated logics: and their differential and unequal relation to the discourses and logics of power sustains these logics. 
· Finally, it is possible for a viewer perfectly to understand both the literal and the connotative inflection given by a discourse but to decode the message in a globally contrary way. He/she detotalizes the message in the preferred code in order to retotalize the message within some alternative framework of reference. He/she is operating with what we must call an oppositional code. One of the most significant political mom-ents is the point when events, which are normally signified and decoded in a negotiated way, begin to be given an oppositional reading. Here the ‘politics of signification’—the struggle in discourse—is joined.
Lecture: Audiences and Reception
· Communication is relatively new field of study in universities. 
· Before it became known as communication studies in universities, it was known as mass communication and grew to popularity through 1950s-1990s.
· Now in 2000s, many do not use the term mass communication but just
              communication studies. 
· The difference between them is the symbol for changing ways that we conceive groups of people, less as mass of public but as audiences.
· Audiences and publics are often referred to as plural because we now live in an era in which there is recognition that there is more then one audience and public.
· Following lecture discusses the shift from ‘mass’ to ‘audiences’.
· Sender/Receiver: The focus has slowly shifted in communication studies as
              focus on sender to focus on the receiver.
· Reception Audiences are groups of people that come together for the purpose of a shared experience. 
· This experience is usually entertainment. This differs from how
typically conceive of a public. Public is seen more as group of people who
cohere around desire for action. (ex. In political sphere, public demonstrations or gatherings)
· Many forms of communication as directed at and conceive of an audience.
· Historically we have tended to think of audiences as active and passive.
· Conception of the audience:
· 18th-19th century:
· There existed plenty of entertainment events (theatre). When people get together for theatrical performance, it was expected that they would be active in that they would talk back to the actors (yell, throw eggs). Many people in upper classes found this to be disrespectful to the art and did not promote reflective quality of the performance as a whole. These people found the thing to do was to be passive.
· 19th-20th century:
· On set of modernity brought commodification of culture, technological innovations, development of media industries (film industries in Hollywood, private magazines/newspapers, radio). These are commercial and need to make money by selling advertising. 
· How? In order for someone to be convinced they should pay newspaper, they need to see some conception of themselves as the audience. 
· Led to development of demographics.
· Audience then becomes a commodity. Adorno argues this is no surprise and all the culture industry does is simply produce works which intent to capture the largest audiences, so the appeal will be to be lowest common denominator. Audiences conceived as simply the recipients of mass produced mass culture. With the invention of recorded sound then, during movies, audiences are also expected to be silent.
· Audience therefore encouraged being more active and less passive.
· 1900’s and on: 
· Communication becomes much more ‘niche’. Size is no longer offered but precision is valued. Offer precision that even though your audience may be smaller, you will understand that audience very well.
· Interactivity: Audiences do much more work for their favorite show. Audiences do work that advertisers then don’t have to do. They do free labor.
· Hall then suggests how up until this point, there was focus on sender as the encoder of message. 
· This represented political/economic interest in meaning. But he says this model does not take into account how the audience decodes the messages.
· Even though the message maybe encoded with the dominant ideology, do the audience interpret it this way? 
· Alludes to complex process of decoding. Therefore what we need is better theories of reception, how culture is lived ‘on the ground’, how they make use of culture in their own way and use to make their own which is not the dominant ideology. This leads to cultural studies.
· Audience therefore is seen not as passive but active because they make meaning in many different ways. Yet, there is debate over whether they are actually active or passive.

April 2nd: Review

Lecture: 
· Wagman argues communication as permanent debate.
· All communication is theoretical. Argue that communication can never be just one thing and it is in fact many things.
· Consider what small facts can be agreed on; at least the fact of sender, messages, mediums, receivers exist. But debate over who can be the sender? One person, group of people, organization? What kind of message? That of power, sentiment, humor? Can many messages be sent? 
· There are many kinds of media: letters, wireless connection, paint, and clothes. Even if we can’t agree on these specifics, perhaps the flow can be agreed on: 
· Sender Message Medium Receiver. 
· But this flow can also be altered and debated; the flows can be interactive and the arrows will flow every which way.
· Other relationships in communication are not concrete. 
· Not all forms of communication lead to a specific predictable behavior. Sometimes there is like when we know it is going to rain we will wear a raincoat. Conversely, not all players of violent video games become violent.
· Is there a relationship between technology and society? Yes and no.
· Technology has changed society.
· Relationship between communication and politics? Again, yes and no. A political ad may sway your opinion one way or the other but a sign on your neighbor’s lawn may not.
· There are 4 things that demonstrate that communication is just a way to think about it in theoretical way.
· 1) Communication reflects what we think about our values. Ex: how we think and talk about communication says a lot about out values as society at large and to each of us as individuals. For example: our love of consumerism, Anti-Americanism
· 2) Communication demonstrates way to think about morality.
· 3) Communication has been way to meditate about concept of free will. Who is in charge of your life and how you live it? Our primary concern is that our pathway through the world will be guided by some other agency.
· 4) At its basic level, ways of thinking about communication is way to think about persuasion.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Communication is less a thing then a way to think. Used as a tool for theorizing that can be used in everyday life, not just by academics. Connection between communication and the way we live.
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