ol
from adwatches when compared to massive amounts spent running
deceptive ads. Rather, as Cappella and Jamieson (1994) point out, there are
two less direct, but nonetheless important, effects: “First, they enable the side
that is unfairly attacked to use the corrections in counteradvertising. Second,
their presence serves proactively to discourage the campaigns from
employing egregiously false claims” (p. 344).

Local Adwatches

I became aware of the importance of Jamieson’s adwatch recommendations
when | was asked, along with a colleague from political science, to take part
in an adwatch program to be broadcast by our local public television station
(KIXE in Redding, California). After agreeing to participate, the station sent
us a videotape illustrating how to do an adwatch, prepared by KING-TV in
Seattle for Best Practices in Journalism, an organization devoted to improving
local television political coverage (Cate, 2000). On the tape, KING-TV
reporter Robert Mak talked about the highly positive response they received
from their viewers to the extensive adwatch coverage their station had
provided in the 2000 general election: “Hundreds of calls, hundreds of
emails. Almost all of them thanking us for doing this” (Cate, 2000). The tape
shows an adwatch format almost identical to that recommended by Jamieson,
right down to putting the ads in a box angled to one side. The reporters also
discussed the complexity of making judgments about the veracity of the ads;
as reporter Mike Cate (2000) said:

Initially, we thought we’d be declaring all claims in these political
commercials true or false. What we found almost immediately is that
things are neither true nor false most of the time and we had to figure out
variation and gradation of truth or falsehood.

He also notes that not all the adwatch judgments were negative, emphasizing
that “we didn’t hesitate to say when something was true” (Cate, 2000). Even
though the adwatches were long by local TV standards (four-to-five minutes),
Cate (2000) reports, “The response from viewers was tremendous, and if you
live by the ratings, the quarter hour in which the adwatch aired was always
our highest rated quarter hour in the overnight ratings.”

The opportunity to actually practice what | teach—critically
analyzing campaign ads for the benefit of the viewing public in our area—was
not only personally satisfying, it also provided an educational opportunity for
students enrolled in my classes that semester. They were assigned to fact
check the ads for various candidates for state and local office as well as
several controversial propositions on the November ballot. As many students
indicated in their fact check papers, this exercise opened their eyes to the
importance of looking behind slick campaign ads at the factual basis for the
claims being made. Thus was born an assignment I've used in subsequent
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election years—having students learn for themselves how to check the
facts behind political advertising. Of course the 2002 election preceded the
advent of FactCheck.org, the existence of which has made it far easier for
students and average citizens to determine the accuracy of ads and other
campaign messages. The take away message is that Jamieson’s grammar for
policing political ads has had a reach far beyond the level of presidential
campaigns—right down to state and local races and even into the college
classroom.

FactCheck.org

As one not directly involved in the FactCheck organization, I will leave it to
others writing in this volume, who are more knowledgeable, to provide an
insider’s view. As a user and advocate of the website, I would be remiss not
to discuss how it improves the process of policing campaign ads and other
discourse that often remains below the radar. Jamieson explains how the idea
for the website came about:

Brooks [Jackson| and I cooked up the idea of FactCheck.org out of our
common concern about the seeming demise of fact in politics and out of
respect for the deadlines and day-to-day pressures of journalism that make
it difficult for reporters in already overstretched and understaffed media
outlets to take on the task. (Jackson & Jamieson, 2007, p. 187)

The success of the site was evident almost immediately. Jackson and
Jamieson (n.d.) recall, “To our amazement, the website found a huge
audience. By Election Day 2004, FactCheck.org was being visited by
hundreds of thousands of persons daily. Ordinary voters told us they were
fed up with political spin.” As a measure of the hunger for accurate reporting
on the campaign, “FactCheck.org got nine million visits during its first two
years of operation from citizens seeking help to sort through the deception
and confusion in U.S. politics” (Jackson & Jamieson, 2007, p. xi). And if
imitation is the sincerest form of flattery, one need only look to other sites
such as the Tampa Bay Times’ PolitiFact.com, (www.politifact.com) with its
“pants on fire” ratings for truly deceptive ads or the Washington Post’s Fact
Checker blog (www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/fact-checker) awarding up to
four Pinocchios to deceptive ads. As campaigns have moved beyond
television to microtargeting of voters through emails, text messages,
robocalls, radio and cable ad buys, and the like, it is important that there are
sources such as FactCheck where voters can come to find out if the messages
they have received are truthful or deceptive. FactCheck now encourages its
visitors to upload questionable campaign materials such as viral emails to
www.factcheck.org/spindetectors.
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The 2008 Election

Others in this volume will discuss the National Annenberg Election Survey
(NAES) in detail, but I will address its findings as they relate to deceptive
political advertising. In their book The Obama 1 ictory, Kenski, Hardy, and
Jamieson (2010) “combine rhetorical analysis of messages with survey data
capturing the effects of key maneuvers and movements” (p. 10). The NAES
conducted 57,000 interviews and a post-election panel of 3,700, making it
one of the most extensive surveys ever conducted of a presidential election.

Some of their findings are clearly relevant to the issue of adwatches
and fact checking. First, there is the undetlying question of whether or not
we need to be concerned with deceptive political advertising. After all, if
election results are basically predetermined by the fundamentals—the state of
the economy, presidential approval, and party identification, for example—
advertising is merely a sideshow. One of the most important NAES findings,
therefore, is that advertising does have a quantifiable effect on election
outcomes, even in a year dominated by an overriding issue, namely the
financial meltdown of fall 2008. Although fundamental factors accounted for
about 75 percent of the variance in vote choice, Kenski, Hardy and Jamieson
(2010) found that “campaign messages account for a substantial portion of
the explained variance in vote preference by adding 14.2 percent for a total of
94.2 percent of the variance explained in the vote preference model” (p. 299).
In an election where a strong tailwind favored the Democrats, it is significant
that nearly 15 percent of the vote choice was explainable by campaign
messages.

Second, how influential were deceptive messages in 20082 Here the
NAES study raises some areas of concern: “An Annenberg Public Policy
Center post-election survey found widespread public ignorance about the
facts underlying the nominees’ exchanges on taxes” (Jamieson & Gottfried,
2010, p. 19). This lack of knowledge was directly related to ad exposure:
“Exposure to ads increased the impact of the deception, but only when it was
not rebutted. By counter-advertising, Obama negated the effect of McCain’s
attack” (Jamieson & Gottfried, 2010, p. 19). McCain’s inability to do the
same, “left audiences vulnerable to the false inference invited by Obama’s
ads” (Jamieson & Gottfried, 2010, p. 19). Importantly, believing deceptions
affected vote choices:

All of this matters because, even in the presences of a robust list of
controls, being misled about these issues affected vote choice. Voters who
were convinced that McCain would impose a net tax on health care
benefits were 2.8 times more likely to cast their ballot for Obama.
Similarly, those who believed that Obama would raise middle-class taxes
were 7.8 times more likely to vote for McCain. . . . [E]mbracing deception
is almost as strong a predictor of vote as party identification. (Jamieson &

Gottfried, 2010, p. 23)
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In another example of widely believed deceptions, Kenski, Hardy,
and Jamieson (2010) report:

Fifty-seven percent (56.9%) of those who knew of William Ayers said that
his relationship with Obama was ‘somewhat’ or ‘very close,” a conclusion
unsupported by evidence. Nearly 19 percent (18.7%) found the statement
‘Barack Obama pals around with terrorists’ to be truthful. (pp. 97-98)

Of particular concern is the effectiveness of “under-the-radar” campaign
messages: “Those who received e-mail in the final weeks of the campaign
were more likely to report that candidate Obama was a Muslim, for example,
and palled around with terrorists...charges debunked by impartial
organizations” (p. 307).

Finally, what was the role of the ad police in 2008? Unfortunately,
the ad police seem to have taken a furlough. Kenski, Hardy, and Jamieson
(2010) write, “To the dismay of the McCain campaign, news accounts of paid
campaign messages ecither disappeared entirely or were relegated to
parenthetical mentions in a nation transfixed by the economic meltdown” (p.
308). The lack of media policing of ads is disappointing, and Kenski, Hardy,
and Jamieson (2010) renew the plea for more effective ad policing: “The
news media, particularly those emerging on the Web, also could contribute to
the solution by vigilantly policing microtargeted messages, including viral e-
mail, and by aggressively vetting candidate claims” (p. 314).

2012 and Beyond

To some degree, this essay has chronicled the rise and fall of adwatch
journalism. Of course, with the proliferation of media, microtargeting of
messages, and fragmentation of viewing audiences, it is increasingly difficult
to debunk all the misleading messages in the campaign environment.
Websites like FactCheck.org provide a much richer source for accurate
analysis of campaign messages than any television adwatch package ever
could. However, there are still times when major media organizations will
need to take the responsibility to point out distortions in significant campaign
messages. In 2012, there is some indication that traditional media may be
once again taking responsibility to police deceptive advertising, as was the
case with the King of Bain video purchased by the Winning Our Future Super
PAC endorsing Newt Gingrich. The video was widely criticized as deceptive
by numerous organizations, including FactCheck.otg. The Washington Post
awarded it four Pinocchios (Kessler, 2012). In fact, the criticisms were so
damaging that Gingrich was forced to call on his Super PAC (with which he
supposedly was not allowed to coordinate) to edit or withdraw the ad. As the
LA Times reported:
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Saying he does not want false claims made on his behalf, Republican
presidential contender Newt Gingrich on Friday morning called on a
‘super PAC’ that supports him to withdraw commercials it ran in South
Carolina criticizing Mitt Romney and his old company Bain Capital.
(Powers, 2012)

The ad police have hopefully returned for the 2012 campaign, one that
promises to be the most expensive and potentially deceptive in history.

Conclusion

The American political landscape changed dramatically with the U.S.
Supreme Court’s decision in Citigens United v. Federal Elections Commission
(2010). Unlike political parties and candidates, so-called Super PACs can raise
and spend virtually unlimited sums of money. One wealthy donor, Sheldon
Adelson, for example, kept Newt Gingrich’s primary campaign alive though
his multi-million dollar donations to the Winning Our Future Super PAC
(Gold & Mason, 2012). Barack Obama’s decision to forego federal financing
of his general election campaign in 2008 enabled him to significantly
outspend his opponent, John McCain, who chose to adhere to the limits of
the campaign finance law he helped write. With all limits off in 2012 and
beyond, the potential is enormous for advertising, viral emails, robocalls, and
all the rest to pollute the campaign environment. Furthermore, the old rule of
thumb, a negative ad that is proven to be highly deceptive will likely backfire
against the sponsor, becomes irrelevant when the most aggressive negative
ads are sponsored by groups technically unaffiliated with the candidate. Thus,
a candidate can simply disavow such advertising or even do as Gingrich did
and publicly call on the sponsor to cease and desist, all the while claiming that
he had nothing to do with the offending messages.

It is likely that the need for accurate fact checking and monitoring of
campaign messages will be greater than ever in the coming election cycles. In
particular, voters need to have reliable places, such as FactCheck.org, where
they can learn whether the messages they receive in their email, on their
smart phone, or in their mailbox ate true, false, or somewhere in-between. If
democracy is to function effectively given the cacophony of campaign
messages to which we are all exposed, the role of those who seek to separate
truth from falsehood is more important than ever. Thomas Jefferson,
perhaps, said it best, as Jamieson and Gottfried (2010) remind us, “In his
1805 inaugural address, Thomas Jefferson expressed confidence that ‘[t/he
public judgment will correct false reasoning and opinions on a full hearing of
all parties” (p. 23). Hopefully, the work of Kathleen Hall Jamieson will
resonate for years to come as voters, journalists, and fact checkers use the
tools she helped create to better inform the electorate and improve our
democracy.
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Strengthening the Field of Communication Through Public
Policy Research and Visibility: Kathleen Hall Jamieson and
the Annenberg Public Policy Center

Kate Kenski, University of Arizona

Extraordinary scholars are those individuals who conduct insightful research
that not only affects their own discipline, but speaks to other disciplines
within the academy and transcends the walls of the ivory tower through its
importance and utility, garnering the attention of a wide and varied audience.
They accomplish this by being effective communication practitioners who are
both generalists and specialists—generalists in the sense that they are well-
read on different subjects and across multiple disciplines, but specialists in
the sense that they have studied an area thoroughly and understand how that
area of expertise relates to other important topics and fields. They are
communication practitioners, regardless of their affiliation with the
communication discipline, in that they are able to explain to others how their
research is connected to the world at large and why their findings have utility
for scholars and others.

Kathleen Hall Jamieson is one such extraordinary scholar. Through
her award winning scholarship on issues of great public significance, diverse
research profile, and ability to speak across disciplines and to political elites
and average citizens, she has earned the respect and admiration of those who
have read her work, heard her on the radio, seen her on television, watched
her give a speech, and/or worked with her in person. Jamieson’s speech and
debate experience, rhetorical training, and pursuit of answers to large societal
questions have made her uniquely suited for the task of altering how the
public sees the communication discipline generally using her work as the
vehicle. She has made her mark upon the field by propelling communication
into the public spotlight at a time when the discipline needed recognition in
order for its long-standing contributions to be understood and acknowledged
by the modern academy.

Kathleen Hall Jamieson is an outstanding scholar, visionary, and
teacher. Her early scholarship focused on papal rhetoric but shifted over the
years to include “presidential discourse, political argumentation, media
framing, gender and sexism, and adolescent mental health” (Kenski, 2008).
She served as Dean of the Annenberg School for Communication at the
University of Pennsylvania from 1989 to 2003 and currently resides as the
Elizabeth Ware Packard Professor of Communication and the Walter and
Leonore Annenberg Director of the Annenberg Public Policy Center. She is
also a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, the Ametican
Philosophical Society, the American Academy of Political and Social Science,
and the International Communication Association (The Annenberg Public
Policy Center, 2012). Author and co-author of 16 books and well over 100
articles and chapters, Jamieson’s scholarly contributions are numerous. In this
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essay, I will discuss Jamieson’s creation of The Annenberg Public Policy
Center (APPC) of the University of Pennsylvania to disseminate important
scholarship that she has conducted as well as the scholarship of other
Annenberg faculty members and will highlight three significant and
consistent themes in her scholarship.

Jamieson and the Annenberg Public Policy Center

Founded in 1993, the APPC was established by Ambassadors Walter and
Leonore Annenberg to increase the recognition and influence that The
Annenberg School for Communication’s cutting-edge research would have
on society. Under Kathleen Hall Jamieson’s direction, the APPC’s initial
focus centered on four research areas: political communication, information
and society, children and media, and health communication. The APPC’s
research agenda is and has been theoretically driven yet addresses concerns of
high public relevance. While many scholars focus their research on testing
specific theories, often for the sake of theory testing rather than for serving a
greater purpose, the APPC has been focused first and foremost on issues of
public relevance, letting the research questions drive the theories and
methodology employed.

Jamieson has directed, produced, and/or been involved with the
development of research in each of the policy center’s four general areas. Her
primary area has been political communication. The projects and initiatives in
this area include but are not limited to: (1) FactCheck.org, which monitors
the accuracy of claims made by major political figures, (2) FlackCheck.org,
which “uses parody and humor to debunk false political advertising, poke fun
at extreme language, and hold the media accountable for their reporting on
political campaigns” (FlackCheck.org, 2012), (3) Institutions of American
Democracy, which has brought together commissions of scholars to reveal
what is known about the nature and function of democracy across disciplines,
(4) Issue Advertising, which has tracked the quality and content of political
advertising for over a decade, (5) Student Voices, which is a program that has
increased civic engagement among high school students, (6) Annenberg
Classroom, which provides civics curriculum, lessons, and materials for
educators, and (7) the National Annenberg Election Survey, conducted in
2000, 2004, and 2008, which were the largest academic surveys of the
American electorate to date.

The information and society area has produced leading research in
the study of the internet’s role in public policy, including how the internet has
shaped health policy as well as information presented on other modes of
communication. The media and the developing mind area has examined the
effects of media and technology on children, families, and public policies
aimed at helping them. The health communication area has directed its
efforts toward promoting health policy awareness and health-related
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behaviors. In all areas of the APPC, Jamieson has brought together groups
of scholars across disciplines to address the state of the research on topics of
high public import, to make scholars aware of the research, and to drive the
research forward quickly, efficiently, and accurately. The center has held
approximately 39 conferences in the last 12 years (D. G. Stinnett, personal
communication, August 14, 2012).

Themes in Jamieson’s Scholarship

While Dean of the Annenberg School for Communication at The University
of Pennsylvania, Kathleen Hall Jamieson began each school year’s orientation
by highlighting the research being done by the Annenberg faculty and
suggesting that anyone who had questions on papal bulls should see her while
those with other research questions could be directed to the other Annenberg
faculty members. No one of course fell for the ruse. Jamieson’s work has
been diverse. Her research at the Annenberg School for Communication and
Annenberg Public Policy Center has often included three themes. First,
communication matters. Second, the accuracy of claims in candidate and
news discourse matters. Third, civility in public discourse matters.

Communication Matters

When Walter Annenberg founded the Annenberg School in 1959, he
observed, “Every human advancement or reversal can be understood
through communication.” His contention was not commonly held by the
academy at the time. In the area of politics and elections, for example,
political communication as an object of study had been all but abandoned by
sociologists and political scientists who tended to ignore how political
discourse could influence citizens’ attitudes and behaviors after the first set of
landmark studies suggested that people did not change their opinions easily
or often during campaigns.

Kathleen Hall Jamieson’s research and initiatives have demonstrated
empirically that communication can affect outcomes, which is something that
communication scholars have known but not always managed to
communicate to those outside the discipline. Part of the reason why political
communication was overlooked by the field of political science during the
first couple decades of contemporary political research was due to the
collection of data that was not geared toward detecting message effects. Most
models from political science have assumed that campaign information is not
needed to foretell election winners.! By contrast:

Historians of presidential campaigns have long speculated about the
importance of certain moments that may have turned the outcome in one
direction rather than another. Unspoken in their analysis is the

! For an overview of these models, see Holbrook (1996).
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assumption that the outcome of presidential campaigns is not a foregone
conclusion, that some moments are consequential where others are not,
and that determining which moments mattered is important in making
sense of who and how we elect and what it all means for those who
govern and are governed. (Jamieson & Kenski, 20006, p. 3)

Several projects within the APPC have demonstrated the importance
of communication. The amount and types of messaging to an audience can
affect citizens’ perceptions and behaviors. One of Kathleen Hall Jamieson’s
most important contributions to social science generally, and communication
specifically, was the establishment of the National Annenberg Election
Survey (NAES), the largest academic presidential election survey conducted.
Based on the work of Johnston, Blais, Brady, and Créte (1992), which
demonstrated that debate effects could be detected in Canadian elections, the
NAES has employed a rolling cross-sectional (RCS) design, which was
selected with the purpose of being able to detect the effects of campaign
messages and events, if they in fact existed. Jamieson recruited Richard
Johnston to write the protocols for the NAES and supervise their
implementation in 2000, the year of the first full NAES study. The NAES
was conducted in 2000, 2004, and 2008. The presupposition of the NAES is
that understanding campaign dynamics is important because communication
mattets.

Two books based on NAES data, and co-authored by Jamieson,
have illustrated how campaigns (and hence communication) matters.
Johnston’s, Hagen’s, and Jamieson’s (2004) The 2000 Presidential Election and
the Foundations of Party Politics is a landmark study. It is important to
communication, specifically, and the social sciences, generally, for two
primary reasons. First, it provides compelling evidence of communication’s
role in activating the background factors that have dominated political
scientists’ and sociologists’ understanding of how elections work. When
candidates fail to emphasize those factors in their campaign messages (e.g.,
Gore failing to take partial credit for the administration’s role in the
economy), they do not reap the benefits, and traditional models consequently
fail to predict elections accurately. Second, although the book is focused on
the 2000 election, the findings and study design have wide application for
scholars interested in understanding how mass communication affects public
opinion. At the time of its publication, the empirical evidence behind
Foundations of Party Politics was unparalleled by any political or mass
communication study to date. As evidence, the book used rolling cross-
sectional data from the NAES, which included over 37,000 interviews with
adults in the United States between July 4 and Election Day in 2000, to
examine shocks in public opinion trends. In addition, time-buy data were
acquired from the presidential campaigns so that spatiotemporal patterns in
ad buys could be matched against the survey interviews. Campaign coverage
in newspapers and national networks also were utilized to contextualize the
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findings. Although the American National Election Study (NES) has
provided data about elections via a panel design for decades, the NES design
is simply not suited to captute communication/media effects well. The
NAES provided the design needed to demonstrate the reality of campaign
effects, which Johnson, Hagen, and Jamieson skillfully utilize to show that
campaign messages mattet.

Building upon Johnston, Hagen, and Jamieson (2004), in The Obama

Victory: How Media, Money, and Message Shaped the 2008 Election, Kenski, Hardy,
and Jamieson (2010) demonstrate how presidential campaigns affect voter
opinion and behavior. Their work contains several important communication
findings and makes significant methodological advances to the study of
political communication. The book shows that: (1) contrary to standard
structural explanations, the electorate did not steadily converge toward an
Obama vote, but instead, McCain’s message made it possible for Obama to
gain ground after the final debate; (2) specific messages mattered and
embracing them changed the likelihood of a vote for a candidate; (3) vice
presidential candidate, Sarah Palin, negatively affected perceptions of and the
likelihood of voting for McCain; (4) spending differences produced a
significant impact on vote preferences; (5) the microtargeting through cable
and radio by the Obama campaign moved perceptions of moderate women;
(6) Obama’s use of the internet moved likely votes; and (7) the Democrats
locked down votes they might not otherwise have gotten in key battleground
states by persuading individuals to ballot early. The work’s methodological
advances include: (1) in-depth analyses of the NAES; (2) the first time daily
cable, radio, and broadcast television spending data geographically and
temporally tied to rolling cross-sectional survey respondents; and (3) a
comprehensive analysis of messages across media and time which are also
married to the NAES. In July 2010, Thomas B. Edsall wrote, in The New
Republic, “This book [The Obama 1V ictory] could transform the way we
understand presidential campaigns.” The Obama Victory has received
recognition from the Association of American Publishers by winning the
PROSE Award for the 2010 Best Book in Government and Politics and the
International Communication Association by winning the 2011 Outstanding
Book Award.

Accuracy of Claims Matters

Jamieson had long advocated for the press to check the claims made in
candidate and campaign discourse. APPC research has demonstrated that
people fall prey to deceptive claims and are most likely to believe the errant
claims made by members of their own party (Winneg, Kenski, & Jamieson,
2005). In The Press Effect: Politicians, Journalists, and the Stories that Shape the
Political World, Jamieson and Waldman (2003) argue:

Citizens need journalists to fill in the blanks when definitions are wanting,
test evidence when its legitimacy is in question, and concentrate not on
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who will win or lose but on the ways in which the proposals of candidates
and officeholders would affect individual lives. (p. 194)

People’s misperceptions about candidates can be corrected when the news
media take the time to provide factual information to counter errant claims.
Because campaigns usually do not want news coverage that purports they
have been misleading the public, they may be less likely to offer misleading
claims if they know that the news media are taking their watchdog function
seriously.

While fact checking via adwatches is what one might have thought
was already the responsibility of the news media, a common complaint from
reporters has been that they do not have the time or resources to vet
candidate claims. As a result, campaign reporting has often consisted of he-
said-she-said reporting, without setious attempts to verify the claims made by
candidates and their campaigns. To remedy these complaints by reporters and
help citizens navigate misleading statements by candidates and their
campaigns, Jamieson created FactCheck.org as a response. FactCheck.org
vets claims made in political advertising and has been the model for other
spinoff organizations, which also vet candidate claims. In wnSpun: Finding Facts
in a World of Disinformation, Jackson and Jamieson (2007) reveal how
campaigns try to deceive the citizenry and how people can find solid sources
of information.

Jamieson has shown in multiple projects that citizens learn from
campaign discourse such as political debates (Jamieson & Adasiewicz, 2000;
Kenski & Jamieson, 2000). Yet, if the candidates’ claims are deceptive, then
citizens may be misled over what the candidates are likely to do when in
office. Jamieson’s commitment to voters learning accurate information so
that they can make thoughtful decisions has resulted in the development of
FlackCheck.org, which seeks to engage people in political content via humor.

Civility Matters

Over the last three decades, the media environment has changed significantly,
resulting in a current media environment that is highly fragmented.
Polarization has become a problem among citizens as well as elites. Civility
has therefore become a topic of interest to the public. Showing her uncanny
knack for pinpointing major problems in public discourse well before the
areas have become popular objects of study by scholars, Jamieson started
working with the topic of civility in the 1990s. In her first APPC report on
civility, Jamieson (1997) wrote:

In Congress, comity is based on the norm of reciprocal courtesy and
presupposes that the differences between Members and parties are
philosophical not personal, that parties to a debate are entitled to the
presumption that their views are legitimate even if not correct, and that
those on all sides are persons of good will and integrity motivated by
conviction.
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Her initial analysis of the congtressional take down process and of words
ruled out of order during congressional sessions held between 1935 and 1996
revealed that incivility peaked in 1946 and 1995. Her 2011 report on civility in
Congtress revealed that congressional incivility peaked again in 2007. The
increases in incivility coincide with changes in party leadership in Congress.

Jamieson continues to work on the issue of civility in public
discourse, which unites with her other work in the mission of making our
society and citizenry stronger by keeping citizens engaged in the political
process and exposed to the best information from candidates and politicians
when it comes to topics important to the public. Her most recent work on
civility has tracked MSNBC, CNN, and FOX coverage of uncivil remarks
made by political leaders, groups, and activists and documented how those
incidents gained coverage on the cable news networks within the week
following the transgressions (Jamieson, 2012). The data have shown that
MSNBC was more likely to feature incivility by conservatives, whereas FOX
was more likely to feature incivility by liberals. Her approaches to studying
civility are being used by other researchers, such as those affiliated with the
National Institute for Civil Discourse at the University of Arizona, who are
tracking incivility in online news discussion boards.

Kathleen Hall Jamieson:
Putting Communication Research in the Spotlight

Kathleen Hall Jamieson’s unique background, career choices, unparalleled
rhetorical skills, and intellect make her a tour de force as an emissary for the
field of communication. She has used these qualities to make the APPC a
successful scholarly enterprise that has strengthened the field of
communication by shining the light on communication research for other
academic disciplines, news organizations, political elites, and the public. Each
year national and international news media quote APPC programs, research,
and staff several thousand times (K. L. Riley, personal communication,
August 14, 2012).

Jamieson’s interest in communication and public policy, it should be
noted, was established well before becoming Dean of the Annenberg School
for Communication and the Director of the APPC. She was the Director of
Communication for the U.S. House Committee on Aging in the late 1970s.
That practical experience and her high school and college speech and debate
background created a synergy with her scholatly pedigree that has allowed her
to put into motion the lessons of communication research unlike any other.

In the modern academy, the formal field of communication is
relatively new. It has struggled internally to create a disciplinary coherence
across related but unique interests because the field stems from many
disciplines, including but not limited to rhetoric, journalism, history,
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philosophy, sociology, political science, and psychology. As a result, it has
fought for recognition from other fields, which have often overlooked or
misunderstood how communication scholarship contributes to the social
sciences. Through the APPC’s initiatives, commissions, and conferences,
under the direction of Kathleen Hall Jamieson, scholars from within the field
have come together to establish a common set of interests that unify the
field. They have also provided opportunities for communication scholars to
reach out to scholars in other disciplines who also have an interest in
communication but may not have been aware of already established
communication research. Through APPC’s research, the public has come to
understand why communication matters and how communication discourse
and its effects contribute to or potentially detract from the public good.
Kathleen Hall Jamieson’s scholarly work and her leadership have steered the
communication discipline into the spotlight and consequently have increased
other communication scholars’ potential for using their research to advance
individual, communication, and societal well-being.
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