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Late July is awfully early for CCCC notifications, but the Facebook and the Twitter were all abuzz tonight 
with news of whether or not our annual conference hit the Like button on our various proposals. Since I 
ended up doing a blog entry’s worth of writing in people’s FB comments as a result, I thought I’d collect 
my thoughts here. 4Cs might actually make a good theme for an upcoming Random Access Monday–
there was a time when I was pretty shrill about what was wrong with the conference, even when I was in 
the middle of a long streak of acceptances. 

The bigger that potential audience gets, the more implicit pressure there is on the 
reviewers to pass along panels with a broader appeal. If you’re reading a number of 
proposals on technology, for example, it may make more sense to you as a reviewer to 
choose those panels that the other 95% of the people at the conference will be able to 
follow and/or be interested in. And there’s nothing wrong with this per se. 
Programming a conference of this size means making choices, and I think there’s value 
in the idealism of believing that every panel should be intellectually accessible to first-
year graduate students and full professors alike. 

When I’ve gone ahead and tried to do 
what I think of as more “advanced” 
work, those have been the times when 
I’ve gotten rejected. What is sacrificed in 
such an approach, however, is a certain 
sense of progress. If you go to the 
panels in a particular area for a few years in a row, and feel as though the panels at 
this year’s conference could have easily appeared 5 years ago, that can be a little 
frustrating. And without continuity among the people who make the decisions about 
the proposals, there’s no way to control for this. There are certainly always exceptions, 
but they tend to be few and far between. Again, this is not a bad thing. But it leads to a 
conference that is more appropriately thought of as an introduction to the field than 
one for experts in the field. And it wouldn’t be as much of an issue if we didn’t self-
present the conference as “selective” in the conscious sense. But we do. And we still 
treat the Conference Program, to a certain extent, as the “yearbook” or “best of” when 
it’s not, really. Speaking purely for myself, I can say that the best of my work that I’ve 
presented at 4Cs tends to be whatever portion of it I can translate to a general 
disciplinary audience, and yes, sometimes, the less-than-stellar conference themes. 
When I’ve gone ahead and tried to do what I think of as more “advanced” work, those 
have been the times when I’ve gotten rejected. 

 
 

4Cs just not that into you?         
Collin Gifford Brooke 
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