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ABSTRACT 
Title: Media Creation and the Net Generation: Comparing Faculty and Student 
Beliefs and Competencies Regarding Media Literacy within Higher Education 

Candidate: Hans Schmidt 
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy 

Temple University, 2010 
Doctoral Advisory Committee Chair: Renee Hobbs, Ed.D. 

 
 This document presents a dissertation research project that involved studying: 

(1) faculty perceptions and student media creation competencies, (2) faculty and 

student perceptions of the extent to which media creation competencies are addressed 

within higher education, and (3) faculty and student perceptions of the importance of 

addressing media creation competencies within higher education.  

 While the perception exists that today’s college students are digital natives, 

comfortable with all forms of new media and digital technology, previous research 

suggests that there may be limits to the media savvy of today’s college students.  This 

study considers the extent to which students possess competencies related to one 

dimension of media literacy, namely, media creation. Additionally, this study 

considers similarities and differences that exist between faculty perceptions and 

student competencies and perceptions. By using faculty interviews (N=16) and a 

student questionnaire (N=409), data were gathered at a four-year university in 

Pennsylvania. Data suggest that students infrequently engage in media creation 

activities and perceive that they learn very little about media creation in college 

classes, yet feel that it is important to learn about media creation. Similarly, faculty 

members perceive that students rarely engage in media creation activities and lack 

media creation competencies and perceive that they rarely include course content 
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related to media creation in their classes, yet feel that it is important for college 

students to learn about media creation. 

 Accordingly, this research suggests that, despite the perception that today’s 

college students are digital natives, individuals of this generation typically lack the 

media creation competencies that are an important dimension of overall media 

literacy. Additionally, data suggest that, despite the perception that students should be 

learning about media creation, they currently rarely learn about this aspect of media 

literacy at the college level.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
MEDIA CREATION AND THE NET GENERATION: AN INTRODUCTION 

 
 “One of the few good things about modern times,” wrote Kurt Vonnegut (2004), 

“[is that] if you die horribly on television, you will not have died in vain. You will have 

entertained us.”  Clearly, Vonnegut was poking fun at the entertainment media which 

have come to define popular culture of the modern era. But Vonnegut’s sentiment goes 

beyond serving as yet another satirical look at modern life and raises consciousness of 

an important fact: media are central to modern life. 

 In light of the centrality of media in contemporary society, the idea of what it 

means to be literate is evolving. Literacy – the ability to go beyond information 

processing and actually create meaning (Vincent, 1999) – is no longer applied to just 

written or spoken applications (Brown, 1998).  As Ernest Boyer, former US 

Commissioner of Education and former president of the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, noted, “It is no longer enough to simply read and write” 

(qtd. Rich, 1999, p. 29). Throughout the middle decades of the 20th century, the trend 

emerged that meaning could also be created through television, radio, and film.  Today, 

the possibilities for meaning creation have opened even further with the ongoing 

development of new media. As such, the potential for multiple literacies is important to 

recognize.  As Verezub, Grozz, Howard, and Watkins (2008) noted, “the term ‘literacy’ 

must be broadened to encompass new skills and reflect the merging of old and new 

literacy. . . . Rapid changes in information and communication technology (ICT) have 

reshaped the meaning of ‘literacy’” (p. 326). Such “new skills” include the ability to 

understand, manipulate, transform, and distribute a variety of media including new 
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digital media (New Media Consortium, 2005). Thus the idea of literacy has transformed 

from a singular linguistic literacy to multiple literacies that encompass a broader set of 

competencies with multiple modes of application (Walsh, 2006). Among these new 

multiple literacies, media literacy is a subset.  

Statement of Problem 

 Awareness of the importance of multiple literacies, and especially of media 

literacy, has become more prominent in recent years. This awareness has developed 

among researchers, educational policy makers, and the public as well. However, this has 

not translated into clear educational policy at all levels. This is especially the case 

within higher education. While there has been very little research regarding media 

literacy within higher education (Duran et al., 2008), what research does exist suggests 

that – while various aspects of media literacy are likely addressed across many 

disciplines – formalized, comprehensive media literacy education programs in post-

secondary higher education are uncommon (Silverblatt, Baker, Tyner & Stuhlman, 

2002). As noted by Wulff (1997): “In higher education the progress towards the 

incorporation of media literacy as an essential ability in higher education appears 

minimal” (p. 124) (Also see Aufderheide, 1993; Brown, 1991). Accordingly, the 

question must be asked: to what extent are media literacy objectives being recognized 

or addressed within higher education? Before this issue can be considered, it is first 

important to understand what media literacy is, and why one dimension of media 

literacy – media creation – is especially important to focus on. 
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What is Media Literacy? 

 Defining media literacy is challenging because of the many current and 

historical perspectives that exist among scholars from a diverse array of disciplines, 

including media studies, communication, education, and child development. Christ 

(2004) articulated some of the many questions regarding the definition of media 

literacy: “Does media literacy mean knowing about media industries? Content? 

Audiences? Does it mean being able to produce media content? Does it mean all of the 

above? Media literacy means different things to different people” (p. 92). One reason 

why the definition is so contested is because both media and literacy have different 

meanings to different people (Christ & Potter, 1998). Should the focus be on print 

media, visual media, computer media, or multimedia?  What makes an individual 

literate? Does it involve the ability to read/analyze media text? Or the ability to 

write/create media text? Additionally, there is debate regarding how media literacy 

should be addressed within an academic institution. Should the goal be to address media 

as a specialist discipline, as an element within a subject, across the curriculum, or 

within an integrated, interdisciplinary curriculum (Masterman, 1997)?  

  Yet, despite the many conflicting opinions, and while media literacy may be “a 

child known by many names” (Hobbs, 1994), with many applications within many 

contexts, some general consensus has been reached. One widely accepted definition 

considers it to be the ability to access, analyze, evaluate, and communicate messages in 

a wide variety of forms (Aufderheide, 1993). From this definition one can note that 

media literacy is a two-sided coin.  On one side, media literacy involves possessing the 

ability to critically analyze media; on the other side, it entails possessing the ability to 
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create individual messages in print, audio, video, and multimedia formats (Hobbs, 

1998a). From this two-sided coin, one might elaborate on specific competencies 

associated with media literacy. Different groupings of competencies have been 

suggested. When identifying associated competencies, Aufderheide (1997) built on her 

definition (1993) and noted that media literate persons “can decode, evaluate, analyze, 

and produce both print and electronic media” (p. 79). Christ (1997) similarly outlined a 

list of nine skills associated with media education which deal with both media analysis 

and creation: critical thinking, general literacy and communication competency, visual 

literacy, computer literacy, information gathering, media writing capability, production 

competency, contextual competency, and adaptive competency. Drawing on his premise 

that media literacy involves both analysis and creation, it is useful to consider how both 

analysis and creation competencies are connected, and why media creation assists the 

development of analytical competencies.  

How Media Creation Helps Improve Analytical Competencies 

 The importance of developing media creation competencies can be viewed as a 

part of media literacy education that is necessary to help students develop broader 

analytical competencies. Such a perspective suggests that by learning basic conventions 

of media creation, individuals gain the foundation on which to develop more 

sophisticated perspectives on media. For example, Duran, Yousman, Walsh, and 

Longshore (2008), argued that a media literate person would understand: 

What sorts of persuasive messages are found in media 
Why media messages look, sound, and read the way they do 
Who creates and benefits from these messages 
When we are affected by media 
Where they can find alternative media, and 
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How to actively work to change the media system (p. 51) 
 

 Understanding such issues involves possessing both media creation and analysis 

competencies, as Duran and colleagues went on to discuss:  

Answering the what and why questions in this equation requires 
knowledge of production techniques and narrative construction in order 
to deconstruct the manner in which television programs, advertisements, 
blogs, videos, etc. are created and analyze the values and ideologies 
inherent in all media stories. (p. 51) 

 
 Six key concepts of media literacy education have been identified and agreed 

upon by the National Association for Media Literacy Education (NAMLE) to guide 

approaches to media analysis:  

1. All media messages are “constructed” 
2. Each medium has different characteristics, strengths, and a unique 
“language” of construction 
3. Media messages are produced for particular purposes 
4. All media messages contain embedded values and points of view 
5. People use their individual skills, beliefs and experiences to construct 
their own meanings from media messages. 
6. Media and media messages can influence beliefs, attitudes, values, 
behaviors, and the democratic process. (National Association, 2007) 

 
 The development of student media creation competencies is especially 

beneficial in achieving goals 1-4 (National Council, 2007). For example, as Messaris 

(1998) noted, learning about media creation can help students to understand the 

constructed nature of media (“1. All media messages are ‘constructed’”). Because 

students gain knowledge with editing video, audio, and still images, students can gain 

an understanding of the grammar and “language” used to construct media text (“2. Each 

medium has different characteristics, strengths, and a unique ‘language’ of 

construction”). Students can reflect on their purposes and goals for producing media 

text (“3. Media messages are produced for particular purposes”). Finally, students can 
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reflect on how their own opinions and point of view affected their construction and 

reception of messages (“4. All media messages contain embedded values and points of 

view”).  As Lund noted (1998):  

By designing and producing their own media, students become effective 
evaluators of similar media. . . . Once high school students have 
experienced the long, involved process of planning, writing, and 
producing a video, they know in their bones that what they see on 
television is a manufactured product created by a string of decisions 
made by people along the way. (p. 5) 

 
 Accordingly, media literacy education involves both creation and analysis at the 

same time; the development of basic media creation competencies provides a 

foundation for reflective discussions and critical thinking. This idea was reflected by 

Williams and Medoff (1997): “Although many other areas of the media curriculum 

provide opportunities for information gathering, discrimination, and analysis, 

production provides the opportunity to complete the process through synthesis” (p. 

246). Indeed, just as people need to both read and write to possess a degree of 

alphabetic literacy, so too must people both read (analyze) and write (create) new media 

to possess a degree of media literacy.  Sefton-Green wrote (2006): “As long noted by 

media educators, conceptualizations of media consumption as a kind of reading need to 

account for types of ‘writing’ in the range of media forms now available” (p. 292). 

 Similarly, in his discussion of media literacy, Potter (2004) stressed the role of 

creation competencies in the acquisition of media knowledge necessary for literacy.  

Potter wrote:  

Media literacy is the set of perspectives from which we expose ourselves 
to the media and interpret the meaning of the messages we encounter. 
We build our perspectives from knowledge structures. . . . The more 
knowledge structures we have, the more of the media phenomenon we 



7  

 

can ‘see.’ The more developed our knowledge structures, the more 
context we will have to help us understand what we see. . . . The skills of 
production (writing, photography, acting, directing; editing, sound 
recording, etc.) can help people become more media literate by adding 
more information to their knowledge structures. (p. 59) 

 
 Accordingly, the argument can be made that analysis and creation are two parts 

of one whole: by developing the ability to write/create media, students can better 

understand the constructed nature of media and thus more effectively read/analyze 

media as well. Having now considered several important aspects of media literacy, as 

well as different perspectives regarding what media literacy truly entails, a single, 

concise definition of the term is important to consider.  

Definition of Terms 

 The lively debate regarding what it means to be media literate can be condensed 

into an operational definition that recognizes the participatory nature of media literacy 

in the context of higher education. The definition used at Alverno College, which 

recognizes the multi-sided, participatory nature of media literacy, will be used for this 

study: “Media literacy requires the development of knowledge and abilities in use, 

creation, and interpretation of diverse media. . . . Media literacy centers on developing 

these abilities: proficient use, effective creation, and critical interpretation” (qtd. Wulff, 

1997, p. 136). 

Accordingly, media literacy and media literacy education consists of three 

dimensions: media use, media creation, and critical media analysis/interpretation. Media 

use involves finding and selecting media, and using media to attain individual 

information or entertainment goals (Wulff, 1997). Media creation involves pre-

production (brainstorming and planning, script writing, identifying target audience), 
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production (filming, creating media, understanding grammar/structure), and post-

production (distribution) (Ascher & Pincus, 1984; Hobbs, 2004b; Lund, 1998; O’Brien, 

2005; Williams & Medoff, 1997;). Finally, critical media analysis/interpretation 

involves the ability to deconstruct a message and identify: (1) assumed target audience; 

(2) specific techniques employed; (3) message subtext or unstated message; and (4) the 

assumed purpose (Hobbs, 2004b). 

 Because media literacy typically focuses on media with a visual and multimodal 

nature (Jewitt, 2005; Sefton-Green, 2006), media competencies addressed in this study 

will focus on digital technologies, video, and multimedia Web-based or software 

applications.   

The Need to Focus on Media Creation Competencies 

 As the above stated definition suggests, if students today are to become fully 

media literate they must possess competencies related to media use, creation, and 

analysis. While significant research has considered media analysis and media use 

competencies, much less research has considered student media creation competencies, 

especially within higher education. 

 Regarding media analysis competencies, there has been little research 

considering college students (Duran, Yousman, Walsh & Longshore, 2008), but there is 

a growing body of research considering student media analysis competencies at the K-

12 level. This research has considered media analysis abilities related to decoding 

media messages (Behson, 2002; Brown, 1991), analyzing advertisements (Austin & 

Johnson, 1997; Gonzales, Glik, Davoudi & Ang, 2004; Hindin, Contento & Gussow, 

2004), understanding body-image issues as related to media images (Fuler, Damica & 
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Rodgers, 2004; Irving & Berel, 2001; Irving, DuPen & Berel, 1998; Levine, Smolak & 

Schermer, 1996; Piran, Levine & Irving, 2000; Wade, Davidson & O’Dea, 2003), 

interpreting television images of crime and violence (Rosenkoetter, Rosenkoetter, 

Ozretich & Acock, 2004; Scharrer, 2006; Vooijs & van der Voot, 1993), and improving 

abilities to identify main ideas, purpose, target message, and production techniques 

(Hobbs & Frost, 2003).   

Regarding media use competencies, research considering teenagers and young 

adults continues to be conducted. As Chapter Two will discuss, research has been 

conducted which suggests that students today are frequent media users. In terms of 

accessing information for academic or personal recreation activities, students have 

reported frequent media use (Salaway et al., 2006; Kennedy et al., 2008; Ito et al., 

2008). Additionally, recent studies have been conducted to consider trends and types of 

media usage among college students and teenagers (e.g. Ito et al., 2008), and have 

identified popular categories of media and Internet use, including entertainment, 

communication, social media use, e-commerce, research, and information gathering 

(Jones & Fox, 2009).  

Yet, the dimension of student media creation remains an area of concern which 

has received surprisingly little attention despite the fact that media creation 

competencies are: useful as a foundation on which students can develop analytical 

abilities (Messaris, 1998; Potter, 2004); the dimension of media literacy in which 

students are least likely to engage in; and are identified by students as being a topic 

about which they need to learn more in their classes (Salaway et al., 2006).  Chapter 
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Two will further elaborate on the importance of media creation competencies, and 

discuss the potential overestimation of student media creation competencies.  

Focus of Study 

 In order to consider a dimension of media literacy competencies that are often 

overlooked in research and frequently overestimated by individuals, this study focuses 

on media literacy education related to media creation at the college level, and considers 

the potential disconnect between faculty perceptions and student competencies. In order 

to investigate this topic, faculty perceptions will first be considered. Interviews are used 

to learn about faculty perspectives regarding student media creation competencies, 

media creation education, and to design a student questionnaire. The student 

questionnaire then allows for a consideration of student media creation competencies 

and views regarding media creation education. Finally, similarities and differences 

between faculty and student data can be considered by analyzing these data together. 

 Specifically, this study will look at three constructs: (1) student media creation 

competency, (2) exposure to media creation education, and (3) perception of 

importance. As will be discussed in the following section, focusing on these three 

constructs is an accepted method for program or curriculum assessment. Further, 

focusing on these three constructs also allows for a consideration of (1) the potential 

disconnect between student media competencies and faculty perceptions, (2) 

disciplinary differences which may exist in the way media education is addressed, and 

(3) paradigmatic and theoretical positions which may affect the attitudes held towards 

media education. This study’s focus on the constructs of competency, exposure, and 

importance will now be considered. 
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Using Competency, Exposure, and Importance for Curriculum Assessment 

As Krendl, Warren, and Reid (1997) wrote, evaluation is best when it considers 

“the entire educational experience” (p. 103). This study attempts to describe a broad 

picture of the media literacy “educational experience” at one university by considering 

several dimensions. However, why does this study consider the “educational 

experience” to be represented by the constructs of competency, exposure, and 

importance? 

When considering how to assess media education, Christ presents several 

aspects which can be considered. First, Christ (1997) proposed that assessments of 

media education might consider “knowledge, behavior, attitudes, values” (p. 6). 

Similarly, Haley and Jackson (1995), when discussing program assessment, recognized 

that “perceptions and performance” (p. 29) are both important to consider in an 

evaluation. Further, Krendl, Warren, and Reid (1997) suggested that it is important to 

consider the “mesh between students’ needs and their experiences” (p. 101). Later, 

Christ (2004) suggested that assessing media education often involves addressing the 

question “What do we teach?” and should also address the question “What have 

students learned?” (p. 96)  

This study intends to balance these different assessment criteria, and in the 

process develop a well-rounded picture of the state of media education at one four-year 

university. First, this study will address student behavior (Christ, 1997), by assessing 

faculty-perceived and student self-reported involvement in media creation activities and 

student knowledge (Christ, 1997) of media production vocabulary. In the process it will 

also address student performance (Krendl, Warren & Reid, 1997) and the question 
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“What have students learned?” (Christ, 2004). Second, this study addresses the issue of 

“What do we teach?” (Christ, 2004) by looking at student and faculty perceptions of the 

extent to which media education is addressed in class. Third, this study looks into issues 

of faculty and student perceptions (Haley & Jackson, 1995), attitudes, and values 

(Christ, 1997), by assessing perceptions of the importance of media education.  

As shown in Figure 1.1, this three-pronged approach to the study of media 

creation education will also build on existing research into media education as presented 

in Chapters Two, Three, and Four. First, addressing the student competency construct – 

and considering student behavior, knowledge, and performance – will build on existing 

research regarding student media competencies. Already, studies have suggested that 

student involvement with media is focused on a narrow subset of readily accessible 

technological platforms, and does not expand to broader media creation activities. Yet, 

a further consideration of student behaviors, and a comparison of both behaviors and 

faculty perceptions, will allow for a better understanding of the similarities and 

differences between faculty-perceived and student self-reported competencies. Further, 

it will allow for a better understanding of the implications of such similarities and 

differences on media education, specifically related to media creation at the college 

level. 

 Second, addressing the exposure to media creation education construct – and the 

question of “What do we teach?” – will help lead to a better understanding of the 

differences that potentially exist when media are addressed from different disciplinary 

backgrounds. As Chapter Three will demonstrate, the perspective taken towards media 

education has developed along different tracks in different disciplines. Therefore, this 
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study considers the way in which different faculty members from different relevant 

disciplines address media. Responses from faculty members demonstrate the way that 

disciplinary background does or does not have a bearing on the way media are 

addressed. Further, this study also looks at differences that exist between students in 

different academic departments or disciplines. Finally, I also consider the ways in which 

students and faculty either do, or do not, have similar perspectives regarding the extent 

of media creation education.  

Third, addressing the importance of media education construct – and 

considering attitudes and values – will lead to a better understanding of the theoretical 

or paradigmatic perspectives taken by faculty members when addressing media 

education. As will be developed in Chapter Four, there are several important paradigms 

of media education which have shaped the way that media education is practiced. 

Faculty and student perspectives regarding the importance of media education is related 

to the paradigms of media education because the paradigmatic positioning of an 

individual may be associated with their perspective on the extent to which – or reason 

for which – media education is important to address. As Hobbs (1998b) wrote, 

“Teachers' choices about what to do in the classroom are motivated by their own 

underlying philosophies about the subject area, the processes of learning, and their 

assessment of their own and their students' skills and talents” (p.127). Accordingly, this 

study discusses the extent to which media education is considered important and what 

theoretical or paradigmatic perspectives are evidenced among faculty members 

regarding media education.  
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Looking at such issues, and addressing these three constructs, by means of 

considering faculty and student perceptions, student self-report responses, and student 

vocabulary knowledge is a logical step. A similar design was used by Oliver and Corn 

(2008) when studying technology use and skills in a computer training program. In their 

study, Oliver and Corn used a mixed methods design which involved student surveys, 

classroom observations, and a semi-structured interview. Oliver and Corn’s study, 

which was similarly designed to describe a broad picture of the learning environment, 

also involved gathering data around four central research questions which dealt with: 

(1) student self-reporting of technology skills, (2) student self-reporting of technology 

use, (3) student perception of satisfaction with a program, and (4) student exposure to 

technology-related activities. 

While this study considers media literacy competencies related to media creation 

among college students and Oliver and Corn considered skills related to technology use, 

both studies use a similar design and consider similar issues. However, this study builds 

on the methodology of Oliver and Corn by also adding a comparative element. By 

considering both student and faculty perspectives, an even broader understanding of the 

educational environment is achieved, thus better meeting the goal of considering “the 

entire educational experience” (Krendl, Warren & Reid, 1997).  

By addressing these issues, a better understanding of the disciplinary and 

paradigmatic influences on media education can be gained. Further, a stronger 

understanding of the relationship between student competencies and faculty perceptions  
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in higher education develops. This serves as the springboard for future growth in the 

field of undergraduate media literacy education, and provides a foundation on which to 

build a more comprehensive program of study that addresses the media creation 

dimension of media literacy. 

Preview 

 There is a significant body of existing research which should be considered to 

understand this current study. First, Chapter Two presents existing literature which has 

considered the issue of the extent of student media literacy competencies, especially 

related to media creation. Additionally, it is important to consider how media literacy 

education has developed according to two different tracks. Because the development 

and implementation of media literacy education can be considered from a disciplinary 

perspective, Chapter Three considers how the roots of media literacy education can be 

traced within the disciplines of communication, English, and education. The ways in 

which media literacy education developed according to each disciplinary context has 

relevance to the way in which media literacy education is practiced today.  In Chapter 

Four, I explore how the theoretical perspectives of media literacy education developed 

through three paradigms: the inoculatory/protectionist, popular arts, and 

critical/representational/semiological paradigms. Each of these three paradigms of 

media education have a bearing on the different ways that media literacy education is 

practiced today. 

After considering the theoretical and disciplinary perspectives of media literacy 

education, Chapter Five explores the advantages of using a mixed methods design to 

study this topic in a university setting, and relevant studies that consider faculty and 
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student populations. Chapter Six presents the research methods used in the faculty 

interview portion of the study, and Chapter Seven presents the results of the faculty 

interviews. Chapter Eight discusses the methods used in the student questionnaire 

portion of the study, and Chapter Nine presents the results of the student questionnaire. 

Chapter Ten brings both sets of data together for comparison and analysis, and Chapter 

Eleven discusses my conclusions and recommendations.  
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 CHAPTER TWO 
MEDIA CREATION COMPETENCIES: ESSENTIAL YET OVERESTIMATED 

AMONG THE NET GENERATION 
 

This study focuses on media creation as a part of media literacy for several 

reasons. First, as discussed in Chapter One, media creation competencies are closely 

associated with the development of analytical skills which are very important for 

understanding the modern media saturated world. However, there are also other reasons 

why media creation is important to consider in this study. This chapter will first discuss 

the role of media creation in the modern age of media convergence and then consider 

the overestimation of media creation competencies among the Net Generation. First, it 

is important to consider the importance of the media creation dimension of media 

literacy in the age of media convergence. 

Media Creation as Convergence 

 Media creation competencies are especially important for participation in the 

modern media convergent world. Defined by Jenkins (2006), convergence refers not 

just to the flow of content across multiple media platforms, but to an active culture 

involving engaged, participative consumers who create, share, and seek out new 

information. According to this perspective, individuals must simultaneously possess a 

mix of both analytical and creative competencies to fully participate in this culture of 

media convergence. According to Jenkins et al.(2006), forms of participatory culture 

include:  

Affiliations — memberships, formal and informal, in online 
communities centered around various forms of media (such as 
Friendster, Facebook, message boards, metagaming, game clans, or 
MySpace). 
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Expressions — producing new creative forms (such as digital sampling, 
skinning and modding, fan video making, fan fiction writing, zines, 
mash-ups). 
Collaborative Problem-solving — working together in teams, formal and 
informal, to complete tasks and develop new knowledge (such as 
through Wikipedia, alternative reality gaming, spoiling). 
Circulations — shaping the flow of media (such as podcasting, 
blogging). (p. 3)  

 
 Clearly, media creation competencies are necessary in order for individuals to 

engage in the four dimensions of convergence. In the process of engaging in these 

activities, individuals develop cross-media creativity (Deuze, 2007), and, as Jenkins 

(2008) noted, “reconstruct their images of the ‘audience’ as co-creators rather than as 

(passive) consumers” (p. 7). Such participation not only allows individuals to reimagine 

their role with media, but also can lead to the development of a more complicated, 

analytical relationship with media institutions. Jenkins wrote:  

Consumers are now demanding the right to participate and this becomes 
another destabilizing force that threatens consolidation, standardization, 
and rationalization. Whatever we do with our media – what we read, 
watch, listen to, participate in, create, or use – pushes well beyond what 
is predicted, produced, or programmed by corporate media 
organizations. (p. 8) 

 
 Yet, despite the centrality of individual media creation competencies to the 

growth of a convergent media culture, such competencies are lacking in many 

individuals. Even Jenkins (2006) notes that the tendency exists to focus on early 

adaptors while ignoring the reality that many in society have not developed the abilities 

needed to become part of the convergence, and require “more extended access to those 

technologies” and “a fuller mastery over the conceptual skills that consumers have 

developed in response to media convergence” (p. 23). 
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 Accordingly, media creation competencies are a necessary component for 

participation in a media convergence culture in which individual students can: (1) be 

active participants, not passive consumers (Sefton-Green, 2006); (2) develop new ways 

of making meaning from interactive media (Holland, Jenkins & Squire, 2003); (3) 

develop the ability to effective communication in the modern world (Snyder & Beavis, 

2004) and (4) interact with wider audiences (Sefton-Green, 2006). 

 Thus, it can be seen that media creation competencies are especially important 

today in order to participate in a society which is increasingly driven by media 

convergence. Yet, as has been acknowledged, the tendency exists to assume that 

members of younger generations are naturally involved in such new media 

developments. This potential for overestimating student media competencies is 

important to consider.  

The Overestimation of Student Media Competencies  
 

 Many today refer to undergraduate college and university students as digital 

natives.  This generation, referred to as either the Net Generation (Tapscott, 1998) or 

Millennials (Prensky, 2001), has been connected to digital media resources and the 

Internet for much, if not all, of their lives. Such connectivity to interactive media is 

evidenced by the fact that, according to data gathered for the Pew Internet and 

American Life Project, 97.8% of students own a personal computer (38.3% have both a 

laptop and desktop computer), 19.8% have a personal digital assistant or smart phone, 

87% use the Internet, and 51% use it daily (Salaway, Katz, Caruso, Kvavik, & Nelson, 

2006). Not only do members of this generation have access to media and associated 

technologies, but they also spend a significant amount of time accessing and using it. A 
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study by Roberts, Foehr, and Rideout (2005) for the Kaiser Family Foundation found 

that students averaged 6.5 hours of media usage daily, with 26% of this time involving 

multiple media. 

 Among the associated activities most popular with this generation is the use of 

the Internet to communicate, send instant messages, send photos and documents, and 

exchange music and video files (Lenhart, Madden & Hitlin, 2005).  Such activities have 

become engrained in the culture of the younger generation; when asked to rank their top 

five “in” activities, American college students ranked using email, cell phones and the 

Internet alongside “drinking beer” and “going to clubs” (Carney, 2006).  

 Thus, data clearly confirm the popularity of media consumption and digital 

technology among the younger generation. The popularity of technology among 

students often leads to the assumption that members of the Net Generation have broad-

based media and technology competencies. This assumption of digital nativity is 

articulated by Katz (2006):   

We take it to be self-evident that college-bound digital natives are in fact 
digital cognoscenti, sophisticates, and perhaps even digital connoisseurs 
who will arrive at our nations’ institutions of higher learning with digital 
gadgets of every imaginable shape and function, with insatiable appetites 
for all things digital. (p. 5) 
 

 Indeed, it is not surprising that student media literacy competencies – including 

competencies related to media creation – are often overestimated. This possibility is 

substantiated by Caruso and Salaway (2007), whose report for the Educause Center for 

Applied Research reached the conclusion that, “Instructors sometimes overestimate 

student comfort with or access to technology resources” (p. 14).  
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Similarly, as Boening (2001) and Manuel (2002) observed, the tendency to 

overestimate the competencies of members of younger generations is commonplace and 

often then becomes internalized among members of that generation as well. This 

overestimation of student media competencies may likely lead to faculty disinterest in 

or avoidance of certain aspects of media literacy education related not only to media 

use, but also to media creation and analysis. 

 Accordingly, there is a widely held perception that students are “digital natives” 

who do not require media training in higher education. Furthermore, various studies 

have shown that university students are using certain popular technologies and media on 

a regular basis. Yet, it is important to recognize that there is less evidence to suggest 

that this leads to broader media competencies.  

Indeed, this widespread assumption of student digital nativity may be limited in 

several respects. As part of a study conducted for the Pew Internet and American Life 

Project, Salaway, Katz, Caruso, Kvavik, & Nelson (2006) conducted a survey with 

28,724 respondents across 96 colleges and universities and found that while many 

students use communication technologies on a regular basis, many other students do 

not.  As Salaway and colleagues wrote, “There is an ‘underclass’ of students who do not 

have access to great IT [information technology], who do not claim to be proficient in 

many purposeful uses of IT, and who in fact don’t even like IT” (p. 34). A similar 

conclusion was reached by Vaidhyanathan (2008):  

Every class has a handful of people with amazing skills and a large 
number who can't deal with computers at all. Many use Facebook and 
MySpace because they are easy and fun, not because they are powerful 
(which, of course, they are not). And almost none know how to program 
or even code text with Hypertext Markup Language (HTML). College 
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students in America are not as "digital" as we might wish to pretend. (p. 
B7) 

 
 Data suggest that student media and communication technology use is limited to 

a relatively narrow subset of applications. For example, nearly all students (99.9%) 

reported creating, reading, and sending email. Similarly, 94% of students reported 

conducting online research using their school’s library Web site, and 70.6% reported 

using computers to download music or video files and accessing social networks. 

However, data regarding the use of technology associated with media creation 

demonstrated significantly less student interest. Only 27.7% of students reported using 

software to create or edit video and audio files, 28.6% reported creating Web pages, and 

28.6% reported blogging (Salaway et al., 2006). 

Additionally, data collected by Salaway et al. suggests that not only is media 

creation unpopular, but that students also lack the knowledge of how to use media 

creation technologies.  In the same study, 73.6% of students indicated that they had 

either minimal or no experience editing or creating Web pages, and 74% of student 

respondents indicated that they had either minimal or no experience using audio or 

video editing software. Student perceptions of their use of other programs, while less 

dramatic, still indicated that a sizeable portion of students lack basic skills.  For 

example, 41.5% of students indicated that they had minimal or no experience using 

graphics software, and 14.0% indicated that they had minimal or no experience using 

presentation software. 
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  Figure 2.1. Student ICT Use (see Salaway et al., 2006) 

 Data clearly indicate that regardless of the popularity of technology and the 

centrality of the Internet in the lives of today’s college students, there is reason to 

believe that students often lack basic skills related to media creation. Furthermore, those 

students who do possess a degree of new media creation competencies are often 

grouped into narrow categories of academic majors or career interests; those with 

technology, IT, or media-related majors develop more extensive technological skills 

than those in non-technology related majors. Far from being a homogenous, 

technological and media proficiency generation, data indicate that there are wide 

disparities between the media competent and incompetent (Kennedy, Krause, Judd, 

Churchward & Gray, 2007). Salaway and colleagues (2006) concluded:  

The Net Gen characterization of technophile students born in the Internet 
era applies to a substantial minority of undergraduates, but not to the 
whole group. In fact, an important minority of undergraduates do not 
appear enamored of IT, and some appear even to avoid it. . . . While 
younger students can boast an arsenal of IT skills to underpin their social 
lives (such as e-mail, instant messaging, and social networking) and their 
recreational lives (such as computer gaming), they are less skilled or 
confident users of instrumentally useful technologies. (p. 14) 
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 There has not been a noticeable improvement in student communication 

technology and media creation competencies since the publication of this study.  After 

publishing the results of a study for the MacArthur Foundation Report on Digital Media 

and Learning in 2008, Ito and colleagues concluded: “Adolescents have been called 

‘digital natives,’ but data suggests that they are both comfortable with new 

technologies, and yet not always as technically savvy as we collectively believe them to 

be” (Ito et al., 2008).  

 The same year, Kennedy et al. (2008) similarly found that first-year 

undergraduate college students continue to be very familiar with certain everyday 

technological applications.  However, when it came to broader technological, media, 

and digital applications, they were significantly less familiar, demonstrating that the 

“digital native” generation is “native” only to a very limited subset of technologies, thus 

marking a clear limitation to their overall media literacy. Kennedy et al. noted:  

It is assumed that the technological experiences of students are more or 
less homogeneous and that most, if not all, incoming university students 
are digital natives. Not only is it assumed that these students will have 
had broadly universal experiences, but that they will also have a 
sophisticated knowledge and understanding of information and 
communication technologies (ICTs). Such generalizations risk 
overlooking a more complex mix of technology based skills, knowledge, 
and preferences among the student population. (p. 109) 

 
Summary and Relevance to this Study 

 
The question remains: if existent data suggest that students may be lacking in 

ICT skills associated with media creation, and students report the need for additional 

related education, to what extent, and in what manor, are these needs being addressed? 

An important step towards addressing this issue is to study the extent of college student 
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media creation competencies and compare this with faculty perceptions. By studying 

both student competencies and faculty perceptions, it can be determined if faculty 

overestimation of student media competencies is associated with diminished classroom 

instruction regarding this important dimension of media literacy. Accordingly, this 

study will focus on the media creation dimension of media literacy, and consider both 

student media creation competencies and faculty perceptions. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
DISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVES ON MEDIA EDUCATION 

 
 Media literacy education has developed in different ways according to its 

disciplinary locations over the course of time. Today, media literacy competencies are 

undoubtedly addressed in a variety of disciplines. However, communication, because of 

its obvious ties to media industries and theories of media effects, English, because of its 

overwhelming historic association with media education, and education, because it 

involves the pre-service training of future teachers, are especially relevant.  

Understanding how media literacy education has developed within each of these 

disciplinary locations is important to understanding the state of contemporary media 

literacy education. 

Mass Media and Communication 

 The way in which media literacy is addressed within communication and media 

schools, departments, and programs varies significantly. At times, media literacy 

competencies are addressed directly, and at other times tangentially. Occasionally, 

media literacy competencies are addressed in named media literacy courses or programs 

(Silverblatt, Baker, Tyner & Stuhlman, 2002). In order to consider the perspectives 

taken towards addressing media within this discipline, it is important to consider a brief 

history of undergraduate communication education, current goals and objectives of 

communication and media programs, and the types of courses frequently offered which 

address various media literacy competencies at the university level.  

 Over the course of the past century, the field of communication has taken two 

distinct paths: journalism which came to include mass media studies, and 
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rhetoric/speech which came to include interpersonal theories and become known as 

communication (Tan, 1999). 

History of Mass Media Programs 

 Today, mass media programs are most likely to be the disciplinary home for the 

discussion of media literacy competencies related to production, criticism, and analysis.  

The roots of academic training in journalism could be traced back to the period 

immediately following the Civil War (Rowland, 1999). Journalism programs split from 

English and speech-related departments in the early 20th century. Spurred by 

technological developments that changed the nature of reporting, these programs came 

to include the study of mass media by the middle of the 20th century.  With leadership 

provided by Schramm, who founded the Institute of Communications Research at the 

University of Illinois in 1947 and who is often credited as the grandfather of mass 

communication programs, as well by as work at universities such as Harvard, Cornell, 

Yale, Columbia, Berkeley and the University of Chicago’s Committee on 

Communication, the field took root (Wahl-Jorgensen, 2004).   

 Since then, various programs have expanded their focus to include specialties 

such as advertising, public relations, and marketing communication.  In modern years, 

different goals for such programs have been adopted.  Various objectives have been 

developed by the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication 

(AEJMC), Association of Schools of Journalism and Mass Communication (ASJMC), 

the Broadcast Education Association (BEA), the International Communication 

Association (ICA), the National Communication Association (NCA), and other 

organizations.   
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 When considering these lists, Rowland (1998) noted that there are six main 

components that are commonly associated with undergraduate media programs.  

Specifically, Rowland noted that such courses should:  

(a) Teach the basic communication skills, 
(b) encourage critical thinking,  
(c) ground our curricula in the liberal arts,  
(d) develop an understanding of the role and impact of the media in 
society,  
(e) inculcate a sense of ethics, and  
(f) broaden the skills and understanding of the information technologies 
generally. (p. 51) 

 
 Rowland noted that such objectives might be divided into two categories: skills 

and critical thinking.  For instance, noted Rowland, it is important to develop both 

specific media creation skills related to journalism, broadcasting, marketing, 

advertising, or any specialty, as well as broader skills related to research, analysis, and 

debate. This general idea is expanded on in the second competency outlined in the 

Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism and Mass Communications (ACEJMC) 

guidelines. The ACEJMC (2004) states that graduates should be able to: 

Understand and apply the principles and laws of freedom of speech and 
press, including the right to dissent, to monitor and criticize power, and 
to assemble and petition for redress of grievances; demonstrate an 
understanding of the history and role of professionals and institutions in 
shaping communications; demonstrate an understanding of the diversity 
of groups in a global society in relationship to communications; 
understand concepts and apply theories in the use and presentation of 
images and information; demonstrate an understanding of professional 
ethical principles and work ethically in pursuit of truth, accuracy, 
fairness and diversity; think critically, creatively and independently; 
conduct research and evaluate information by methods appropriate to the 
communications professions in which they work; write correctly and 
clearly in forms and styles appropriate for the communications 
professions, audiences and purposes they serve; critically evaluate their 
own work and that of others for accuracy and fairness, clarity, 
appropriate style and grammatical correctness; apply basic numerical and 
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statistical concepts; apply tools and technologies appropriate for the 
communications professions in which they work. (p. 2) 

 
 Such objectives are directly parallel with media literacy competencies, even if 

such programs do not use the phrase “media literacy” in their names. This point was 

articulated by Christ (2004), who noted: “Media literacy is not an explicitly stated value 

or competency of either standard, although it could be argued that the standards lay out 

what it means to be a media literate practitioner” (p. 93). 

History of Speech Communication Programs 

 At the same time as media programs were developing, speech programs were 

changing and developing as well.  Many began in departments which shared a focus 

between English and Rhetoric, but in the early 1900s the two disciplines split; English 

headed in one direction, while speech – later speech communication – went in the 

direction of developing a skill-based curriculum based largely on the rhetorical 

principles of the ancient Greek thinkers (Rubin & Daly, 1999). The development of 

speech communication as a discipline in its own right was strengthened by the 

formation of The National Association of Academic Teachers of Public Speaking in 

1914. As Rowland (1999) noted: “Speech had a much older, core canonical history, 

rising out of the ancient tradition of rhetoric. . . .” (p. 44) With an early focus on public 

speaking, rhetorical analysis and theater, the discipline expanded after World War II  to 

become much more of a generalist department.  Drawing on some of the work done in 

sociology and social psychology, communication scholars began developing new 

courses and researching a variety of contexts onto which the general communication 

model could be applied, including interpersonal communication, persuasion, small 



31  

 

group communication, organization communication, intercultural communication, and 

family communication. 

 However, as much as such programs branched out, they continued to ignore the 

mass media.  Moving away from the professional focus of journalism schools, the NCA 

clearly notes the mission of such programs, recognizing the shared goal of promoting 

“the study, criticism, research, teaching, and application of the artistic, humanistic, and 

scientific principles of communication” (National Communication Association, n.d.). 

 Accordingly, while this branch of communication is not guided by either direct 

professional objectives or a central licensing body, there are commonalities between 

programs. For instance, Rubin and Daly (1999) identified several competencies 

expected of communication majors. Specifically, when considering expectations of the 

NCA, employers, faculty, and policymakers, Rubin and Daly found that communication 

majors are expected to learn about topics such as “decoding verbal and nonverbal cues,” 

“asking clear questions,” “summarizing messages of others,” or “working on 

collaborative projects in teams” (p. 28-29). However, among the important 

competencies identified, there was no mention of any media-related competencies.  In 

the modern world, the exclusion of media seems artificial, especially because so much 

speech involves the use of media.  As Rubin and Daly noted, “Public speaking is more 

often mediated than not” (p. 36). 

 The idea that media are neglected by this area of study is backed up by a study 

by Wardrope (1999), which looked at the most frequently offered courses in 

communication departments, and found that interpersonal communication was the most 

frequently offered course, being offered in 71.6% of  communication departments in 



32  

 

American colleges and universities, followed by group discussion (68.2%), 

communication theory (66.2%), organizational communication (66.2%), public 

speaking, (66.2%), persuasion (64.1%), argumentation and debate (64.1%), 

multicultural communication (60.8%), multicultural communication (54.7%), and 

rhetorical criticism (47.9%).  Notably, however, a media-focused class is not listed 

anywhere among the top 30 “current, expected, and desired” course offerings.  This 

clearly makes the point that it would be entirely possible for an undergraduate student to 

major in communication, yet never be exposed to substantial or sustained discussion of 

media literacy competencies, involving either creation, analysis, or use.  

The Hybrid Major and the Media Criticism Course 

 Two modern developments in the discipline of communication are the 

development of a hybrid media/speech communication major, and the growing 

popularity of the media criticism course.  The first concept – the hybrid major – 

involves merging speech communication and media programs together into a unified 

program of study. Considering the increasingly media-saturated nature of everyday life 

there is the emergence of what Blanchard and Christ (1993) call a “single electronically 

based, computer driven mode” (p. 37) that may be developing in the modern life, 

including computer-assisted interpersonal communication and interactive mass media.  

As such, there is a natural blending and convergence of speech, interpersonal, and mass 

media theories as well as media creation competencies.   

As Tan (1999) wrote, there are several reasons why merging speech and media 

communication together makes sense.  Despite their differences, “speech and mass 

communications have more in common intellectually than speech pathology, fine arts, 
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theatre, and graphic arts – other areas sometimes included in the mix” (Tan, 1999, p. 

106).  Tan offers three suggestions for a hybrid program: “1. To offer professional 

education in mass communication. 2. To offer theoretical education in mass and speech 

communication. 3. To offer professional education in mass communication and 

theoretical education in mass and speech communication” (p. 107). 

As such, there is a natural blending and convergence of speech, interpersonal, 

and mass media theory.  Wrote Blanchard and Christ (1993):  

New integrated theory is needed to make sense of the new technology 
and there is hope that the interpersonal and mass communication 
researchers will begin collaborating more than they have in the placed. . . 
. And, finally, scholars in the two realms of interpersonal and mass 
communication already are beginning to recognize how artificial the 
distinctions between the fields have become. (p. 38)  

 
It is along these lines that Blanchard and Christ (1993) proposed a new 

professionalism for the field of communication education, arguing for such a hybrid, or 

“integrated” major which would include an “integrated core” of courses that focus on 

all forms of communication work, and not just on specialties.   

 A second development in the field of communication which directly addresses 

the need to develop media competencies is the increasing interest in the media criticism 

course (Porter, 2003).  In an analysis of the syllabi used in such media criticism courses 

at nine universities, Porter (2003) found that commonly held objectives and goals for 

such a course dealt with issues of ideology, narrative theory, discourses, semiotics and 

the language of media, and a general overview of film production and production 

terminology. Porter noted: “If we are not familiar with the language, we cannot begin to 

see the visual elements” (p. 327). 



34  

 

 Clearly, media and communication programs have developed a strong 

theoretical and practical base which is capable of meeting a wide variety of academic 

and professional demands.  Further, many courses frequently offered in undergraduate 

communication or media programs address various aspects of media literacy 

competencies.  However, the teaching of these competencies is frequently not grouped 

in such a way as to help students make associations between these otherwise separate 

skill-sets to encourage true literacy.  Furthermore, most of the courses that require 

media production or detailed media criticism or analysis are offered in upper division or 

major-only courses.  As such, while media literacy competencies may be addressed in 

college courses, these courses are often available to only a relatively small subset of a 

university student body.  

 Because of this, such programs often do not address the broader concern of 

media literacy educators, which is to say that such media literacy competencies are 

competencies that all students – not just those in media-specific majors – should 

possess.  Indeed, everyone would expect a media professional to have an understanding 

of media creation, use, and analysis.  However, such competencies associated with 

media literacy need to be possessed by everyone today, just as competencies associated 

with print literacy should be held, not just by professional writers and editors, but rather 

by the entire population.  

Thus, even within college-level communication and mass media programs, the 

questions remain: are students learning to synthesize and internalize the variety of skills 

and competencies related to media literacy?  Are students learning and developing 

transferable skills and competencies that relate not just to professional objectives, but to 
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everyday life?  To what extent are non-communication majors benefiting from the 

expertise housed in communication programs?  These questions – and especially the last 

– are frequently underexplored.   

English 

 The discipline of English is important to consider because the teaching of many 

media literacy competencies have been incorporated into English curricula in many 

institutions over time.  Over 50 years ago, Postman (1961) suggested in Teaching about 

Television, that English is a logical academic field in which to situate the study of 

popular arts, such as television:  

Teachers of English are singled out because it is they who have the 
major responsibility for teaching students how to develop those skills 
that will enable them to respond with satisfaction and intelligence to 
diverse communication forms. . . the newspaper, the magazine, the film, 
the radio. (p. 1)  

 
Buckingham brought the argument up-to-date, noting that much of the energy of 

media education proponents in recent years has been focused on integrating media 

education within the English curriculum (Buckingham, 2003).  Thus, given the fact that 

media education is frequently situated within an English context, it is important to 

briefly consider the history of English as a discipline in general. 

 One pivotal event in the emergence of English as an academic discipline 

occurred with the offering of Phelps’ course on the modern novel at Yale University in 

1895 (Scholes, 1998). Not only was this the first literature course on modern novels to 

be taught at an American university, but it also launched a movement that led to the 

emergence of a study of English and the liberal arts curriculum.  Even more 

importantly, in the context of its relevance to media education, this event marked the 
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first time in modern history that popular culture – the modern novel in this case – was 

allowed into the academy.   

 Thus, at its very start, the discipline of English was founded on a populist 

academic movement.  However, in the decades that followed, the modern novel – once 

disparaged for being a radical and unworthy departure from the canonical, classical 

rhetorical texts of Greek and Latin – grew into a position of canonical prestige itself.   

 Since then, the study of English developed a canon of its own. With the aura of 

sanctity bestowed on a new English canon, the professorate adopted the position of 

protectors, and English assumed a position at the center of the humanities. This 

perspective was articulated by Leavis and Thompson’s (1933) Culture and 

Environment, which set out the role of English educators as protectors of traditional 

culture in a world where all aspects of life in modern times were presented as eroding 

“good taste.”  Nicely articulating their view of the mission of education, Leavis and 

Thompson wrote:  

Those who in school are offered (perhaps) the beginnings of education in 
taste are exposed, out of school, to the competing exploitation of the 
cheapest emotional responses; films, newspapers, publicity in all its 
forms, commercially-catered fiction – all offer satisfaction at the lowest 
level, and inculcate the choosing of the most immediate pleasures, got 
with the least effort. The school-training of literary taste does indeed 
look a forlorn enterprise. Yet if one is to believe in education at all one 
must believe that something worth doing can be done. And if one is to 
believe in anything one must believe in education. (p. 4) 

 
 However, the changing multicultural nature of the world, and the changing 

demographic characteristics of student populations, raised questions about the concept 

of what “good taste” means and brought into question the concept of a legitimate canon 

of great books.  Thus, the idea of what literature itself is, and what should belong to a 
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“canon of great books,” became so large that it essentially has become an impossibly 

indefinable entity. Once the idea of a legitimate canon of great works was called into 

question, a multiplicity of perspectives on the English curriculum developed and the 

cultural studies movement took shape.  

The cultural studies movement emphasized the extension of texts that are 

considered appropriate for study, awareness of social positioning of texts, and an 

emphasis on ideologies reflected and promoted by them.  Among these cultural studies, 

Misson and Morgan (2003) identify critical pedagogy, critical literacy, media studies, 

and multiliteracies to be the most important. 

Critical pedagogy developed through the 1980s and 1990s, with authors and 

educators like Freire (1985), Giroux (1981, 1983), McLaren (1989), and Shor (1980) 

politicizing consciousness and raising awareness of how to critique implicit messages 

and see how texts often silence the voices and experiences of marginalized groups.  

This movement worked to “cure students of their investment in popular texts through 

arming them against the false values these convey” (Misson & Morgan, 2003, p. 14).   

 Critical literacy, in a similar vein, worked to promote ideological critique and 

social justice.  However, while this movement similarly focused on the recognition of 

both text and context, including historical, social, political, and economic forces, this 

movement focused more on textual analysis, linguistics, and the position readers are 

offered within a text, without the focus on broader social change and reform. Luke, 

O’Brien, and Comber (1994) wrote:  

Critical literacy teaching begins by problematising the cultures and 
knowledges of the text – putting them up for grabs, for critical debate, 
for weighing, judging, critiquing. Learning the linguistic structure of 
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texts can be a crucial part of this process. But a social analysis of texts 
also requires classroom frames for talking about how and in whose 
interests social institutions and texts can refract and bend social and 
natural reality, manipulate and position readers and writers. (p. 141) 

 
Media studies also began to develop within English as this point.  Frequently, 

this took the form of critical analysis of texts from a Marxist or Leavisite perspective.  

The Leavisite perspective was particularly ironic because, while Leavis and Thompson 

(1933) initially suggested the analysis of advertisements and popular culture for the 

purpose of teaching critical awareness to the inferiority of such texts, their inclusion in 

the curricula for said purposes eventually began to erode the very concept of canonical 

high culture that they were attempting to preserve.  While media studies went on to 

develop along several tracks (as will be elaborated on in Chapter Four) the inclusion of 

this movement further broadened the divide between English as a discipline and the 

great books model of learning.   

Thus, due in part to the growth of these movements, and a demographic shift, 

the praxis of teaching English has moved away from teaching a particular set of books 

to teaching “a certain kind of works to be studied and responded to in certain ways” 

(Scholes, 1998, p. 132). 

With its emphasis on the extension of texts that are considered appropriate for 

study, an increasingly contextual approach was developed along with an awareness of 

social positioning of texts and an emphasis on ideologies reflected and promoted by 

them. The perspective of multiliteracies is one of the cultural studies perspectives 

identified by Misson and Morgan (2006), and is of particular relevance to media literacy 

education. 
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 The multiple literacies or new literacy studies perspective suggests that literacies 

are “multimodal” and encompass a variety of literacy practices. Shaped by discourse 

theories, which stress the concept that language acquisition and use involves much more 

than vocabulary and grammatical knowledge, this perspective takes on the sociocultural 

view of literacy developed by Street, Heath, Gee, and Barton (Stephens, 2000).  

 Perhaps the most prominent model of new literacy pedagogy was written by The 

New London Group (1996), which broke the meaning-making process into six design 

elements and four components of pedagogy (Kist, 2005).  This group coined the term 

“multiliteracies” to encapsulate both aspects of contemporary literacy pedagogy, 

namely, the multiplicity of communication channels and media, and increasing cultural 

and linguistic diversity.  Further, The New London Group stressed that literacy 

pedagogy should address a variety of modern text forms, and include teaching the 

grammars of semiotic systems, including languages, film, photography, multimedia 

technology, and gestures. The group concluded that students should be able to “read” 

(analyze) and “write” (create) in all of these semiotic systems in order to be fully 

literate in the modern world that includes multiple media and multiple literacies. As 

Lankshear and Knobel (2003) note:  

Learners need new operational and cultural ‘knowledges’ in order to 
acquire new languages that provide access to new forms of work, civic, 
and private practices in their everyday lives. At the same time, as the 
proponents of multiliteracies argue, learners need to develop strengths in 
the critical dimension of literacy as well. (p. 11) 

 
 Such principles relate directly to media education within an English context.  

Other related conceptualizations of multiple literacies are similarly relevant to media 

education.  For example, Green’s (1988) Three Dimensional Model focuses on moving 
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away from “how to” literacy to the idea of “contextual” literacy (Lankshear & Knobel, 

2003). Green suggested the literacy should have overlapping dimensions, including the 

operational, the cultural, and the critical to bring together issues of language, meaning 

and context in complementary fashion (Green, 1988). In a similar vein, Hobbs (1996) 

stressed that there are four basic processes of literacy: accessing, analyzing, evaluating, 

and communicating.  Accessing skills include the ability to use technological tools – 

from books to television to the Internet – to find, organize, and retain information. 

Analyzing skills include the ability to categorize, understand author point of view, and 

recognize historical, political, or commercial contexts of a message.  Evaluation skills 

involve the ability to draw on existing knowledge, attitudes, and values to decide what 

information is valuable, and to judge the quality of information. Finally, communication 

skills involve the ability to use symbols to convey meaning, to organize a message, and 

to consider audience in the crafting of a message. All of these skills apply to various 

forms of literacy, including oral, alphabetical, or media literacies.   

 Similarly, Buckingham (2003) noted that critical literacies involve the aspects of 

analysis, evaluation, critical reflection and, ultimately, the development of 

“metalanguage” and the ability to describe the forms and structures, or “grammars” of 

different modes of communication, as well as an understanding of the social context 

surrounding a text.  Such concepts are directly related to the expressed goals of media 

literacy education. 

 Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that the multiliteracies movement has 

not been without its critics.  Even though terms like “new literacies,” “new literacy,” 

“multiliteracies,” “media literacy,” “critical literacy,” “visual literacy,” “information 
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literacy,” “technology literacy” abound, such an application of the term “literacy” is 

controversial to some (Kist, 2005).  As Kist (2005) notes, at the 2003 Ghent conference 

on multiliteracies, frustration was voiced regarding the attachment of the term “literacy” 

to concepts that lack any clear semantic association, such as terms like “computer 

literacy,” “emotional literacy,” or even “sexual literacy.”   

 Thus, there are those who object to the multiple literacies concept.  Still, the idea 

has taken root in many settings, based around an argument articulated by Kist (2005): 

“But one could ask, ‘Reading and writing of what kinds of texts? Should working in 

print text be the only reading and writing that is privileged to be called literacy?’” (p. 

12). 

 The development of this multiliteracies concept, and the related movement away 

from a canon of books to a “canon of methods” (Scholes, 1998, p. 149), is directly 

related to the way in which media are taught within an English context.  This new 

English canon of methods, or “intellectual tools” as Scholes notes, bears striking 

similarities to those of media literacy: textual situation/history, production/composition, 

and reading.  In other words, Scholes suggests that the central issues must be of critical 

contextual understanding – a departure from just a textual analysis traditional in English 

– in addition to reading and writing. As Scholes wrote:  

The emphasis must be on the students’ ability to situate and comprehend 
a range of texts in different genres and media, from different types and 
places, and to produce new texts of their own in response to what they 
have read and considered. (p. 147) 

 
 Among other suggestions, Scholes suggests that English ought to further teach a 

range of texts, “in various genres and media, in ‘high’ and ‘low’ forms of textuality. . . . 
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Reading advertisements, reading films and television shows, reading political speeches, 

reading poems, plays, essays, stories, and everything else under the sun – this is what 

we should be teaching” (p. 168-169). 

 Accordingly, even within the discipline of English, as Misson and Morgan 

(2006) note, the meaning of a “text” has changed to include anything that is a part of 

language. Further, words like “literature,” “reading,” and “writing” have come to have 

new meanings.  Misson and Morgan wrote:  

Certainly the tendency worldwide at the postsecondary level and 
increasingly in secondary schools is to conceptualize English in terms of 
cultural studies and so expand what is meant by literature to include 
movies, TV programs, hypertexts, popular publishing (comics, 
magazines, newspapers) – indeed any kind of text that is read for leisure 
purposes. . . . This also means that we have a broad view of reading and 
writing. (p. xiii)    

 
 In practice, this perspective is interpreted in different ways by teachers within 

the classroom.  Sometimes, in English, teaching media involves the use of film 

adaptation to supplement lessons about literature, a strategy that Buckingham (2003) 

noted serves “as a covert means of introducing them to the literary canon” (p. 95). At 

other times, the classroom application involves essentially teaching media texts like 

literature, as Postman (1961) envisioned: “In the first place, some of the attitudes and 

methods commonly employed in the teaching of literature are equally applicable to the 

study and teaching of television” (p. 75).   

 One limitation of these methods of English-based media education is that both 

do not fully recognize that, while new visual media are certainly related to traditional 

print media, and do share certain linguistic and semantic structural similarities, they are 
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unique unto themselves.  As such, teaching media requires specialization of both theory 

and teaching method.   

 Additionally, Buckingham notes that, even when media are included in English 

curricula, there often remains a certain bias against them. Wrote Buckingham:  

If literature teaching is primarily about developing students’ 
responsiveness to something which is seen as fundamentally good for 
them, media teaching has tended to be defined as a matter of enabling 
them to resist or ‘see through’ something which is seen as fundamentally 
bad. (p. 95) 

 
 English teachers certainly can be, and have demonstrated themselves to be, 

capable media educators. Especially with the growth of multiliteracies within the 

discipline of English, this discipline is positioned continue to address media literacy 

into the future. However, it is important to continue to build on these traditions and 

form new practices and teaching styles that better support the multiple competencies 

necessary for media literacy. 

Education 

 When media are addressed in college-level pre-service teacher education 

programs, media are typically addressed from the educational technology perspective.  

When it comes to education, pre-service teachers are often not taught about media, they 

are taught to use media. The reason for this perspective in college-level education 

programs is likely rooted in two primary factors: the historical perspective of media as a 

form of educational or instructional technology, and the lack of clearly articulated 

standards for media education in K-12 schools.  
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 Regarding educational technology, it is important to recognize how broad this 

term really is. As the Commission on Instructional Technology (1970) defined it, 

instructional technology (later renamed by the field as educational technology) is: 

A systematic way of designing, carrying out, and evaluating the total 
process of learning and teaching in terms of specific objectives, based on 
research in human learning and communication, and employing a 
combination of human and nonhuman resources to bring about more 
effective instruction. (p. 4)  

 
Thus, it is clear that the field of educational technology focuses on the process, 

application, and use of resources to accomplish educational objectives, as opposed to a 

study of media criticism, authorship, interpretation, or creation.  

 Such a perspective has a long history within pre-service teacher education 

programs at American universities.  Over the past century, Saettler (1990) notes that 

there have been four approaches to educational technology: the physical science of 

media approach; the communications and systems approach; the behavioral science 

approach; the cognitive science approach. These approaches reflect the intellectual 

developments in the field of educational technology over the twentieth century.  

The physical science of media approach focuses on the learning effect of 

applying media technology in an educational setting. Accordingly, this approach places 

the focus on the effect of media, while largely disregarding individual differences, 

learning styles, or instructional methods employed by teachers. 

This approach developed alongside early media effects research, taking root in 

the first half of the 20th century. This increased interest in the effect of instructional 

media led to the development of various educational filmstrips and visual aids which 

came to be employed in educational settings at all levels.  From this approach rose 
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positions that continue to exist in many K-12 settings, such as the “media specialist” 

who, as Saettler (1990) notes, “view the field only from the perspective of their 

particular media specialty and appear to have little or no concept of the total process of 

educational technology” (p. 8).  Accordingly, the physical science of media approach 

clearly emphasizes the technological aspect of media inclusion in the classroom, but 

partially neglects educational theory, and does not even attempt to address the area of 

critical media analysis. 

It was during the height of this approach’s popularity that educational 

technology first took root in the American educational system. As early as 1918, the 

University of Minnesota offered a course in visual instruction, and by 1935, 

Pennsylvania became the first state to require that pre-service teachers take a course in 

visual and sensory teaching techniques before licensure.  The growth continued, and in 

1940 the NEA found that 42 of the 150 institutions which trained pre-service secondary 

teachers offered courses in visual instruction (Saettler, 1990). Clearly, while the field 

grew, it continued to remain focused on one primary objective: learning how to use 

media in teaching.   

The audiovisual communications approach shifted the focus away from the 

technology itself, and considered how this technology is integrated with the broader 

communication process that occurs in a classroom setting.  This approach took shape in 

the 1960s and stressed a more holistic perspective on the inclusion of media in the 

classroom, and positioned educational media as one of many tools that a teacher 

(sender) could use to send messages to the students (receiver) with the goal of 

maximizing the learning outcome.  Accordingly, this was a systems approach which 
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positioned educational technology as one of many resources that teachers could 

integrate within a broader pedagogical perspective.   

While this approach acknowledged the role of the sender-receiver model of 

communication in a classroom setting, it lacked a clear focus on learning theory.  The 

integration of learning theory marked a significant difference between the first two and 

later two approaches of educational technology.  

The behavioral sciences approach was based on the behaviorist theories of 

Skinner and Watson, and gathered momentum in the 1950s.  Here, the focus shifted 

away from the unobservable (e.g. thoughts, consciousness) to the observable (e.g. 

behaviors).  Accordingly, work within this approach focused on the development of 

small, step-by-step instructional designs that could have small, distinct, and observable 

learning outcomes. 

There were a number of important studies within the behaviorist approach, 

ranging from studies that considered television’s effect on violence and other behavior 

of children and adolescents (Saettler, 1990), to studies that considered the effectiveness 

of televised instruction (Chu & Schramm, 1979).  

The cognitive approach shifted the focus away from the observable (e.g. 

behaviors) to the unobservable (e.g. internal mental processes). Gaining momentum in 

the 1980s, this model focused more on how the cognitive process of learning takes 

place, and the learning strategies used by students.  As such, this approach emphasized 

that the strength of educational technology lie, not in yielding short-term observable 

learning outcomes, but rather in improving active learning strategies.  This model 

focused on the idea that individual learners are processors of information who engage in 
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a series of cognitive processes in a given situation.  Instead of simply responding to 

stimuli (as proposed by behaviorists), this approach contends that learners generate their 

own meaning based on experiences, as individuals build on existing knowledge with 

new observations. 

Accordingly, the emphasis shifted away from viewing the introduction of 

instructional media as the key variable that would influence learning, to the view that 

instructional media could play a role in conjunction with several other variables 

identified by Clark and Segrue (1990):   

(1) Learning task type (e.g., more procedural or more declarative tasks); 
(2) individual learner traits (e.g., motivation, general ability, and prior 
knowledge); (3) instructional methods (e.g., the way that the 
instructional presentation compensates for deficits in learner traits that 
are required for learning). (p. 34) 

 
The Relevance of Educational Technology Approaches to Media Literacy Education 

After reviewing the four approaches of the educational technology perspective, 

one thing can be seen quite clearly: any educational technology-based perspective on 

media education typically focuses on media use, but neglects the other two dimensions 

of media literacy, namely media creation and analysis. Thus, teachers exposed to an 

educational technology perspective rarely develop specific hands-on media creation 

competencies.  Nor do they frequently experience significant exposure to critical 

discussions about media messages, structures, or effects.  Instead, they experience 

media as a “tool” to be used to teach students. Media theory is not addressed, and 

educational theory is only integrated according to some approaches.   

 Because of this, what little research (Flores-Koulish, 2005, 2006) has been 

conducted into this area suggests that teachers frequently acknowledge that they lack 
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the ability to make connections between subject-matter instruction and media 

instruction (Hamot, Shiveley & Vanfossen, 1998), and frequently have a desire for 

better training in the systematic theoretical foundations in order to teach better (Hart, 

1998). 

 Thus, if teachers want to go beyond the basic uses of media as educational 

technology and learn more about developing a true media literacy program, they often 

need to engage in self-directed learning.  Indeed, a variety of resources and books exist 

for the purpose of providing educators with activities and resources to help students 

learn about media (Alvermann, Moon, & Hagood, 1999; Brunner & Tally, 1999; 

Costanzo, 1992; Golden, 2001; Gruber, 1999; Pirie, 1997).  But the availability of 

resources does not substitute for a directed education.  If anything, it underscores the 

fact that teachers need to turn to outside sources for suggestions on how to address 

media within their classrooms.  Indeed, in the modern world, it is not enough for 

teachers to know how to use media in teaching; they increasingly need to know how to 

teach about media as well. 

  Accordingly, the question arises: why is so little attention paid to teaching pre-

service teachers to teach about media?  One reason is rooted in the frequently changing, 

reactionary educational policy that the United States has historically adopted towards 

media education at the K-12 level. From the protectionist movement of the 1970s to the 

technology expertise movement of the 1980s, there has never been a consistent media-

education goal for educators in the United States.  Tyner (1991) wrote: “It is important 

to note that this type of kneejerk political response to educational reform has resulted in 
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a long history of disjointed funding and confused teaching practices in the United 

States” (p. 14). 

 The decentralized system of public education in the US results in the lack of 

national teaching standards such as have been adopted by countries like the United 

Kingdom, Canada, and Australia. In the US, teacher education programs are guided by 

the curriculum standards of the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 

Education (NCATE), Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 

(INTASC), or by various curricular bodies including the National Council for the Social 

Studies (NCSS), or National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE).  Frequently, state 

guidelines are designed in consultation with such organizations as well. Increasingly, 

these groups are recognizing the need for media-related competencies to be addressed 

by teachers in the K-12 setting. But, such competencies are broadly stated and may have 

little relevant to classroom practice or pedagogy.  For example Standard 4.23 and 4.36 

of the INTASC states:  

4.23: The teacher values the use of educational technology in the 
teaching and learning process. 4.36: The teacher uses educational 
technology to broaden student knowledge about technology, to deliver 
instruction to students at different levels and paces, and for advanced 
levels of learning. (Interstate New, 1992) 

 
The NCA standards more a bit more specific.  The NCA standards (National 

Communication Association, 1998), state that media literate communicators can: 

16-1 recognize the centrality of communication in 16-8 access information 
in a variety human endeavors.  
16-2 recognize the importance of communication for educational 
practices. 
16-3 recognize the roles of culture and language in media practices. 
16-4 identify personal and public media practices. 16-9 illustrate how 
people use media 
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16-5 identify personal and public media content, in their personal and 
public lives. 
16-6 analyze the historical and current ways in which media affect 
people's personal and public lives. 
16-7 analyze media ethical issues.  
16-8 access information in a variety of media forms 
16-9 illustrate how people use media in their personal and public lives 
16-10 are motivated to evaluate media and communication practices in 
terms of basic social values such as freedom, responsibility, privacy and 
public standards of decency. 

 
However, how those goals are to be met is not specified.  Nor do the standards 

go into specific requirements regarding the critical thinking aspect of media literacy 

education.   

 Some states, like Massachusetts, California, North Carolina, and New Mexico 

have been forward in adopting more specific media literacy standards. According to the 

Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for English and the Language Arts (1997), the 

standards are: 

1. Students will obtain information by using a variety of media and 
evaluate the quality of material they obtain 
2. Students will explain how the techniques used in electronic media 
modify traditional forms of discourse for different aesthetic and 
rhetorical purposes. 
3. Students will design and create coherent media production with a clear 
controlling idea, adequate detail, and appropriate consideration of 
audience, purpose, and medium. (qtd. Floures-Koulish, 2005, p. 22) 

 
 Or, there are California’s standards which state that, within the social studies 

curriculum:  

Students evaluate, take, and defend positions on the influence of the 
media on American political life, in terms of: (1) the meaning and 
importance of a free and responsible press, (2) the role of electronic, 
broadcast, print media, and the internet as means of communication in 
American politics, (3) how public officials use the media to 
communicate with the citizenry and to shape public opinion. (qtd. Kubey 
& Baker, 1999, p. 17) 
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 Other states define some of the skills which media specialists need to develop in 

students.  In Oregon, they should: “Develop the basic information-gathering, evaluation, 

analysis, and communication skills.” In North Carolina, they should: “Challenge every 

learner to filter, interpret, accept, and/or discard media messages. Recognize the power 

of the media to influence.” In Minnesota they should: “Recognize the selectivity of all 

media in news coverage. Draw conclusions about cause-and-effect relationships 

between the media’s reports and the public’s response. Recognize, interpret, and create 

visual images.” In North Dakota they should: “Exercise thinking skills to interpret 

relationships between evens and media reporting of those events. Be a confident, 

responsible, and effective consumer and creator of information.” In Missouri they 

should: “Analyze and evaluate the effect of technology. Demonstrate critical viewing 

skills by selecting and analyzing media” (qtd. Considine & Haley, 1999, p. 55). 

 There is little evidence to suggest that most educational technology-based media 

instruction for pre-service teachers really adequately prepares teachers to achieve these 

goals.  Thus there is a disconnect between what is actually being taught to pre-service 

teachers, and what the growing expectations are for those teachers to be teaching.   

 Education scholars have identified this problem as a source of frustration, 

especially for pre-service teachers at the college undergraduate level. As Schwarz noted 

(2001): “Although teacher education programs now include educational technology, 

there are indications that media literacy built on critical inquiry is not yet widespread” 

(p. 112). 
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Such growth could yield benefits for the educational system. As Considine 

(1995) noted, there are many benefits of media literacy which should be directly 

relevant to pre-service teacher training programs.  Specifically, Considine suggests the 

following seven benefits of media literacy which are directly relevant to teacher-

training programs: 

1. Media literacy is interdisciplinary and easy to integrate into key 
elements of the existing/emerging curriculum. 
2. Media literacy is inquiry based and consistent with reflective teaching 
and critical thinking. 
3. Media literacy includes hands-on experiential learning and is 
consistent with learning styles research 
4. Media literacy works will in teams and groups, fostering cooperative 
learning 
5. Media literacy has been successful in appealing to at-risk students and 
in improving retention rates. 
6. Media literacy is compatible with SCANS (Secretary’s Commission 
on Achieving Necessary Skills) and fosters employment opportunities 
7. Media literacy connects the curriculum of the classroom to the 
curriculum of the living room. (p.41) 

 
Further, Tyner (1992) suggests that there is a strong interest among future 

teachers: “There is a desperate need for pre-service teacher training that teaches about 

media. Students in university education departments, many of whom grew up in a 

saturated media environment, are clamoring for it” (p. 175). 

Finally, as Schwartz (2001) notes, this raises broader issues of teachers’ critical 

thinking abilities.  Writes Schwartz:  

The ultimate beneficiaries of media literacy in teacher education are the 
nation’s children. Teachers who are critical thinkers and good 
communicators, who challenge the status quo when needed, who are 
both skilled and thoughtful in the uses of technology across disciplines, 
who understand their own culture and others – are teachers who can help 
their students achieve the same goals in their own lives. (p. 118) 
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 However, because standards from the professional and licensing organizations 

are vague, and because state curriculum requirements vary widely, the disconnect 

continues. Thus, when included in a pre-service teacher education program, media 

education usually means teaching educational technology, not media literacy.   

Overview of the Disciplinary Perspectives 

 In summation, the implications of the different disciplines to media literacy are 

as follows. Communication programs may or may not address media literacy.  

Generalist or speech communication programs frequently neglect the consideration of 

media, and focus on rhetorical, interpersonal, or group applications of communication 

theory.  If media are addressed at all, it is only tangential and likely used to provide 

examples of human communication patterns.  Mass media programs, however, certainly 

do frequently address the criticism, creation, and use dimensions of media literacy.  

However, such courses are frequently intended only for media majors. As such, the 

majority of students are unexposed to such courses. While media programs are certainly 

capable of addressing media literacy competencies, the problem is that only majors are 

exposed to a systematic program of study that exposes them to both media production 

and criticism skills.  

 English programs frequently address aesthetic and critical aspects of media.  As 

English has grown to acknowledge the multiliteracies concept, there has come to be an 

increased emphasis on contextual issues which surround a text.  As such, a semiotic or 

critical perspective is frequently applied to the consideration of media texts.  

Accordingly, English is well positioned to help students attain college-level media-
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literacy competencies related to media criticism.  However, this discipline-specific 

approach largely neglects the media creation dimension of media literacy.   

Education programs focus on teaching pre-service teachers how to use media as 

a tool to facilitate student learning. To the extent that media literacy is addressed, it is 

typically in the form of instructing pre-service teachers how to use media or technology 

as tools in the classroom.  However, this perspective neglects the development of media 

criticism or creation competencies among pre-service teachers. 

Summary and Relevance to this Study 

There are clearly numerous ways in which media are addressed differently in 

different disciplines. Accordingly, it is logical to believe that disciplinary affiliation 

might make a difference in the way media creation education is addressed at the college 

level today. This study focuses on the three disciplines presented here as being 

especially relevant (communication, English, and education), and considers faculty and 

student perceptions regarding the extent to which, and way in which, media creation is 

addressed in classes. In the process of doing this, it will be determined if media are 

addressed in the fashion that would be expected for each of these disciplines. Further, 

this study considers if there are notable differences between students in different 

academic majors associated with these three disciplines. By considering these aspects, it 

is possible to better understand the ways in which disciplinary background has a bearing 

on the way media are addressed in college today.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
THE THREE PARADIGMS OF MEDIA EDUCATION 

 
 Media education is influenced according to its theoretical positioning.  The 

theoretical developments that have influenced media education can be framed around 

three paradigms, labeled by Hart (2002): The inoculatory/protectionist paradigm based 

around Leavis and Thompson’s Culture and Environment (1933), the 

discriminatory/popular arts paradigm based around Hall and Whannel’s The Popular 

Arts (1964), and the critical/representational/semiological paradigm based around 

Masterman’s Teaching the Media (1985).   

The importance of these three paradigms is not limited to their historical 

significance. Even though these paradigms have developed chronologically, and have 

seen their individual eras of prominence, they are not mutually exclusive and each 

continues to exist in some form today.  The ongoing influence of each paradigm – and 

their overlapping application by individual teachers in actual classroom practice – was 

noted by Hart (2002): “In fact, all three paradigms may be traced in almost every media 

teacher” (p. 31). Accordingly, in order to understand contemporary perspectives on 

media education – and the way in which college faculty members address media today – 

it is important to understand how each of these paradigms developed, as well as how 

they relate to the development of mass communication theory over the past century. The 

relationship between these paradigms can be considered by viewing Figure 4.1. 
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Inoculatory/Protectionist 
Paradigm 

 
• Study of literature is more 

important 
• Protectionist 

• High culture is good 
• Pop culture is bad 

• Cultural elite 
• Didactic 

• Right-wing 

Popular Arts Paradigm 
 

• Study of media is 
important 

• Pop culture is good 
• Mass culture is bad 
• Culture created by 

society 
• Distinguish between 
good and bad media 

 

Critical/Representational/ 
Semiological Paradigm 

 
• Recognizing  the non-

transparent  
nature of media is important 
• The language of media is 

important to understand 
• Representational 

• Dialogue 
• Left-wing 

 

Media 

• Paternalistic: 
Educators know what 

is good and bad 
• Some media are worthless 

• Film can be taught 
 similar to literature 

 

• Media have the 
ability and potential 
to exploit individuals 

 

• Critical questions: 
Who created this text? 

For what purpose? 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1. The Relationship between the Paradigms of Media Education 
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The Inoculatory/Protectionist Paradigm 
 
 Based on a concern about what media do to individuals, the 

inoculatory/protectionist paradigm suggests that the central purpose of media education 

is to develop defensive strategies against certain types of media (Hart, 2002).  This 

paradigm has a strong theoretical association with media effects research and, 

especially, the direct-effects model. 

Direct-Effects Model 

 The direct-effects/all-powerful media model had its start around 1900, and 

gathered momentum in the years following WWI.  This direct-effects era was based 

around the idea that the media – and especially mediated propaganda, such as was used 

during WWI – had the ability to dramatically and powerfully affect opinions and 

actions.  The central claims of this perspective were noted by Lowery and DeFleur 

(1995):  

1. People in mass society lead socially isolated lives with very limited 
social controls exerted over each other because they are from diverse 
origins and do not share a unifying set of norms, values, and beliefs.  
2. Like all animals, human beings are endowed at birth with a uniform 
set of instincts that guide their ways of responding to the world around 
them.  
3. Because people’s actions are not influenced by social ties and are 
guided by uniform instincts, individuals attend to events (such as media 
messages) in similar ways.  
4. People’s inherited human nature and their isolated social condition 
lead them to receive and interpret media messages in a uniform way.  
5. Thus, media messages are like symbolic “bullets,” striking every eye 
and ear, and resulting in effects on thought and behaviour that are direct, 
immediate, uniform, and therefore powerful. (p. 14) 

 
 Early research in the media effects tradition approached the media from this 

perspective.  This resulted in a protectionist agenda, a fearful view of media effects, and 
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the assumption that the new media environment was playing an important part in the 

social, academic, and moral decline of society.  In some respects, the media served the 

purpose of a convenient scapegoat for all societal ills.  Lowery and DeFleur (1995) 

noted: “To many the mass media seemed an obvious and viable cause, with the new 

moving pictures one of the most glaring candidates on which to place the blame” (p. 

18). 

 This perspective was initially backed up by anecdotal evidence which appeared 

to support the claim.  Events such as the panic following the publicity of the 1929 stock 

market crash, the hysteria following Orson Welles’ War of the Worlds broadcast in 

1938, the rise to power of fascism in Europe, and the rise of radio personalities in the 

United States only helped to strengthen the assumption of powerful, direct media effects 

(Petty & Priester, 1994).  Additionally, research by individuals like Lasswell (1927), 

Doob (1935), and Lippmann (1922) initially backed up this assumption that mass media 

could have direct effects on the audience.   

 Such media effects research along the lines of the direct-effect model laid the 

foundation for the protectionist media education movement, which positioned education 

as a force that could be used to inoculate students against the supposed threats of media.  

This perspective, exemplified by Leavis and Thompson’s Culture and Environment 

(1933), sought to help learners discriminate against certain types of media, and to 

develop defensive strategies (Hart & Hicks, 2002).  

 Protectionist educators not only feared that mass media would be exploited by 

political demagogues, but also that mass media could lead to the erosion of cultural 

values.  Because of the assumption of mass media’s powerful reach, and the apparent 
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ability of mass media to exploit audiences and disrupt traditional language use, this 

perspective argued that media were creating a “counterfeit culture” which threatened to 

destroy traditional and authentic cultural values (Masterman, 1998, p. vii). Fearful of 

the mental corruption of media audiences – first newspaper audiences, then radio and, 

eventually, television audiences as well – this perspective argued that the relevance of 

literature would be lost entirely unless audiences were guarded against “giving in” to 

the easy, cheap language of new media. 

 Thus, because of the assumption that learners were harmed by media they 

passively consumed, the perspective was adopted that media education was a new 

necessity for the purpose of inoculating the public against the disease of new media 

forms. However, in addition to making a clear call for the academy to rally to save 

society from both its media and from itself, this early perspective also served another, 

unintended goal. Namely, it elevated media to the level of serious academic discussion. 

Granted, at first media were being discussed for the purpose of discriminating against it.  

However, previously, it was not being discussed at all.  Thus, despite the initial aims of 

this movement to guard society from the encroaching power of media in the shaping of 

cultural preferences, it ultimately helped to give media studies a foothold in serious 

academic discourse.   

Limited, Moderate, and Powerful Effects Models 

Eventually, media effects research shifted away from the direct-effects model, 

towards the limited effects, moderate effects, and large effects models.  The shift in 

media research away from the direct effects model occurred because, regardless of the 

popularity of the direct-effects model in media research and education at the time, 
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claims supposedly “proving” this theory often lacked academic rigor. As McQuail 

noted: “This view was based not on scientific investigation but on observation of the 

enormous popularity of the press and of the new media of film and radio” (qtd. Jensen, 

2002, p. 139). As research evolved, and new social scientific methodologies were 

developed, the bullet theory was debunked, and new explanatory hypotheses and 

theories were developed.   

 For example, research by Peterson and Thurstone (1933) examined the effects of 

viewing the film Birth of a Nation on adolescents, and – unintentionally – found 

numerous variables that altered the media effect on audience members. Hyman and 

Sheatsley (1947) suggested that psychological barriers existed regarding effective 

media campaigns, and Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet (1948) found that the media 

tended to reinforce opinions as opposed to introducing new opinions. Hovland’s Army 

studies (see Hovland, Lumsdaine & Sheffield, 1949) reinforced this growing 

perspective, demonstrating that viewing orientation films had a limited effect, 

transmitting information to servicemen, while not affecting attitudes.  

 Such research led to the development of the limited-effects model. Following 

the Columbia University tradition initiated by Paul Lazarsfeld and the Bureau of 

Applied Social Research, researchers began questioning the assumed power of mass 

media to dictate attitudes and behaviors.  As media research became more prolific, new 

variables were identified and new questions arose regarding the relevance of individual 

factors. Additionally, there was a growing shift away from a mechanistic perspective 

which positioned audience members as being passive, and which involved research that 
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looked at short-term measurable changes. Instead, research moved towards a 

psychological perspective that focused on how people use media (Rubin, 1994).  

 From this point on, research focused on the ways in which people are selectively 

affected by messages.  Severin and Tankard (2001) cite Klapper, who claimed that mass 

communication “does not serve as a necessary and sufficient cause of audience effects, 

but rather functions among and through a nexus of mediating factors and influences” 

(qtd. Severin & Tankard, 2001, p. 263). Among those factors are selective processes, 

group processes, group norms, and opinion leadership.  Essentially, researchers came to 

recognize that social connections, communication with other people, and the cognitive 

process of limiting information are factors which impact how a mediated message is 

perceived.   

 Klapper’s (1960) book The Effects of Mass Communication presented five 

statements about the media effects, two of which articulate the limited effects 

perspective:  

1. Mass communication ordinarily does not serve as a necessary and 
sufficient cause of audience effects, but rather functions among and 
through a nexus of mediating factors and influences.  
2. These mediating factors are such that they typically render mass 
communication a contributory agent, but not the sole cause, in a process 
of reinforcing the existing conditions. (p. 8) 

  
Later, researchers shifted towards a moderate effects perspective. This model 

acknowledged that while media effects are mitigated by several factors, it is possible for 

the media to have more powerful effects under certain circumstances. Variables 

including the age and education levels of audience members, the content and realism of 

programming, and a laundry list of societal and psychological factors were 
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acknowledged as mediating factors and influences which play a role in media 

perception.  

This model had an important impact on the development of media education 

related to educational technology. Fueled by a burst in research during the 1950s and 

1960s considering the effect of variables such as media exposure and media content on 

children’s behavior, a behaviorist perspective of educational technology developed. 

Based on the behaviorist theories of Skinner and Watson (Saettler, 1990), and the 

associated premise that repeated media exposure can serve the purpose of reinforcing 

behaviors, this line of research became especially known for studies of television’s 

effect on the behavior – and especially violent behavior – of children and adolescents 

(Saettler, 1990).   

 Such research led to the development of several potential explanations of media 

effects regarding the viewing of violence.  The most popular of these explanations are 

the imitation or modeling hypothesis, which claims that people learn to act aggressively 

by viewing violent media, and imitate through action what they see on television, and 

the disinhibition hypothesis, which suggests that viewing television violence decreases 

inhibitions towards acting violently (Lefkowitz, Eron, Walder & Huesmann, 1972; 

Liebert & Baron, 1972; Walters & Llewellyn-Thomas, 1963).   

Such research confirmed the behaviorist perspective, and the idea that media – 

contingent on psychological predispositions of viewers (see Surgeon General’s, 1972, p. 

11) – suggests and reinforces behaviors, while also strengthening the protectionist 

media education perspective.  
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Then, finally, media effects research swung around to the powerful-effects 

perspective, which incorporates concepts from the limited and moderate-effects 

research, but posits that under the right circumstances, media can powerfully affect 

large groups of people.  Thus, even though media research moved away from the direct-

effects model, the protectionist perspective continued to be reinforced by new 

developments in media effects research. Because some feel that any media effect – 

direct, limited, moderate, or powerful – on any type of individual attitudes, thoughts, or 

behaviors is validation for a protectionist stance, this model of media education 

continues to be promoted in certain programs today. 

The Protectionist Paradigm in Modern Times 

 Even though media effects theories have developed significantly over the years 

and media researchers have abandoned the direct-effects model in favor of limited, 

moderate, or large-effect models, the protectionist paradigm for media education has 

continued to live on among some educators.  The modern version of the protectionist 

model towards media education might, as Hobbs (2008) suggests, be termed the media 

management perspective. Still focused on using media literacy education to combat the 

alleged negative media effects, Hobbs noted that “this perspective emphasizes the 

importance of transforming passive, habitual media use into intentional, active and 

strategic use as a response to the negative dimensions of mass media and popular 

culture” (p. 436). 

This media management perspective is often apparent in media education 

programs at the K-12 level.  Tyner (1991) notes:  
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The protectionist stance toward media education is a logical extension of 
the traditional educator's role of gatekeeper to the curriculum and as 
arbitrator of taste. Broadly speaking, the protectionist media educator 
values fine art – especially literature – over television and other forms of 
popular culture and wants to enable students to use media wisely. This 
sometimes means that the teacher would prefer that students turn off the 
TV (comic books, Nintendo, radio, etc.) and read, but faced with reality, 
they usually settle for encouraging students to watch what adults define 
as “educational” programming. 

 
Interestingly, the base of support for such an agenda has shifted over time. 

While it was the academic elite that promoted this perspective initially, today it is 

promoted, not from within the academy, but from outside. 

First, there is grassroots and parental support for the protectionist perspective. 

Parental concern about “watering down” education by including popular culture texts 

within a curriculum have helped to promote the continuation of this perspective.  Such 

concerns have a notable effect on educators, as recognized by Tyner (1991):  

The protectionist stance toward media is a logical extension of a 
perfectly appropriate parental gatekeeping responsibility – that of 
providing moral instruction and guidance in children’s exposure to the 
adult world. The educator’s surrogate role in loco parentis, as gatekeeper 
to the curriculum and arbitrator of taste, is even trickier. Educators must 
be attuned to the values of the whole community, and reconcile the 
expectations of individual parents for value inculcation with their own 
conscience. Protectionist activists have been known to take the 
traditional gatekeeper role of the parent and extend it beyond the nucleus 
of the family or school and into the public sphere. 
 
Second, this strategy of using media literacy education to combat negative 

media effects has also been adopted by some child health advocates, who hope to 

protect children from mediated messages that promote unhealthy lifestyles.  Such a 

perspective took shape and developed a primary focus on issues of mental and physical 

development and obesity after research published by the American Academy of 
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Pediatrics linked food advertisements, along with lack of exercise, with childhood 

obesity (Dietz & Gortmaker, 1985). Among recommendations that have been developed 

are the three guidelines suggested by the American Academy of Pediatrics in 2001, 

which advise “parents (1) to limit children’s media time, (2) to discourage television 

viewing among children under age two, and (3) to encourage alternative entertainment 

for children” (qtd. Hobbs 2008, p. 436). 

Third, advocacy groups have also latched onto the media 

management/protectionist perspective for the purpose of promoting certain traditional 

social values.  Such groups include Teachers Resisting Unhealthy Children’s 

Entertainment (www.truceteachers.org), which provides resources for teachers and 

children regarding avoiding certain types of media; the Alliance for Childhood 

(www.allianceforchildhood.org), which prepares materials to encourage traditional play 

activities instead of media exposure; the Campaign for a Commercial-Free Childhood 

(www.commercialfreechildhood.org), which works to stop marketing toward children; 

the Coalition for Quality Children’s Media (www.kidsfirst.org) which publishes the 

Kids First newsletter to review and rate children’s movies; Common Sense Media 

(www.commonsensemedia.org), which reviews children’s media for age 

appropriateness; and the National Institute on Media and the Family 

(www.mediaandthefamily.org), which rates media products for their appropriateness.  

However, as much as this perspective continues to be practiced by media 

educators, especially in the United States, the media management/protectionist 

perspective is neither the only, nor the dominant, perspective on media literacy in the 

first decade of the 21st century.  Instead, this perspective is largely rejected 
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internationally, and while more popular in American than in other countries, remains 

highly controversial.  The controversial nature of this perspective is understandable; the 

history of media effects research has shown the relationship between media and 

individual thought, attitude, and behavior to be extremely complicated and subject to 

various mitigating variables.  As such, limiting media literacy education to an 

inoculatory/protectionist/media management agenda runs the risk of promoting an 

overly-simplified perspective of media effects. Thus, there are other perspectives to 

media education which have developed and which also warrant consideration. 

The Popular Arts Paradigm 

While the protectionist paradigm of media education has remained a popular and 

viable model for media literacy education, by the 1960s – after the rejection of the 

direct media effects perspective – the door was opened for the development of new and 

different perspectives on media education.  Free to explore new directions in both media 

research and education, the second paradigm in media education began to take shape.   

 This second paradigm – the discriminatory/popular arts paradigm – seeks to 

develop discrimination between media, and to differentiate between good and bad 

media culture (Hart & Hicks, 2002). Driven by younger teachers who were increasingly 

familiar with newer forms of media, the focus shifted away from discriminating against 

all media, to discriminating between media.   

 With the publication of Hall and Whannel’s The Popular Arts (1964), this model 

took shape around the central idea that popular culture/art could be just as authentic as 

high culture/art.  Thus, within this perspective, media culture was no longer considered 

“artificial” culture, or an attack on aesthetic and literary values.  Rather, it was seen as 
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capable of coexisting, and sharing the space of academic discourse.  No longer was 

culture just considered to be the production of the elite; culture was now considered to 

be what society creates and uses itself. Thus, the role of the media educator was now to 

empower and enable students to discriminate within media, and to determine what are 

good and bad media.   

 Indeed, while The Popular Arts articulated the central idea of the second 

paradigm in media education, it also marked an important step in the development of 

cultural studies, cultural Marxism, or British cultural studies.  Instead of suggesting the 

dismissal of mass culture, this perspective redefined the meaning of “mass culture” and 

“popular culture” to place a new emphasis on class and social institutions.  Instead of 

privileging “good” culture as that which is created by the elite, it shifted the definition 

of “good” culture away from the issue of who made it to an issue of why it was made. 

Further, instead of grouping pop culture and mass culture together, it differentiated 

between the two. Mass culture was defined as being a manipulated, formulaic 

production created largely for commercial purposes. Popular culture, by contrast, was 

considered an honest expression.  Mass art is a “corrupt” version of popular art which is 

formulaic, aesthetically valueless, processed, exploitative, and commercially-driven. 

Popular art, in contrast, restates the “already known”, to measure and reaffirm the 

values of the community,  articulates common values and experiences, and takes the 

form of modern folk art and re-establishes a connection between the artist and the 

product which had been lost in the industrial age. 

Thus, this new perspective emphasized that neither high culture nor pop culture 

were better, but that both were valuable and served different purposes.  The key area of 
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discrimination should be – not between high culture and pop culture – but between mass 

culture and pop culture, or between commercial interests and honest expression (either 

high or low).  

The growth of this perspective helped lead to the foundation of the Birmingham 

Center for Contemporary Cultural Studies in 1964 by Richard Hoggart.  The Center, 

which was the home for the British Cultural Studies perspective, was based largely on 

the writings of Hall and Williams, and promoted the perspective that media studies is 

charged – not with the task of defending high culture – but instead with discriminating 

between what is good and bad within popular culture, discriminating between true 

popular culture and mass culture, and in uncovering and making explicit the ideological 

values implicit within popular cultural texts.  In the process, new types of media began 

to be considered which had previously been ignored for academic discussion, including 

television programs, films, and pop music.  

Thus, with the new emphasis on all types of culture, and new media, the 

groundwork was laid within the second paradigm for the inclusion of pop culture – 

including a wide variety of media – into the curriculum. Neil Postman was an early 

innovator in suggesting how such curricular adjustments might be made. Early on, 

Postman suggested that educators could focus on differentiating between good and bad 

television in much the same way as one could differentiate between good and bad 

literature. In Television and the Teaching of English, Postman (1961) compared 

teaching about television to teaching novels and short stories:  “A second similarity is 

that, like the novel, short story, or play, the literature of television is uneven in quality. 

At its best, it is truthful and artistic. At its worst, it is trivial and formless” (p. 41).   
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This popular arts model had an important impact on education.  According to 

Masterman (2002), one of the primary outcomes of this paradigm of media education 

was the academic legitimization of film studies.  However, while this was an important 

function, it also had the consequence of, in application, perpetuating a good culture/bad 

culture divide, and developing a new type of evaluative protectionism. The general 

mood within this paradigm was articulated by Masterman (2002), who wrote:  

The kind of media material which teachers tended to like – European 
films shown in film societies, television documentaries, and serious 
newspapers – was self-evidently good. Hollywood movies, tabloid 
newspapers, and television game shows – the kind of material liked by 
students – were bad. (p. ix) 

 
Indeed – despite its sympathetic consideration of new media like television and 

film – the popular arts model maintained a veiled elitist perspective which carried on 

into the early days of the critical cultural movement (Dworkin, 1997).  As Caughie 

noted (2000):  

The early cultural studies inspired by new thinking on the Left continued 
the project laid out for a nonconformist cultural conservatism by Leavis, 
and extended into popular fiction by Q.D. Leavis and Denys Thompson, 
to guard against the debasement of commodified culture by teaching 
discrimination. (p. 70) 

 
Thus, while the Popular Arts paradigm of media education veered away from a 

consideration of how people are “hurt” or “harmed” by the media they consume, this 

model continued to adopt an elitist perspective regarding the critical standards that 

should be used to evaluate media.  Still, this model allowed for significant 

developments, as elements of media and pop culture became acceptable texts for 

academic discourse.  New issues of aesthetics, as well as consideration of audience 

were introduced into media education.  Further, new critical cultural perspectives which 
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were developed within this period focused on the intervening variables that influence 

the relationship between the text and the audience (Newbold et al., 2002), and the 

different meanings that can be drawn by people from the media they consume.  Finally, 

it looks at the possibility of a diversity of readings, even in situations where a “preferred 

reading” is inscribed within a media text by the producers, and allowed for a critical 

consideration of ideology implicit in media texts.  The third paradigm of media 

education further develops these trends in media education. 

The Critical/Representational/Semiological Paradigm 

The third paradigm, the critical/representational/semiological paradigm, is a 

message-based perspective which addresses issues of ideology, power, and 

representation, with a focus on audience involvement (Hart & Hicks, 2002).  This 

paradigm for media education came into popularity in the late 1970s, with the 

maturation of the critical perspective which started to develop within the popular arts 

era.  Accordingly, the emphasis of media education moved towards the semiological-

based goal of decoding, revealing, and identifying the non-transparency of mediated 

messages.  Furthermore, the third paradigm was distinct because it abandoned several 

tenants of the popular arts era: aesthetic education, defensiveness against mass culture, 

and the differentiation between high and low culture. 

The first departure involved the abandoning of aesthetic media education. As the 

emphasis increasingly focused on a consideration of critical cultural questions of 

ideology, and media’s role in creating and perpetuating social ideas and practices, the 

importance of an aesthetic education lessened.  This critical approach, and the idea that 

students should learn of their role as an active participant in the mediated message 
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meaning making process, became increasingly important.  This point was highlighted 

early in the Critical/Representational/Semiological era by the United Nations 

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization’s “Declaration of Media Education” 

(1982) that called for “greater critical awareness among listeners, viewers and readers” 

(qtd. Masterman, 1985, p. 341). 

After abandoning the emphasis on aesthetics, the second departure involved 

moving away from the discriminatory approaches of what Masterman (1985) called the 

“middle-class, defensive, and deeply paternalistic” (p. 59) history of media education.  

This discrimination started in the protectionist model (discrimination against new 

media) and continued in the popular arts model (discrimination against mass culture).  

The critical/representational/semiological perspective ended this discrimination, in 

favor of deconstruction. Masterman noted: 

Discriminatory approaches to the media have been essentially negative 
exercises, which have singularly failed to mobilise (sic.) the energies and 
enthusiasms of large numbers of teachers and students… there is little 
documented evidence that discriminatory approaches have generated 
very much in the way of successful Media Education practice. (p. 59) 
 
The third departure involved ending the differentiation between high and low 

culture.  Because the new focus of analysis was on decoding and noting the signing 

systems used in media, then there was no reason to differentiate between high culture 

and low culture, between television and film, or between a documentary and a game 

show.  Indeed, each type of message was constructed, held ideological values, and 

could be deconstructed.  The new goal of media studies within this paradigm was 

articulated by Masterman (2002): 
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In contemporary societies the media are self-evidently important creators 
and mediators of social knowledge. An understanding of the ways in 
which the media represent reality, the techniques they employ, and the 
ideologies embedded within their representations ought to be an 
entitlement for all citizens and future citizens in a democratic society. (p. 
x) 

 
To better understand the issues associated with this, it is important to consider 

three of the theoretical perspectives associated with this position: semiotics, symbolic 

interactionism, and cultural criticism. 

Semiotics 

Semiotics is an important theoretical framework for media education.  In brief, 

semiotics proposes that signs are the basis of communication, and considers how signs – 

something which designates something other than itself – relate to things in the world 

(Littlejohn, 2002).  Eco (1976) provided a working definition, writing: “Semiotics is 

concerned with everything that can be taken as a sign. A sign is everything which can 

be taken as significantly substituting for something else” (p. 7).   

The first modern theory of signs came from 19th century philosopher C. S. 

Pierce (1966) who defined semiosis – taken from the Greek word sema meaning 

“marks, signs” – as the relationship between a sign, an object, and a meaning.  Pierce 

defined semiotics as the “doctrine” of signs which “stands to somebody for something 

in some respect or capacity” (p. 228). An interpreter creates an interpretant, a 

representation or sign that stands for an object.  Accordingly, a clear differentiation is 

made between the cognitive appreciation of a physical object, and the sign one uses to 

represent it (Littlejohn, 2002). 



73  

 

According to Pierce, a sign is anything that can stand for something else, or, 

specifically, “something which stands to somebody for something in some respect or 

capacity” (qtd. Berger, 1995, p. 75). Further, Pierce made a distinction between three 

kinds of signs: icons, indexes, and symbols.  An icon is a sign that looks like the object 

(such as a photograph); an index is a sign that is physically or logically connected (such 

as a clock), and a symbol is a sign with a conventional meaning which must be learned 

(such as a trophy). 

Barthes (1957) built on the idea of signs by noting that there is both a denotative 

level (1st level of signification) and a connotative level (2nd level of signification). In the 

example he provides in Mythologies (1957), Barthes notes how a picture of a rose may 

represent a type of flower on the denotative level, but romance on a connotative level.  

As such, it is clear that the applications of signs probe beyond the basic issues of 

representation, and into issues of ideology and culture.  

Such concepts have come together into four basic principles of general 

semantics: language is static but reality is dynamic; language is limited but reality is 

virtually unlimited; language is abstract; assumptions are built into languages (Severin 

& Tankard, 2001). 

Because there are so many levels to semiotics, and because it is applicable to so 

many different topics, this science or “doctrine” of signs has been applied to many 

aspects of life and communication.  Berger (1995) noted:  

Because semiotics is concerned with everything that can be seen as a 
sign, and given that just about everything can be seen as a sign (that is, 
substituting for something else), semiotics emerges as a kind of master 
science that has utility in all areas of knowledge, especially in the 
humanities, arts, and social sciences. (p. 75) 
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One such area where semiotics is especially applicable is in the field of 

communication and media education. Indeed, semiotics is frequently taught in the 

beginning of entry-level undergraduate communication courses, and is a theory which 

continues to form the theoretical underpinning of many concepts thereafter.  For 

example, the transactional model of communication itself is grounded in semiotics.  A 

mainstay of communication education at the undergraduate level, the transactional 

model shows that there is a continual flow of messages between the sender and receiver 

in the form codes (signs) that pass through a channel.  This message is encoded by the 

sender, and decoded by the receiver.  This process involves a continual 

acknowledgment of the signs being communicated by all parties involved in the 

communication process.  

Semiotics has also been applied to nonverbal communication, rhetoric, visual 

communication, and theater (Danesi, 1994).  Finally, semiotics can also be used in a 

media education context.  One common application of semiotics within media education 

is the explanation of how signs are combined within the grammar of film or television.  

To demonstrate how semiotic principles might be applied to a variety of film or 

television texts, one might consider Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 
 
Semiotic Principles Applied to Film or Television Texts 
 
 
Signifier (shot) Definition    Signified 
   
Close-up  face only    intimacy 

Medium shot  most of the body   personal relationship 

Long shot  setting and character   context, scope, public 

Full shot  full body    social relationship 

Pan down  camera looks down   power, authority 

Pan up   camera looks up   smallness, weakness 

Zoom in  camera moves in   observation, focus 

Fade in   image appears on blank screen beginning 

Fade out  image screen goes blank  ending 

Cut   switch from one image to another simultaneity, excitement 

Wipe   image wiped off screen  imposed conclusion  

 
(Berger, 1982) 
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Because this theoretical perspective highlights the constructed nature of 

symbolic meaning, it is clearly associated with what Masterman (1985) claims is the 

central issue of media education. Masterman wrote:  

The first principle of media education from which all else flows, and to 
which teachers and students will continually return is that the media are 
symbolic (or sign) systems which need to be actively read, and not 
unproblematic, self-explanatory reflections of external reality. (p. 20)   

 
Masterman’s perspective was not unique.  In fact, this was an issue that 

similarly disturbed Barthes, and which sparked his interest in a semiological analysis of 

media.  Elaborating on the constructed, non-transparent nature of media, Barthes wrote:  

The starting point of these reflections was usually a feeling of impatience 
at the site of the ‘naturalness’ with which newspapers, art, and the 
common sense constantly dress up a reality which, even though it is the 
one we live in, is undoubtedly determined by history. (qtd. Masterman, 
1987, p. 3) 

 
Accordingly, a semiological perspective on media education stresses the 

importance of teaching students how to properly decode and critically analyze media, as 

well as the need to understand production aspects in order to accomplish this goal.   

Masterman (1994) wrote:  

Semiotics, then, helped establish the first principle of media education: 
the principle of non-transparency. . . . Indeed in English that central 
unifying concept of representation has become a kind of professional 
pun: the media do not present reality, they represent it. (p. 33) 

 
In his application of semantic theory to the mass media, Masterman notes that 

mediated experiences are “represented (re-presented), packaged and shaped in 

identifiable and characteristic forms by media institutions, media technologies and the 

practices of media professionals” (p. 21). Such an acknowledgement of the constructed 

nature of the media – and the fact that signs and symbols are intrinsic to mediated 
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communication – leads to Masterman’s four general areas of semantic media 

investigation:  

(1) The sources, origins and determinants of media constructions . . .  
(2) the dominant techniques and codings employed by the media to 
convince us of the truth of their representations . . . 
(3) the nature of the ‘reality’ constructed by the media; the values 
implicit in media representations . . . 
(4) the ways in which media constructions are read or received by their 
audiences. (p. 21) 

 
Going still further, a semiological deconstruction of media texts leads to the 

issue that media organizations create – not just media texts – but ultimately audiences  

(as a commodity presented to advertisers) as well (Masterman, 1985). As such, the 

audience, as a product of media, and interpreters of media signs, is also an essential 

aspect of consideration in media education.  

Almost two decades later, Hobbs (2004c) directly applied semantic theory to 

media literacy education, identifying five principles of media literacy that relate directly 

to semantic theory:  

(1) All messages are constructions. The construction process is invisible 
to readers of newspapers or the viewers of television. Awareness of the 
choices involved in the making of media messages sensitizes readers and 
viewers to the subtle shaping forces at work . . . . Just as general 
semanticists point out the distinction between signal reactions and 
symbol responses, this principle of media literacy is essentially a form of 
heightened increasing awareness of the symbolic world all around us.  
(2) Messages are representations of the world . . . . Understanding that 
media messages are not reality, but several levels of abstraction removed 
from reality, is a central concept in media literacy.  
(3) Messages have economic and political purposes and contexts . . . . 
Any meaningful critical discourse about media messages must include an 
examination of the economic and political contexts in which films, TV 
shows, newspapers, and news programs are produced.  
(4) Messages use languages and conventions.  Being a skillful 
communicator means paying attention to one’s audience, purpose, and 
format, as well as to the content of the message. 
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(5) People interpret messages differently. Just as semanticists show us 
that beauty, as a quality of being, is not in the object, but in our 
responses to it, media literacy educators emphasize that the meaning of a 
media message is not a property of the message, but results from the 
interaction between the viewer or reader, the “text,” and the context. (p. 
26-27) 

 
Accordingly, there are many ways in which semiological theory is associated 

with media education.  A second perspective that developed within this second 

paradigm relates to issues of representation, which are related to symbolic 

interactionism.  

Symbolic Interactionism 

A second theory that has broad support in the discipline of communication, and 

which can influence the way media are taught, is the umbrella-like meta theory of 

symbolic interactionism.  Coming from the Chicago School of Sociology, symbolic 

interactionism was developed by Mead and expanded on and formalized by Blumer 

(1969). Blumer recognized that there is a process of implicit or explicit negotiation 

between a combination of social structures and human interaction, which contribute to 

the development of self and self-perception. Blumer (1969) specified three principal 

components to symbolic interactionism:  

(1) Human being perceive meanings in things then base their actions on 
these perceived meanings.  
(2) The ability of the individual to perceive meaning in things comes 
from the process of interacting with others.  
(3) Meanings keep changing while interpretation and interaction 
continues to occur and people continue to add to their knowledge of 
things. (p. 5) 

 
Accordingly, a symbolic interactionist approach to media education focuses on a 

consideration of how individuals gain an understanding of the meanings in mediated 



79  

 

messages, and how these messages define and redefine the individual’s perception of 

the world, their social environment, and themselves. While both symbolic 

interactionism and semiotics share a focus on symbols, symbolic interactionism 

differentiates itself by considering how these mediated symbols are related to viewer 

perceptions, and how individuals make sense of these symbols in their lives (Littlejohn, 

2002).  

Because of its emphasis on how individuals interact with the symbolic meanings 

they encounter in the world, a symbolic interaction based perspective has traditionally 

focused primarily on interpersonal and intrapersonal communication. However, because 

of the widespread nature of media saturation in modern life, and because media can be a 

“stand-in” for other people in the process of self-definition, media have assumed a role 

more important to symbolic interaction that may have been originally envisioned.  

Indeed, the perception of media texts is very important to people, their social selves, 

and their daily interaction with messages.  

Because symbolic concepts related to self-perception and self-identity (role 

identity, gender identity, etc.) and are part of a broad, holistic social sphere, a symbolic 

interactionist perspective towards media education might focus on understanding the 

complicated relationships between self, media, and others. Accordingly, an analysis of 

media texts helps to demonstrate the ways in which a person’s self perception, and 

sense of self, develops. Such an analysis might focus on issues such as, but not limited 

to, how mediated messages about body image, stereotyping, negative gender roles, or 

substance abuse influence people. 
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Far from contending that individuals assume identities as a direct media effect, 

the symbolic interactionist perspective acknowledges that people are unique individuals 

with many different and important relationships with other people in their lives. The 

interplay of these relationships, combined with influences of media, historic, regional, 

cultural, and socioeconomic factors play a role in determining how individuals see or 

envision their self.  As Fisherkeller (2007) noted, individuals are social agents who are 

affected by many factors and processes. Wrote Fisherkeller: 

These processes are woven together, much like fibers in a tapestry, but, 
unlike a tapestry, these processes never result in a final product. . . . 
Relating to others, being in specific places and times, experiencing 
media, and developing their self-identities are ongoing, intertwined 
processes. (p. 226) 

 
In addition to this focus on how the media plays a role in self-development and 

self-perception, this perspective also contends that one’s sense of self influences the 

way that they perceive the media (Musolf, 2003). Accordingly, symbolic interactionism 

ultimately presents a broad, systemic view of a cycle in which lived experience 

influences media perception, while media are simultaneously influencing lived 

experience. 

The central focus of symbolic interactionism is also present in the closely related 

symbolic convergence theory, and the related research methodology of fantasy-theme 

analysis, developed by Bormann, Cragan, and Shields (Bormann, 1972, 1980, 1985; 

Bormann, Cragan & Shields, 1996; Cragan & Shields, 1981). This theory suggests that 

individuals’ perception of reality is guided by stories, or fantasies, about how things are 

supposed to be.  These fantasy themes grow from larger narratives known as rhetorical 

visions, which can exist at the societal level.  Such rhetorical visions shape the 
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perspective of how things are, were, or should be in the future.  As these fantasy themes 

are shared among members of a group or culture, and the rhetorical visions become 

established, then a group gains a shared consciousness (Littlejohn, 2002).  

The development and promotion of these fantasy themes, and the development 

of shared consciousness, can be credited to a variety of social institutions, including 

family, education, and religion.  However, in modern times, media have come to play 

especially significant roles in this process. Instead of simply suggesting that media have 

the ability to persuade people, symbolic convergence theory suggests that mass media 

are the critical agents of social bonding and creation of shared rhetorical visions among 

people.   

The acknowledgement of such rhetorical visions is central to understanding 

issues of representation in media. A symbolic interactionist and symbolic convergence 

perspective can be used when considering the factors that Buckingham (2003) identified 

as important to recognizing issues of media representation:   

Realism. Is this text intended to be realistic? Why do some texts seem 
more realistic than others?  
Telling the truth. How do media claim to tell the truth about the world? 
How do they try to seem authentic?  
Presence and absence. What is included and excluded from the media 
world? Who speaks, and who is silenced?  
Bias and objectivity. Do media texts support particular views about the 
world? Do they put across moral or political values?  
Stereotyping. How do media represent particular social groups? Are 
those representations accurate?  
Interpretations. Why do audiences accept some media representations as 
true, or reject others as false?  
Influences. Do media representations affect our views of particular social 
groups or issues? (p. 58) 
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Not only can issues of media representation relate to self-perception, but the 

consideration of what values shaped the production of such representative images can 

also lead into a discussion of ideology. This leads to a third theoretical perspective 

within the third paradigm, namely, cultural criticism.   

Cultural Criticism 

 The critical perspective emphasizes the broader cultural context in which mass 

communication is situated.  Philosophical in nature, it focuses on issues of social 

structure, ideology, and power.  There are, of course, many branches of cultural 

criticism.  There is the literary theory perspective on cultural criticism, which has led to 

reception theory, deconstructionism, postmodernism, and feminist criticism.  There is 

the Marxist perspective, which has led to the Frankfurt school of criticism, and 

consideration of issues of ideology, cultural imperialism, consumer culture, hegemony, 

and reproduction.  Some (Berger, 1995) would also include semiotics, psychoanalytic, 

and sociological theory as influential branches of cultural criticism.  Indeed, as 

Buckingham (2003) notes, the term itself can be excessively vague:   

To be sure, this emphasis on ‘critical’ reading is not confined to the 
political left. There are many right-wing politicians, for example, who 
are extremely critical. . . . Leavisite approaches to English teaching  . . . 
are centrally concerned with developing ‘critical awareness’, not least in 
relation to popular media. (p.107) 

 
 However, when media educators refer to critical media studies, they frequently 

are referring to media studies that have been shaped by a neo-Marxist perspective, with 

its emphasis on issues of consumerism, hegemony, and especially ideology.  Ideology, 

has been defined by Berger (1995) as “a systematic and comprehensive set of ideas 

relating to and explaining social and political life” which “explain . . . and in so doing 
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tend to justify the status quo” (p. 58).  Such ideologies, according to the Marxist 

perspective, are frequently created by and purposed to serve the powerful groups within 

a society.   

 The idea that ideologies are often not fully understood by members of a society 

was articulated by Karl Manheim (1936):  

The concept ‘ideology’ reflects the one discovery which emerged from 
conflict, namely, that ruling groups can in their thinking become so 
intensively interest-bound to a situation that they are simply no longer 
able to see certain facts which would undermine their sense of 
domination. There is implicit in the word ‘ideology’ the insight that in 
certain situations the collective unconscious of certain groups obscures 
the real condition of society both to itself and to others and thereby 
stabilizes it. (qtd. Berger, 1995, p. 59) 

 
 Such ideologies help to create a false consciousness, which serves the economic 

and social interests of the powerful members within a society.  The presence of 

ideology also builds into the concept of hegemony. As developed and defined by 

Gramsci, hegemony is a situation in which powerful classes have convinced the 

exploited classes that their situation is natural, universal, and unchangeable.  

Accordingly, cultural and media institutions, in their role of promoting a dominant 

ideology, help to create this hegemonic state.  Such ideological hegemonic domination 

stretches across all aspects of society, is all pervasive, and is illusory yet influential 

(Berger, 1995). 

 Thus, the principal aim of the critical perspective is to uncover such hidden 

ideologies, a goal which can be directly applied within a program of media literacy 

education.  Accordingly, in many educational environments, media educators who 

approach the media from this perspective have come to emphasize the importance of 
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uncovering hidden ideologies within media. This perspective on education gathered 

momentum in the 1970s and 1980s, and stressed a process of “demythologizing” to 

make ideology visible. As Buckingham (2003) wrote: “The implication here was that 

students were ‘mystified’ by the pleasures and illusions of the media and accepting 

ideologies that ran directly counter to their ‘real’ interests” (p. 108). 

 Thus, in an educational environment, the critical perspective works to teach 

analytical skills to help reveal the commercial interests of groups creating messages, 

and how these commercial interests influence the way messages are designed, the way 

individuals are represented in the media, and how this serves to perpetuate the power 

structure of society.   

 In practice, such considerations look at issues regarding how media are used by 

individuals or interest groups as a means of persuasion and influence, the presence or 

absence of certain viewpoints in media, the ways in which audiences are targeted by 

advertising, the economic and regulatory infrastructure of media production, and the 

ultimate goal of commercial media, namely, creating a segmented audience for 

advertisers (Masterman, 2002). One perspective on how to apply a critical lens to media 

is articulated by Hobbs (1998), who posed five questions:  

Who is the author and what is the purpose of the message? What 
values/lifestyles/point of view are represented by this message? What 
techniques are used to attract your attention? What techniques are used 
to enhance the authority/authenticity of this message? How might 
different people interpret the message differently? What is omitted form 
the message? Who makes money from this message? (p. 71) 

 
 In addition to uncovering issues of ownership, values, and ideology, a critical 

perspective also frequently involves the use of critical pedagogies aimed at giving voice 
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to the perspective of previously silenced groups.  Instead of teaching that involves a 

one-directional flow of information, from the instructor to the student, and the 

inevitable favoring of one perspective, such critical pedagogies seek to encourage 

students to express their lived experiences, and make informed interpretations on their 

own. Luke (1998) sums up this philosophy: “What it advocates is that an effective 

inclusive pedagogy must give up unilinear transmission models and, instead, opt for a 

student-centered pedagogy which teaches with and toward students’ cultural 

experiences and identities” (p. 18). 

The Overlapping Nature of the Three Paradigms 

 All three paradigms of media education overlap in some respects with each 

other, as is demonstrated in Figure 4.1. At the center of all three perspectives is, 

understandably, an interest regarding media. However, the way in which media are 

treated in each paradigm is different.   

 In summation, the inoculatory/protectionist paradigm asserts that the study of 

literature is more important than the study of new media, and takes a protectionist 

position arguing against pop culture in favor of the preservation of high culture 

produced by a cultural elite. The paradigm is didactic, and elevates the role of the 

educator as one charged with preserving traditionally established cultural norms. 

Additionally, this paradigm is rooted in a fear of media effects. 

 The popular arts paradigm asserts that the study of new media is important, and 

claims that it is the role of all members in society to create their own culture. This 

paradigm redefines pop culture, and differentiates between the strength of folk-art-like 
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pop culture and commercially-driven mass culture. Further, with a new emphasis on 

aesthetics, this paradigm seeks to differentiate between good and bad media.   

 As different as this is from the inoculatory/protectionist paradigm because of the 

way in which it embraces new media, there are still similarities. For example, both 

paradigms take a paternalistic stance and insist that educators are the arbiters of taste 

and the true judge of good and bad culture. Further, both paradigms agree that some 

media are worthless (though they would differ on which media are worthless). Finally, 

both paradigms position film as a medium which can be taught similar to literature. 

Thus, as groundbreaking as the popular arts movement was, it carried certain ties to its 

predecessor. 

 When the critical/representational/semiological paradigm took shape, it was 

focused around the recognition of the non-transparency of media. This paradigm 

claimed that media education should be based around dialogue, give voice to previously 

silenced groups, and focus on the language of media and representational nature of 

constructed messages. Associated with critical theories, this paradigm took a more 

sophisticated view of media effects on individuals, society, and culture. 

 Again, as different as the critical/representational/semiological paradigm is, it 

too shared certain commonalities with the two preceding paradigms.  For example, like 

the inoculatory/protectionist paradigm, this paradigm agreed that media have the 

capability of manipulating and exploiting audiences. And, like the popular arts 

paradigm, this paradigm shared an interest in critical questions focused around issues of 

authorship, audience, and the intent of a message. Thus, while each paradigm has made 
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a distinct impact on the way that media education is practiced, there are significant 

overlaps between the paradigms.  

Do these Paradigms Still Matter Today? 
 

Much debate continues regarding the merits of each of these three paradigms. Of 

the seven debates in the media literacy movement identified by Hobbs (1998c), three 

relate specifically to paradigmatic issues.  The first issue that Hobbs acknowledged is a 

question that has lingered since the development of the inoculatory/protectionist 

paradigm: “Should media literacy education aim to protect children and young people 

from negative media influences?” (p. 18) Those who promote the implementation of 

media literacy education from the perspective of the inoculatory/protectionist paradigm 

continue to argue for an “impact mediation” (p. 18) approach to media literacy, in 

which classroom content is organized around topics such as media violence, body 

image, stereotyping, and substance abuse (see Anderson, 1983).  Such perspectives may 

be fueled by a shift towards a powerful-effects model of communication (Saettler, 1990; 

Severin & Tankard, 2001).  Yet, others question if such a protectionist perspective is 

capable of achieving its objectives.  Buckingham (2003) questions if such programs can 

actually be effective or if, instead, they simply lead to students’ repeating what their 

teachers want to hear for the sake of a grade.  Wrote Buckingham,  

It offers a set of analytical tools that can genuinely enable students to 
feel “empowered” in their dealings with the media. Yet in practice, it 
often results in a situation in which only one truly “critical” reading is 
privileged in the classroom – and that reading tends to be that of the 
teacher. (p.109) 

 
Additionally, while this perspective continues to be practiced within American 

media education, there is a growing international trend to move away from the 
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protectionist perspective. As such, American media education programs with a 

protectionist agenda are subject to international critique.  Misson and Morgan (2006) 

noted that while there has been a tradition in the past which positioned “the teacher as 

the bearer of the light of pure, critical reason, bringing students out of their darkness,” 

British, Canadian, and Australian media studies theorists “have begun to move beyond 

this view of media as purveyors of ‘false consciousness’ and consumers as dupes” (p. 

19). In contrast, Mission and Morgan noted, “By comparison with Britain, Canada, and 

Australia, for example, American media education is marked by ‘top-down, 

protectionist rhetoric’ (Tyner, 1998). And media literacy educators still generally aspire 

to ‘inoculate’ students against the dangers of media texts” (p. 19). 

A second question posed by Hobbs (1998c) also relates to the paradigmatic 

positioning of media literacy education programs: “Should media literacy focus on 

popular culture texts?” (p. 21)  If an educator was operating from a 

critical/representational/critical paradigm perspective, the answer to this question would 

be clear: yes, because such texts are as valuable for the purpose of deconstruction and 

demonstrating the nontransparent nature of media as any other, if not more useful 

because of their familiarity to students. Further, their definition of popular culture texts 

would be sufficiently broad to include almost all media.  However, not everyone 

operates from this perspective. Those influenced by the popular arts paradigm – and 

focused on using media education as a platform to discriminate within media – would 

argue about the differences of “popular culture” texts (which should be the focus of 

media literacy) as opposed to the artificial “mass culture” texts (which should not be the 

focus of media literacy) which are of much less value.  The distinction between the two 
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is, at best, problematic in actual practice.  Further, individuals operating from the 

inoculatory/protectionist paradigm would likely reject the use of popular culture texts 

for anything other than the purpose of demonstrating their negative value. Today, this 

perspective is often promoted by parents. As Hobbs (1998c) wrote,  

Other educators, however, wonder how an average parent might respond 
if his or her 10th grade son or daughter came home from school talking 
about a classroom lesson that compared an episode of The Simpsons to a 
Mark Twain short story? (p. 21)  
 
Thus, it remains dependent on the paradigm from which an educator is working 

to determine how this question would be answered, and which texts would be suitable 

for inclusion in a media literacy curriculum. 

A third question posed by Hobbs (1998c) which speaks to paradigmatic 

differences is: “Should media literacy have a more explicit political and ideological 

agenda?” (p. 22) This question focuses on the argument made by some educators within 

the critical/representational/semiological paradigm that an important goal of media 

literacy education should be to alter institutional practices, promote advocacy, promote 

changes to the media industrial model, or to promote social changes.  As Hobbs wrote: 

“There is an obvious ideology that underlies even the most basic tenets of media 

literacy education – teaching students to question textual authority and to use reasoning 

to reach autonomous decisions. . . .” (p.23) However, the radicalization or politicization 

of the student body can cause society to be wary of the objectives of educators who – in 

the attempt to expose dominant ideology – adopt and promote a counter ideology of 

their own, and turn the classroom into what Hobbs termed a “postmodern political 

project” (p. 22).  Hobbs expanded on this idea, writing, “Additional political or social 
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change goals may be unlikely to be accepted in the decentralized, politically divided, 

and community-centered context of mainstream public education” (p. 23). Accordingly, 

the debate regarding the direction of the critical/representational/semiological paradigm 

continues.  

Indeed, the fact that issues surrounding each of these paradigms continue to be 

debated demonstrates that, clearly, each of these perspectives continues to have an 

impact on how media literacy education is practiced in educational institutions at all 

levels.  Thus, it can be seen that the different paradigms of media education have had a 

lasting impact on the way in which media are taught.  

The Three Paradigms of Media Education and Disciplinary Perspectives 

The development of media education has been traced according to both 

paradigmatic and disciplinary developments. There are various connections between 

both perspectives, which help to demonstrate how the current state of media literacy in 

higher education has developed (see Figure 4.2). 

The English protectionist perspective developed by Leavis and Thompson 

combined with mass communication’s direct effects research to help develop the 

protectionist paradigm of media education. During the same period – and influenced by 

direct effects media research – the field of education (specifically pre-service teacher 

education) launched the first educational technology courses, approaching media as a 

classroom tool that could have direct effects on students. After research in the fields of 

mass communication and educational technology began to disprove the direct effect 

theory, and develop limited and moderate effects theories, media education lost its 

protectionist emphasis. With less fear of mass media, the popular arts paradigm of 



91  

 

media education developed within the English and communication disciplines. 

Meanwhile, these same limited and moderate effects theories promoted a shift in 

education towards behavioral, and later, cognitive models of educational technology. 

Such models shaped the way that the media continues to be taught in education 

classrooms to this day. 

Then, as English developed the multiliteracies perspective, and moved away 

from the canon of great books towards a world of multiple texts, and mass 

communication developed large effects theories, media education shifted away from 

popular arts to the critical/representational/semiological paradigm.  

The combination of all three paradigms (protectionist, popular arts, 

critical/representational/semiological) shape media education at the K-12 level. 

Meanwhile, these three paradigms, when combined with the educational technology 

perspective used within education, come together in the way that media literacy 

education is addressed at the college level.  

Summary and Relevance to this Study 

 It can be seen that differences exist between the inoculatory/protectionist, 

popular arts, and semiological/representational paradigms. These paradigms clearly 

continue to be relevant to media education today. Further, these paradigmatic 

differences, and associated developments in media theory and research, have both 

shaped, and been shaped by, disciplinary perspectives on media education. As such, this 

study considers the paradigmatic or theoretical perspectives taken by faculty members. 

First, it considers faculty and student accounts of the way that media education is, or is 

not, addressed to determine the paradigmatic or theoretical influences. Second, this 
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Figure 4.2. Interactions between Disciplinary Perspectives and Paradigms of Media 
Education 
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study looks at the perceptions of importance of college-level faculty members and 

students in order to consider the way in which individual perceptions may be related to 

paradigmatic background, and to determine if faculty members with particular 

paradigmatic backgrounds or preferences place a greater emphasis on media creation, or 

any other dimension of media literacy. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
MIXED METHODS RESEARCH 

 
 Existing research into media literacy programs has used various methodologies, 

including experimental group designs (Mihailidis, 2008), qualitative studies (Hart & 

Hicks, 2002), and real-world quantitative measures (Hobbs, 2003; Hobbs & Frost, 

1999). This study employed a mixed methods design consisting of qualitative faculty 

interviews and a student self-report questionnaire. This chapter will present a rationale 

for using a mixed methods design, and discuss the location where the sample for this 

study is drawn from. 

Rationale for Using a Mixed Methods Design 

 This study approaches the issue of student and faculty perceptions of media 

literacy education in a university setting from a pragmatic perspective on research and 

employs a mixed methods design.  The emergence of pragmatism as a research 

paradigm and mixed methods research occurred simultaneously.  Pragmatism, 

according to Howe (1988), asserts that quantitative and qualitative methods are 

compatible and can be used together in research.  Several early works along these lines 

included publications by Creswell (1994), Reichardt and Rallis (1994), and Green and 

Caracelli (1997). As Creswell (2003) wrote, “Pragmatism is not committed to any one 

system of philosophy and reality. This applies to mixed methods research in that 

inquirers draw liberally from both quantitative and qualitative assumptions when they 

engage in their research” (p. 12). 

 Such a pragmatic perspective on research has been shown as especially relevant 

in practical fields, such as education, and as such is a logical perspective for this 
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research to take. Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) noted, “Mixed methods are often 

employed in settings where practical decisions stress the utility of multiple data sources 

for decision-making purposes. . . .” (p. 679). 

Accordingly, the mixed methods approach involves the 

sequential or concurrent collecting and analyzing of both qualitative and quantitative  

data, and the drawing of conclusions from both data sets within a study.  As Miles and  

Huberman (1994) noted: “At the bottom, we have to face the fact that numbers and 

words are both needed if we are to understand the world” (p. 40). 

 The use of mixed method designs has developed over the course of three 

methodological eras.  Tashakkori & Teddlie (1998) consider the first period to be the 

“monomethod” or “purist” era, from the 19th century through the 1950s.  During this 

methodological period, data were either purely qualitative in nature or purely 

quantitative in nature.   

 The second period, dubbed the “emergence of mixed methods” era, began 

around 1960 and lasted through the 1980s, and saw the development of mixed methods, 

including both equivalent status designs (both quantitative and qualitative data given 

equal preference in collection and analysis) and dominant-less dominant designs (in 

which either qualitative or quantitative data are used as support for the primary data 

source).  According to Creswell (2003), the start of mixed methods research during this 

time period was launched by Campbell and Fiske’s (1959) study of psychological traits. 

Creswell (2003) noted, “Recognizing that all methods have limitations, researchers felt 

that biases inherent in any single method could neutralize or cancel the biases of other 

methods” (p. 15).  Such mixed methods approaches might be in the form of sequential 
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procedures – in which different methodological approaches elaborate on each other in a 

series of stages – or concurrent procedures– in which qualitative and quantitative data 

are gathered and analyzed at the same time. 

 The third period, or “emergence of mixed model studies” era, started in the 

1990s, and built on the previous period of research to stress the inclusion of qualitative 

and quantitative perspectives – not just in data collection and analysis – but in all stages 

of the study.  It was also during this era that the pragmatist paradigm was articulated 

and popularized. Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003) noted: “Mixed model research might 

have multiple research questions, each rooted in a distinct paradigm, and might make 

multiple inferences corresponding to different worldviews” (p. 11). 

 Today, mixed method studies, also known as multimethod or multimethodolgy 

studies, are increasingly being used in a wide variety of settings (Creswell, 2003), and 

are especially effective for several purposes. In a review of the existing mixed methods 

literature, Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) identified five such purposes, 

including triangulation (convergence/proving results), complementarity (to look at 

different aspects), initiation (fresh perspectives), development (to build on the first 

method with a follow-up method), and expansion (building breadth to a topic).   

 One of the distinct advantages offered in a mixed methods design is that 

researchers are able to gather different types of information.  At times, the different 

types of data gathered help to confirm findings within a single study (or series of related 

studies). At other times, the different types of data are combined together in the analysis 

stage in order to get more detailed answers.  Additionally, as Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie 

(2003) noted:  
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In particular, mixed methods data analysis allows the researcher to use 
the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative analysis techniques so 
as to understand phenomena better. The ability to ‘get more out of the 
data’ provides the opportunity to generate more meaning, thereby 
enhancing the quality of data interpretation. (p. 353)  
 

 This study of media literacy education in higher education involves a mixed 

methods approach to analyze a situation.  Such a method offers the advantage of 

allowing researchers to offset the weaknesses of quantitative/qualitative methods by 

also including qualitative/quantitative methods (Creswell, 2003).  More specifically, 

this study uses an equivalent status mixed method design in which both qualitative and 

quantitative data were gathered and analyzed in a complementary manner. Because such 

a design allows for the answering of research questions in both a narrative and 

numerical fashion, in the analysis stage I looked for areas of agreement and 

disagreement between the two sets of data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). 

 Furthermore, using an equivalent status mixed methods design and gathering 

different types of data from different populations within an environment, as I do in this 

study, is not without precedent.  In fact, similar research designs have often been used 

in educational environments.  Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) noted:  

For instance, a simple example involves asking teachers to complete a 
closed-ended survey concerning the degree to which their schools have 
been restructured, while at the same time interviewing their 
administrators about the same topic using an interview protocol with an 
open-ended format. (p. 47)  

 
Another example is Timberlake’s (1994) study of homeless children, in which 

qualitative data were gathered through interviews with the homeless children, and 

quantitative data were gathered by administering questionnaires to parents and teachers.  

Then, data were analyzed together, and used to create a profile of the participants.  
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 Similarly, in this study I gathered qualitative data from faculty participants and 

quantitative data from student participants over a period of 12 weeks, and then 

combined both data sets in the analysis stage, where I looked for areas of agreement and 

disagreement between the two sets of data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). However, the 

issue of why both students and faculty are considered – as well as why students and 

faculty perceptions should be measured with different methodologies – bears 

consideration.  

Including Student and Faculty Perceptions 

 In the university environment my study considers, I am concerned with two 

main populations: students and faculty.  Frequently, the nature of a research question or 

topic relates specifically to questions that deal only with one of these populations.  For 

example, a significant amount of research has been conducted into student achievement 

and student perceptions.  Similarly, research has been conducted into faculty motivation 

and classroom teaching techniques.  However, this study considers a topic that involves 

the interrelation of both populations. In order to get a detailed picture of media literacy 

perceptions at a university, it is important to gather information from both students and 

faculty.  By using such a design I have been able to consider my topic from multiple 

perspectives, thus gaining a more comprehensive, systemic view of media literacy 

competencies and education at West Chester University.   

 A number of studies dealing with issues related to college or university-level 

education have similarly used a research design that considers both student and faculty 

perceptions.  Two categories of such studies include: perceptions of student skills or 

abilities, and perceptions of colleges, curriculum, or teaching. 
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 Studies dealing with perceptions of student skills or abilities have looked at 

student and faculty perceptions of: other students in a college of arts and sciences 

(Pascarella, 1975); student performance and development in health and science 

programs (Perelle, 1975); communication competencies needed for incoming students 

(Ecroyd & Drummond, 1985); and student writing ability (Harley, 1991). 

 Studies looking at perceptions of colleges, curriculum, or teaching issues have 

considered student and faculty perceptions of: ideal and actual educational 

environments for teacher training (Glenn, 1975); faculty advising (Hornbuckle, 1979); 

faculty ratings (Dent & Nicholas, 1980);  college faculty mentoring programs (Howard 

& Grosset, 1992); target course outcomes and actual curriculum and instructional 

strategies at community colleges (Kalina, 1995); the course evaluation process (Piercy 

& Peters, 1996); the important characteristics of nursing educators (White, 1997); 

student and faculty perceptions about the meaning of grades (Goulden & Griffin, 1997); 

Web-based instruction (Daughtery, 1998); the implementation of different 

organizational learning designs (Cafarelli, 1999); important course syllabus components 

(Garavalia, Hummel, Wiley, & Huitt, 1999); student teaching evaluations (Sojka, Gupta 

& Deeter-Schmelz, 2002); technology integration in teaching (Savery, 2002);  

electronic portfolios (Wallace, Thomas, King, Aldrich, & Yao, 2004); multicultural 

training in accredited marriage and family therapy programs and of student 

multicultural competence (Inman, Meza, Brown & Hargrove, 2004); the use of 

PowerPoint-based lectures (James, Burke & Hutchins, 2006); factors that interfere 

positively or negatively in the teacher-learning process in a nursing education course 

(Zani & Nogueira, 2006); online courses and degrees (Wilkes, Simon & Brooks, 2006);  
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using online games as a new educational media (Chen, 2006); college instructors’ use of 

instructional communication techniques to create perceptions of “personalized 

education” (Waldeck, 2007); hybrid (part online, part face-to-face) classes (Amrein-

Beardsley, Foulger & Toth, 2007); building online community (Vesely, Bloom & 

Sherlock, 2007); current student, alumni, and faculty perceptions of educational 

approaches, college achievements, and future career patterns of students in a school of 

medicine (Drees, Arnold & Jonas, 2007); learning, teaching style, and classroom 

technology use (Dolloph, 2008); and online and Web-enhanced community college 

courses (Tung, 2008). 

Such a research methodology provides the opportunity to study curricular 

innovations within an educational environment, and also provides the opportunity to 

learn about ways in which programs are either succeeding or in need of adjustment. 

Further, by studying one educational environment, lessons can be learned that are 

applicable to other settings as well. Similarly, this research study does not intend to 

analyze student and faculty perceptions in order to change policy at West Chester 

University. However, by studying both populations within this setting, important 

lessons can be learned which can offer insight into the state of media literacy education 

within higher education. Still, why is it beneficial to use different methodologies to 

study each group? 

 The guiding principle behind my method selection was to find the method that 

would yield the most useful information from each population.  Indeed, these two 

research methodologies are especially relevant for different populations.  Faculty 

interviews can be very useful for educational research as they can encourage faculty 
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members to share their expertise, and help the researcher to understand the culture 

within an educational organization. Because faculty members represent a population 

that may engage in reflective thinking about their profession, semistructured interviews 

allow individual respondents the opportunity to share their unique experiences and 

expertise.  Without the flexibility of a semistructured interview, important information 

might not have been gathered from the respondents.  Further, because media literacy in 

higher education has received so little scholarly attention, such a methodology was 

important because it allowed me to collect a broad base of information in order to 

identify new themes and issues which aided in the construction of the student 

questionnaire.  

 At the same time, survey research is an effective and established method for 

obtaining information regarding student perceptions, as it allows for the gathering of 

quantitative data from a wide sample of the target population.  Students are likely less 

contemplative about their educational experiences, and less likely to have detailed, 

insightful answers to interview questions.  As such, I believe that studying a 

comparatively larger sample of students with a self-administered questionnaire has 

yielded useful information.  Furthermore, as already addressed, the use of surveys in 

educational settings is well established, as both an indirect and direct measure. As such, 

this study is a mixed methods design, and uses different methodologies in order gather 

as much useful information from both faculty and student participants as possible. 

Location of Study 

 Student and faculty participants were drawn from West Chester University of 

Pennsylvania. West Chester University is a state supported comprehensive university 
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and is part of the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education. Located 34 miles 

west of Philadelphia, West Chester University is the fourth-largest university in the 

Philadelphia metropolitan area (West Chester, 2008a). As of 2008, the university had a 

total enrollment of approximately 12,000 students (10,200 undergraduate, 1,500 

graduate). For undergraduate programs, the university admits 47% of applicants, has a 

75th percentile SAT score of 1150, and a third year average retention rate of 85% for 

full-time students (West Chester University, 2008c). The student population consists of 

90% full-time students, 84% in-state students, 62% women, 38% men, and 

approximately 14% minority students (West Chester University, 2008a, 2008b). In 2007 

there were approximately 806 faculty members at West Chester University (60% with 

terminal degrees, 71% full time), and a 13:1 faculty/student ratio (Peterson’s, 2009). I 

selected West Chester University for this research study because, at the time of data 

collection, I was a faculty member in the Department of Communication Studies. I 

believe that my experience teaching at this university between 2005-2009 improved the 

quality of my research in two primary ways. First, my understanding of the university 

culture, and knowledge of course offerings and the student body, informed my research 

design and allowed for a more insightful data analysis. Second, my status with the 

university gave me access to both faculty and student populations.    

Summary and Relevance for this Study 
 

It can be seen that a mixed methods research design is a tested way of studying 

educational systems. Further, gathering data from two populations within an 

environment – both faculty and students – is similarly useful when studying an 

educational system, and allows data to be gathered for both separate and comparative 



103  

 

analysis. Finally, by using different methods to study both populations, the best data can 

be gathered from each group.  

Qualitative faculty comments are gathered by means of semistructured 

interviews. Such interviews allow faculty members to share their knowledge and 

experiences regarding the practice of teaching. Furthermore, these interviews are used 

to identify specific activities related to media creation competencies which are then 

used to develop the student questionnaire. This questionnaire, in turn, is especially 

effective because it can be administered to students across the general student 

population in a confidential and convenient format.  

Accordingly, it is now useful to consider both the specific methodological 

designs used and data gathered from faculty members and students. First, interview 

research questions, methods, and results will be considered, followed by questionnaire 

research questions, methods, and results. Finally, a comparative analysis of both sets of 

data will be addressed. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
INTERVIEW RESEARCH METHODS 

 
It is important to gather multiple perspectives to develop a full understanding of 

the way in which media literacy competencies related to media creation are addressed at 

the college level. Before student data are gathered or considered, it is first important to 

consider the faculty interview research questions, and methods used to gather data from 

the faculty. 

Faculty Interview Research Questions and Variables 

 The media competencies addressed in this study focus on video, multimedia, 

and Web-based media. Such new media are especially important to this study for four 

reasons. First, new media are increasingly important in the modern era of media 

convergence (Avery, 2007; Jenkins, 2006, 2008). Second, such new media are a 

component to the presumed “digital nativity.”  Third, a focus on such new media is 

consistent with the attention that media literacy scholars and practitioners frequently 

place on media with a visual and multimodal nature (Jewitt, 2005; Sefton-Green, 2005) 

and digital and Web-based applications (Livingston, 2004).  Finally, because 

technologies associated with new media are accessible, they are a convenient entry-

point for individuals learning about media creation (Anderson, 2008).  

 The various issues addressed by the research questions for this study are based 

on a consideration of existing literature. First, as discussed in Chapter Two, there is 

reason to believe that there is a tendency to overestimate student media literacy 

competencies and that students lack media creation competencies. In order to consider 



105  

 

such issues, while also gathering data which are used to develop a student 

questionnaire, two research questions are considered:  

RQ1: What media creation competencies do faculty members perceive as being most 

relevant for college students? 

RQ2: How do university faculty members perceive student media literacy competencies 

related to media creation? 

 Second, as discussed in Chapter Three, there are different disciplinary 

perspectives regarding the way that media education is approached. An additional 

research question is considered in order to explore these differences, and to look at how 

disciplinary affiliation may relate to the way in which faculty members address media 

in their classes. This research question considers faculty perspectives across the three 

disciplines, regarding the way in which media are addressed.  The following research 

question is addressed: 

 RQ3: What perceptions do university faculty members hold regarding the extent of 

their inclusion of course content related to media creation? 

 Third, as discussed in Chapter Four, different paradigmatic and theoretical 

perspectives have shaped media education. In order to consider such paradigmatic 

differences, this study considers perceptions of importance regarding media education. 

By learning about what is considered important, and the extent to which it is considered 

important, it is possible to see if paradigmatic or theoretical preferences are related to 

the way that faculty members discuss media within their classes. Accordingly, the 

following research question is addressed: 
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RQ4: What perceptions do faculty members hold regarding the importance of including 

course content related to media creation? 

 Finally, it is important to consider any additional intersections that might exist 

between the disciplinary and paradigmatic approaches to media education taken by 

faculty members. As demonstrated in Chapter Four, and represented in Figure 4.2, there 

are significant relationships between academic disciplines and paradigmatic or 

theoretical positions. This is considered with the following research question: 

RQ5: What approach do faculty members take when addressing media within their 

classes? 

 While this study considers these different issues associated with media 

education, it remains focused on media creation. Accordingly, as discussed in Chapter 

One, media creation can be considered to be made up of preproduction, production, and 

postproduction dimensions. Thus, all three dimensions of media creation are considered 

with the research questions, and faculty interviews address the following nine variables: 

(1) student preproduction competencies; (2) involvement in preproduction-related 

media education; (3) preproduction importance; (4) student production competencies; 

(5) involvement in production-related media education; (6) production importance; (7) 

student postproduction competencies; (8) involvement in postproduction-related media 

education; and (9) postproduction importance. Each of these variables were addressed 

by means of open-ended questions in the faculty interviews (Appendix A). A visual 

representation of my research design is demonstrated in Figure 6.1. 
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Figure 6.1. Association between Literature and Faculty Interview Research Questions 
 

 

Media Education 

Media Creation 
Competencies: Essential 

yet Overestimated 
Among the Net 

Generation (Chapter 
Two) 

Disciplinary 
Perspectives on Media 

Education (Chapter 
Three) 

The Three Paradigms of 
Media Education  
(Chapter Two) 

RQ1: What media 
creation competencies 
do faculty members 
perceive as being 

important for college 
students? 

 

RQ2: How do university 
faculty members 

perceive student media 
literacy competencies 

related to media 
creation? 

 

RQ3: What perceptions 
do university faculty 

members hold regarding 
the extent of their 
inclusion of course 

content related to media 
creation? 

 

RQ4: What perceptions 
do faculty members 
hold regarding the 

importance of including 
course content related to 

media creation? 
 

RQ5: What approach do 
faculty members take 

when addressing media 
education within their 

classes? 
 



108  

 

Sample Selection 

 Three individuals were recruited to participate in trial interviews through 

convenience sampling. One individual was an adjunct/temporary faculty member in the 

English Department, one was an adjunct/temporary faculty member in the 

Communication Studies Department, and the third was a permanent faculty member in 

the College of Education who teaches only graduate level classes. These participants 

were ideal for the trial interviews because they were familiar with the university, the 

student body, and their academic discipline, but were not members of the population 

considered in this study, namely permanent faculty members who teach undergraduate 

courses. By conducting several trial interviews, I was able to gain experience 

conducting and transcribing interviews. Further, by interviewing one individual from 

each discipline as a trial interview, I was able gain an understanding of how to best 

address certain topics according to disciplinary background of the participants. 

For the actual data set, I interviewed a total of 16 permanent faculty members, 

including five communication faculty members, five education faculty members, and 

six English faculty members. Accordingly, the interviews included in this data set 

account for a sample size of 8.7% of the 57 permanent faculty members in the College 

of Education, 11.76% of the 51 permanent faculty members in the Department of 

English, and 25% of the 20 permanent faculty members in the Department of 

Communication Studies. To obtain participants, individual emails were first sent to 

faculty members in these three departments. Once a faculty member agreed to 

participate in the study, I arranged to interview them at their convenience, either in 
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person or via telephone. In all, 14 interviews were conducted in person, two were 

conducted via telephone, and all were recorded and personally transcribed. 

Each of these three university divisions are especially relevant to this 

dissertation study. Communication Studies faculty members are important because 

communication is closely associated with several media literacy competencies, and – 

because the communication program at West Chester University is a generalist/speech 

communication program with a limited amount of media-related courses – it is 

important to understand how individuals teaching in such a program perceive issues of 

media literacy. Further, as developed in Chapter Three, communication is a discipline 

which, when approached from a media studies perspective, deals directly with media 

analysis and creation. However, when approached from a speech perspective, such 

courses can largely avoid media. Accordingly, the extent to which media creation may, 

or may not, be addressed in communication courses can vary significantly. The English 

faculty members are important for several reasons as well. Because the English 

department includes courses that focus on film and Web-based writing, the perspectives 

of faculty members involved in this department are relevant. Further, as developed in 

Chapter Three, English is a historical home to the study of multiple literacies, including 

media literacy. Yet, the extent to which English educators focus on both the reading and 

writing, or analysis and creation, dimensions of media literacy can differ. Finally, 

education faculty members are important for several reasons. First, because education-

related majors are large and popular majors for undergraduates, the education faculty 

teaches a significant proportion of students at this university. Accordingly, their 

perspectives on media literacy have a significant impact on students at West Chester 
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University. Second, the College of Education is responsible for training pre-service 

teachers, who themselves may at some point be responsible for teaching younger 

students about media. Finally, as discussed in Chapter Three, education has long 

approached media as a classroom tool to be used to achieve learning objectives. The 

extent to which this perspective shapes the teaching of college faculty members is 

important to consider.  

 Faculty participants were selected by means of nonprobability sampling.  This 

method of sampling was appropriate for this population because the faculty population 

is relatively small, and the research is in an early stage of investigation.  Singleton and 

Straits (1999) note that nonprobability samples can be appropriate in such settings, 

writing:  

In the early stages of investigating a problem, when the objective is to 
become more informed about the problem itself, probability sampling 
simply may be unnecessary. It will suffice to select a range of cases 
nonrandomly without concern for precise statistical generalization….If 
the population itself contains few cases or if an adequate sampling frame 
cannot be obtained or constructed, there is no point in considering 
probability sampling. With small populations (say, fewer than 100), each 
case should be studied in its own right in comparison with all others. . . . 
(p. 157) 

 
Measures 

 Faculty interviews focused on faculty perceptions of student media creation 

competencies, the level to which they currently address media creation in their classes, 

and their perceptions of the importance of addressing media creation at the college 

level. Faculty responses were used to identify specific topics related to media creation 

and inform the development of the student questionnaire. The use of interviews 

warrants detailed consideration.  
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Qualitative Interviews 

 Qualitative interviews were used to gather data from faculty members. 

Qualitative research might be defined as: 

involving an interpretive, naturalistic approach to its subject matter . . . 
Qualitative research involves the studied use and collection of a variety 
of empirical materials – case study, personal experience, introspective, 
life story, interview, observational, historical, interactional, and visual 
texts – that describe routine and problematic moments and meanings in 
individuals’ lives. (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998, p. 3) 

 
While qualitative research has evolved through the course of several phases in 

the 20th century, and come to include a variety of methodologies, one especially 

relevant method for research within an educational setting is the interview. Notes 

Fontana and Frey (1998): “Interviewing is one of the most common and most powerful 

ways we use to try to understand our fellow human beings” (p. 47).   

 The development of interviews as a source of data for research in modern times 

might be traced to the work of Booth, who, in 1886, conducted a series of unstructured 

interviews and ethnographic observations as part of his research into the economic and 

social conditions of the citizens of London, which was later published as Life and 

Labour of the People in London (1902-1903).  Booth’s style of ethnographic 

observation and interviews was copied in similar studies in other large urban areas, 

sparking an interest in interviews as a method of social research.  The methodology was 

also adopted in the field of sociology and – especially notable to the field of 

communication and media studies – by researchers in social psychology at the 

University of Chicago.  For instance, Anderson (1923) conducted qualitative 

unstructured interviews of hoboes and Thrasher (1927) conducted interviews of gang 
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members. Such studies shaped the nature of qualitative interview research for years to 

come. Quantitative, structured interviewing, became popular in the 1950s and 1960s, 

but by the late 1960s and 1970s it was recognized that there was a place for both 

qualitative and quantitative interviews in social research (Fontana & Frey, 1989). 

 The use of interviews as a tool of educational research does not date back as far.  

However, when the dominant research practices of experimental, quantitative studies 

began to be questioned in the 1970s, qualitative interviews began to be used in 

educational research (Seidman, 2006). When arguing for the inclusion of qualitative 

methods in the study of social science in an educational setting, Betaux (1981) noted 

that, “If given a chance to talk freely, people appear to know a lot about what is going 

on” (p. 39). 

 Individual narrative accounts allow for the lived experiences of individuals to 

inform the researcher, and potentially provide additional, rich insights into a particular 

environment or culture which might have otherwise been overlooked, or not accurately 

recognized or reflected by another type of measure.  As Seidman pointed out, 

interviews are focused on letting people tell their story, which allows them to express 

and reflect on their experiences.  In the process of reflecting and selecting information, 

participants in the interview are able to draw on their lived experiences, thus producing 

valuable data for consideration and analysis. Further, Reason (1981) commented on the 

narrative nature of interview data, writing:  

The best stories are those which stir people’s minds, hearts, and souls 
and by so doing give them new insights into themselves, their problems 
and their human condition. The challenge is to develop a human science 
that can more fully serve this aim. The question, then, is not, “Is story 
telling science?” but “Can science learn to tell good stories?” (p.50)  
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 Seidman (2006) recognized two reasons why interviews can be particularly 

useful in an organizational setting, and specifically in an educational organization.  

First, he notes: “Individuals’ consciousness gives access to the most complicated social 

and educational issues, because social and educational issues are abstractions based on 

the concrete experience of people” (p. 7). As such, interviews are a logical and effective 

way to obtain information in an educational setting. 

 Second, Seidman noted that through in-depth interviews, “we can see how their 

individual experience interacts with powerful social and organizational forces that 

pervade the context in which they live and work, and can discover the interconnections 

among people who live and work in a shared context” (p. 130). This consideration of 

social and organizational dynamics is especially relevant to my study which looks at the 

ways in which disciplinary and departmental affiliations relate to way in which media 

education is practiced. 

 Thus, interviews can help to gather rich textual data that reflect the lived 

experience of participants. Such interviews can take various forms, including: (1) 

unstructured, (2) semi-structured, or (3) unstructured. Further, interviews can be 

administered in various ways, including in-person individual interviews, in-person 

group interviews, telephone interviews, or even by mail or email.   

 Structured interviews generally involve asking exactly the same questions, in the 

same order, to all respondents, with the goal of ensuring a higher level of reliability.  

Unstructured interviews provide significantly more flexibility than structured 

interviews. However, the third type of interview, the semistructured interview, was used 
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in this study.  Semistructured interviews strike a middle-ground, and are both more 

flexible than a structured interview but more directionally focused than an unstructured 

interview. Specifically, semistructured interviews use questions which are 

preformulated, but which allow for open-ended answers.  Further, the semistructured 

interview allows the interviewer to expand on questions and ask additional follow-up 

questions or probes as necessary.  While this may hurt reliability, the benefit is a much 

higher validity, as the interviewer can make adjustments to make sure that they are 

gathering the data that they want to gather.  

 This study’s use of semistructured interviews has two practical benefits. First, it 

allowed me flexibility when interviewing faculty members and allowed me to ask 

follow up questions when necessary. Secondly, the interview format helped me to 

recruit more faculty participants than might otherwise have agreed to participate. As 

Fowler (2002) noted:  

Personal interview procedures are probably the most efficient way of 
enlisting cooperation for most populations. Advantages of interview 
administration such as answering respondent questions, probing for 
adequate answers, and accurately following complex instructions or 
sequences are realized. . . . Rapport and confidence building are possible. 
(p. 71) 

 
 In recent years, numerous studies have used interviews to study educational 

settings, and, especially, to interview faculty members.  Such studies have used the 

interviews to gain greater depth, encourage a broader discussion of issues, and to gain a 

more holistic picture of the environment being studied.  While studies related to 

education that involve the use of interviews are too numerous to list, recent, relevant 

published research might be briefly considered.  Specifically, studies that employed 
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interviews in education research in recent years have included interviews with college-

level professors, and community program/elementary/secondary teachers. 

 Research involving interviews of college-level professors have considered 

perceptions of the communicative impact of the call-response speech pattern in a 

classroom (Boone, 2003); goals, curriculum, and classroom activities in public speaking 

classes (Levasseur, Dean, & Pfaff, 2004); rhetorical strategies that reinforce educational 

practices (Fassett & Warren, 2004); faculty mentoring (Buell, 2004); sexual harassment 

among graduate student instructors (Mohipp & Senn, 2008); faculty training at Mexican 

universities (Padilla, 2008); and diverse faculty cultures within universities, and views 

on technology implementation (Matthews, 2008). 

 Research involving interviews of community program and 

elementary/secondary teachers have considered effective ways of using digital learning 

materials (McCormick & Li, 2006); common patterns of using videos, films, and other 

mass media in the classroom (Hobbs, 2006); strategies for using an interactive 

whiteboard to foster student participation (Hennessy, Deaney, Ruthven & 

Winterbottom, 2007); early childhood teachers who studied culturally exclusive 

constructs within a digital environment (West-Olatunji, Behar-Horenstein, Rant & 

Cohen-Phillips, 2008); the way technology-trained business education teachers deliver 

content knowledge with the Internet in a classroom (Gaytan, 2008); teacher stress when 

using technology (Al-Fudail & Mellar, 2008); perceptions of the factors which relate to 

student learning in a distance education environment (Offir, Lev & Bezalel, 2008); how 

computers are used in classrooms, and factors related to the integration of computers 
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(Eteokleous, 2008); and teacher and principal perceptions regarding school policies and 

technology use within the classroom (Tondeur, van Keer, van Braak & Valcke, 2008). 

 Research has also considered the challenges and struggles of implementing new 

creativity and performance standards for design and technology classes (Nicholl & 

McLellan, 2008); the implications of a computer assisted learning strategy for 

mathematics (Hartley, Treagust & Ogunniyi, 2008); how a teacher begins using 

technology in the classroom (Lim, Lee & Hung, 2008); and discourse themes regarding 

technological progress in classrooms in eastern Europe (Volcic & Erjavec, 2008). 

 Thus, clearly it can be seen that interviews are an accepted method for obtaining 

data in social scientific research, and are a frequently used methodology within 

educational settings. Interviews allow for the collection of rich textual data which draw 

on the lived experience of participants. Such data can lead to the discovery of new 

themes, and the discovery of social and organizational factors which are especially 

useful to this research study.  

Interview Design 

 The design of the semistructured interviews in this study was loosely based on 

the interview protocol used by Hart and Hicks (2002), who used ethnographic 

interviews to study secondary teacher perceptions regarding media education. However, 

some questions were deleted, others were rephrased, and new questions were added. 

First, faculty members were asked some general background questions.  Next, faculty 

members were asked to identify what media students create and what media creation 

competencies they considered relevant or important for today’s college students. This 

helped to identify specific competencies which would be addressed in the student 
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questionnaire, and addressed RQ1 (What media creation competencies do faculty 

members perceive as being important for college students?) 

Next, to address the variables of student preproduction competencies, student 

production competencies, and student postproduction competencies, and RQ2 (How do 

university faculty members perceive student media literacy competencies related to 

media creation?) faculty members were asked a series of questions regarding what 

media creation competencies students do/do not possess related to preproduction, 

production, and postproduction.  

 Additionally, faculty members were asked questions to address the variables of 

involvement in preproduction-related media education, involvement in production-

related media education, involvement in postproduction-related media education 

and RQ3 (What perceptions do university faculty members hold regarding the extent of 

their inclusion of course content related to media creation?) and address the variables of 

preproduction importance, production importance, postproduction importance, and both 

RQ4 (What perceptions do faculty members hold regarding the importance of including 

course content related to media creation?) and RQ5 (What approach do faculty members 

take when addressing media within their classes?). All questions were broad and open-

ended to allow faculty members flexibility in discussing areas of individual interest or 

concern.  

Establishing the Trustworthiness of Interview Data 

 When creating a new interview protocol, it is important to focus on what 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) termed qualitative “trustworthiness,” a qualitative-method 

substitute for quantitative-method measurement quality concerns. In order to identify 
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problematic questions, I ran three pilot interviews.  These interviews helped me gain 

practice interviewing participants using my protocol, and helped me to identify 

confusing phrasing in questions which were adjusted in order to improve clarity. 

Further, problematic nonverbal cues and feedback were identified and eliminated from 

later interviews. Accordingly, adjustments resulting from pilot interviews helped make 

later interviews more consistent, and thus more reliable as well.  

 Related to the concept of trustworthiness are concerns regarding 

internal/external validity and reliability. Threats to internal validity, as identified by 

Schensul, Schensul, and LeCompte (1999), include the concern that participants can lie 

or withhold information, and that some components of the population may not be 

included within the study. It would be difficult to entirely eliminate either factor; 

however the impact of both concerns can be lessened.  As Schensul, Schensul, and 

LeCompte suggest, concerns about participant deception within an interview are often 

dependent on the: (1) familiarity and comfort level between the researcher and 

participant, the (2) length of time the researcher has been in the field, and (3) whether or 

not the topic is one the participants feel comfortable discussing.  I believe that these 

concerns are minimized in my study because: (1) I was a faculty member at West 

Chester University at the time of data collection, and I believe this provided a common 

ground and helped participants to feel more comfortable; (2) my status at the university 

demonstrated that I have been involved in the field for a respectable amount of time; 

and (3) the topic under consideration is professional in nature, and does not deal with 

personal topics.  Regarding concerns that some aspects of the population might not be 

included in the study, Schensul, Schensul, and LeCompte note that this concern can be 
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mitigated by obtaining demographic information from participants in order to determine 

if the sample appropriately reflects the population which the study purposes to consider.  

Demographic information was collected, and demonstrated a mix of faculty participants 

at different phases in their career, different academic rank (ranging from newly hired 

assistant professors to department chairs), and an age range that spanned over 30 years.  

 External validity is always an issue with a qualitative interview.  However, 

according to Schensul, Schensul, and LeCompte, such threats can be addressed by not 

“describing concepts, instruments, methods, or results used for one group in so 

idiosyncratic or unique a way that they cannot be used for, or applied to, any other 

group” (p. 286). Reliability will never be as high with a semistructured qualitative 

interview as with other, quantitative methods, because the semistructured interview is 

designed to allow for variance between interviews. However, by providing clear 

explanations regarding the context, sampling procedure, and methods, others will better 

be able to repeat my steps in other situations (Schensul, Schensul & LeCompte, 1999). 

Having now considered the faculty research questions, and the interview 

methodology used to address them, it is now possible to consider the results for the 

faculty interview portion of this study. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
FACULTY INTERVIEW RESULTS 

 
 Data were gathered from faculty participants by means of semistructured 

interviews. Before discussing how faculty participant responses addressed the research 

questions, it is first useful to consider a brief synopsis of each interview and the 

individual participants involved in this study (names have been changed to ensure 

confidentiality). 

Participant Synopsis 

Overall, data presented faculty members as interested in media education at the 

college level, and generally unconvinced that students are competent media creators, yet 

hesitant to teach about media creation themselves for a variety of reasons, ranging from 

lack of experience to course guidelines, to a feeling that media was irrelevant to their 

subject area. Participants, grouped according to their disciplinary affiliation, will now 

be considered. 

English Faculty Participants 

The English faculty members interviewed in this study ranged in experience 

from one professor, who had taught at West Chester University for 19 years, to another 

who had taught at the University for just two years. The faculty members who were 

interviewed (Greg, Elaine, Leah, Patricia, Joanne, Melinda) taught undergraduate 

courses including Effective Writing, Strategies for Teaching Writing, The Secondary 

English Classroom, Teaching Language Arts and English in the Secondary Classroom, 

Twentieth Century American Poetry, Popular Culture, Introduction to Literature, Film 

Theory and Criticism, History and Text, Chaucer, Writing and Teaching Writing, 
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Young Adult Literature, and English Composition, Modern British Drama, and Modern 

American Drama. 

Greg noted that he uses media within his classes as an instructional tool, but 

even though he considers media important to learn about in college classes, does not 

address dimensions of media literacy within his classes.  Nevertheless, Greg noted that 

he feels that students enter the university lacking media competencies, and – while 

individual student media creation competencies vary from student to student – in 

general develop at least a limited degree of competency throughout the courses they 

take. Because he perceives that students enter the university lacking media-related 

competencies, he believes that media use, creation, and analysis should be addressed in 

college courses. While he stressed that students do not need to become experts in all 

dimensions of media literacy, a working knowledge is important for everyone. Finally, 

he stated that he believes media can best be addressed in an interdisciplinary context. 

Elaine does not use media within her classes as an instructional tool, nor does 

she teach about media because she does not consider it relevant to the courses she 

teaches. The only way that media are addressed in Elaine’s classes is when students 

elect to create a media project for a course assignment. Elaine noted that she does not 

feel that media are relevant to her courses. Further, while Elaine noted that there is a 

variation of competency among students, she feels that, generally, many students 

engage in media creation, develop media competencies prior to entering the university, 

and are more competent than older individuals. Elaine feels that, even though it does not 

apply to her classes, media creation should be addressed at the college level, not in 

English, but in courses tailored to specific academic majors.  
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Leah uses media to a limited extent as an instructional tool, and discusses film 

analysis, and associated concepts related to the processes involved with creating media, 

in her classes. Leah noted that she feels that students create media on a limited basis – 

primarily related to creating content for social networking – and do not take full 

advantage of media platforms and media-related technologies. Leah feels that media, 

including media creation, should be addressed at the college level, though she also feels 

that students at West Chester University are not encouraged to engage in media 

creation. However, Leah noted challenges to addressing media, including her perception 

that: (1) many faculty members avoid addressing media because of a lack of familiarity 

and that (2) fitting new courses into the existing curriculum will be difficult.  

Patricia uses media as an instructional tool, though course content related to 

media creation is limited to a discussion of designing PowerPoint slides. Patricia feels 

that students lack both media use and media creation competencies and are not exposed 

to media creation in most courses they take at the college level. Further, Patricia feels 

that faculty members often overestimate student media competency. Further, Patricia 

feels that media use and creation are important to address at the college levels – but not 

within her classes. Even so, Patricia noted two main problems associated with doing so: 

(1) faculty members trying to integrate media into existing courses often abandon such 

plans after meeting student resistance, and (2) including additional lessons can be 

impractical given constraints of existing courses.  

Joanne uses media as an instructional tool to only a very limited extent in class, 

and does not include course content related to any dimension of media literacy within 

her classes (though students are allowed to use PowerPoint in presentations if they so 
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desire). Joanne feels that, while there is a self-selecting bias to media knowledge, 

students are generally competent with media applications, and more familiar than older 

generations. However, Joanne feels that there is still room for media-related course 

content at the college level, noting that, while students often engage in production 

activities, they lack competencies related to preproduction planning or postproduction 

editing or distribution. Joanne noted that media literacy, like any literacy, deserves to be 

addressed in courses, yet did not feel it should be addressed in those which she teaches. 

Additionally, she noted two main concerns: (1) many faculty members lack knowledge 

or training necessary for them to teach about related concepts and (2) addressing media 

in more detail might hurt students’ ability to focus on traditional alphabetic texts. 

Melinda both uses media as an instructional tool and teaches about media 

creation within her classes. Melinda feels that she has overestimated student media 

competencies in the past, and has now come to realize that there is a wide difference in 

the level of media competency among the student body. Melinda feels that such 

differences are related to two factors: (1) socioeconomic status while growing up, which 

influences access in the home and at school and (2) choice of college major. Melinda 

considers it important to address media at the college level, but noted that lack of 

knowledge among the faculty, and generational factors, may make it difficult to do so.  

Overall, the English faculty members included in this study expressed a range of 

opinions regarding media education at the college level. However, three trends become 

apparent: 

(1) All individuals noted the importance of addressing media creation at the college 

level, yet only one noted that she actually addresses such issues in her class.  
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(2) The degree of media competency varies between individual students.  

(3) Insufficient time and faculty knowledge – not disinterest – are main reasons media 

and media creation are not addressed at greater length. 

Education Faculty Participants 

 The Education faculty members interviewed in this study ranged in experience 

from one professor who had taught at West Chester University for 18 years, to another 

who had taught at the University for just one year. The faculty members who were 

interviewed (Eli, Anthony, Rebecca, Laurie, Martha) taught undergraduate courses 

including Social Studies in the Elementary Classroom, Introduction to Special 

Education, Methods of Special Education, Creativity in the Classroom, Theory and 

Field, Educational Technology Integration, Video Production, Classroom Management, 

Inclusive Classroom, and graduate-level courses including Young Adolescent 

Development, Implications for Middle School Teachers, Different Learners, Different 

Strategies, Classroom Research Methods, and Reflective Practitioner. 

 Eli does not use media as an instructional tool, and does not teach about media 

in his classes. Eli noted that while students today can find and use media, they lack 

sophistication with media creation. Further, Eli noted that students do not learn about 

media creation in college, because (1) faculty lack media knowledge and training and 

(2) there is insufficient time to address media creation in existing classes.  

 Anthony uses media as an instructional aid, and includes significant course 

content related to both media use and creation for a variety of purposes. However, while 

Anthony discusses such topics in his classes, he noted that, in general, students are not 

exposed to course content related to media creation in their college courses. Further, 
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Anthony noted that some students have developed media creation competencies, but 

that the majority of students lack the ability to engage in media-related activities beyond 

basic applications of media-related technologies. Accordingly, Anthony feels that 

addressing media is essential if college is to remain relevant into the future. However, 

Anthony pointed out several institutional challenges to doing so, noting that: (1) many 

faculty members lack the comfort or knowledge necessary to teach about media, (2) the 

university does not encourage faculty to learn about media and (3) his course 

[Educational Technology Integration] – which focuses on media creation – has been cut 

by many departments as part of a curricular revision. 

 Rebecca uses media as an instructional aid to a limited extent, and discusses 

media use upon occasion. However, Rebecca does not discus media creation within her 

classes. Similarly, while she feels that some students with a particular interest in media 

learn about the media, in general she does not feel that most students are exposed to 

course content related to media creation in other courses they take at the college level. 

Rebecca feels that students are familiar with using basic media-related technologies – 

especially involving social networking – and have limited media production knowledge. 

However, she thinks that they lack more advanced competencies related to 

preproduction planning or aesthetic awareness.  While Rebecca feels that media 

creation would be useful to address at the college level, she said that this can be a 

challenge because most faculty are digitally “naturalized,” having developed some 

media/technology awareness, but lacking the basic comfort needed to teach media-

related topics to students.  
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 Laurie uses media as an instructional tool, but course-content related to any 

dimension of media literacy is limited to discussions about PowerPoint design.  

Similarly, Laurie feels that students are likely also not exposed to course content related 

to media creation in other classes at the college level either. Further, Laurie believes 

that students lack competencies related to both media use and media creation. However, 

Laurie highlighted two problems with integrating instruction related to media creation 

into existing courses: (1) faculty often defer to student preferences when including 

media (either media are included in courses only when students choose to include it in 

presentations or, faculty eliminate media content from courses when students object) 

and (2) including additional media-related topics in existing courses can be impractical 

given course constraints.  

 Martha uses media as an instructional tool, discusses how to create and 

analyze the quality and efficacy of media from an educational technology perspective, 

and includes course content designed to help students develop the ability to teach K-12 

students learn how to analyze media. Martha feels that such media-related education is 

important at the college level, and while she admits that there is a range of student 

media creation abilities, she feels that the majority of students can effectively create 

media.  Further, Martha feels that the main generational difference regarding media is 

that, while students may not necessarily be more competent at media use, creation or 

analysis than older individuals, it is the extent of younger students’ exposure and 

comfort with media and related technologies that characterizes their “digital nativity.” 
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 Accordingly, Education faculty members interviewed in this study expressed a 

variety of opinions regarding media education.  Overall, several trends emerged among 

the education faculty: 

(1) The educational technology perspective influences the way the education faculty 

involve media in class. Mostly, faculty members only use media as an instructional tool 

within their classes.  

(2) Media are important for students to learn about, but most felt they could not address 

media creation – or address it in depth – in their classes. 

(3) All education faculty members noted the importance of media education. But, most 

Education faculty members rarely discuss media creation in depth, and instead rely on 

courses such as EDM 300 [Educational Technology Integration] to teach students about 

this topic. EDM 300 will be eliminated as a requirement for most education majors 

starting in 2010.  

(4) Faculty members recognize that most university students are members of a 

generation which is frequently characterized by its digital nativity. Further, the 

perception exists that while there is a range of student media creation abilities, most 

students have only basic media-related skills, and are often resistant to media or 

technology-related instruction. 

Communication Faculty Participants 

The Communication Studies faculty members interviewed in this study ranged 

in experience from one professor who had taught at West Chester University for 10 

years, to others who had taught at the University for just one year. The faculty members 

who were interviewed (Sarah, Donna, Linda, Amy, Steve) taught undergraduate courses 
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including Public Speaking, Research Methods, Intercultural Communication, Business 

and Professional Communication, Organizational Communication, Small Group 

Communication, Advanced Group Communication, Television Production, and 

Women’s Leadership Issues, and graduate-level Leadership Communication and 

Content Analysis.  

Sarah uses media as an instructional tool within her classes, but discusses media 

creation related to PowerPoint and media analysis to only a very limited extent. Sarah 

noted that students fall into two categories regarding media creation competencies. The 

majority of students only know how to use basic media applications, while a minority of 

10-15% of students actively engage in media creation. Sarah feels that most students do 

not learn about media creation in college, even though she feels that doing so is 

important to learn about because society is shifting away from an emphasis on media 

consumption and towards an emphasis on media creation. Nevertheless, while Sarah 

said that “media literacy” is very important, and feels that students should leave college 

having developed a level of media literacy, she said that time and course expectations 

limit the extent to which she has the ability to address related topics. 

Donna uses media as an instructional tool within her classes, and includes 

course content related to creating PowerPoint slides. Donna noted that many students 

appear to avoid the use of media-related technology, and feels that many students are 

less skillful than “many” would assume with only 2-4% of students possessing a 

meaningful degree of media creation competency. Despite this lack of knowledge, 

Donna noted that visual media, and the creation of media, are not addressed at length in 

courses students take. For instance, Donna said that such media often fall between the 
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existing departmental structures: English focuses on written media; Communication   

Studies focuses on oral communication; and visual media are largely neglected. Donna 

feels that it is more important to address media analysis than media creation in college, 

but that doing so can be difficult because of technical challenges and the nature of 

existing courses. Such challenges exist for many individuals, and she noted that they 

also prevent her from addressing such topics in more detail within her own classes.  

Linda uses media as an instructional tool, but course content related to media 

creation is limited to discussion of PowerPoint design. Linda said that she feels that 

students are generally more competent media users than media creators, and that when 

students attempt to create a new media project (using PowerPoint for example) they 

often are best with production, but lack knowledge related to preproduction or 

postproduction activities resulting in poorly planned or unfinished work.  

Further, Linda noted that she includes class discussions related to media analysis 

only with her “brightest” and “chatty” classes, while leaving such lessons out of her 

plans for other classes.  Linda said that there are two reasons why she does not discuss 

media creation in more depth within her classes: (1) her own lack of familiarity with 

media-related technologies and (2) her belief that, with the exception of media-centered 

majors like broadcasting (which is not a major at West Chester University) media use is 

more important for students than media creation.  

Amy uses media as an instructional tool and teaches about PowerPoint creation, 

and noted that media are addressed to a very limited extent within the Communication 

Studies Department. Amy noted that while she feels that students engage in media use 

and informal media creation – primarily related to social networking – they lack 



130  

 

competencies related to formal media creation. Even though Amy does not address 

media, because she feels she cannot address such issues given the scope of classes she 

teaches, she feels it is important to address media at the college level. Specifically, she 

said that time should not be spent discussing media use, because students already know 

how to use media. Instead, she feels that time should be spent focusing on media 

creation and analysis within college classes. 

Steve both uses media as an instructional tool and teaches extensively about 

media creation and analysis in his classes. Steve said that students generally lack 

competencies related to media analysis and creation, and feels that members of older 

generations often overestimate the competencies of younger students. For example, 

Steve noted that it is easy for individuals to be impressed by unsophisticated media use 

abilities – such as fast text messaging – and then assume that younger people are 

digitally savvy, even though in reality the possession of basic media use skills does not 

indicate sophisticated media knowledge. While Steve noted this lack of media-related 

competencies, he also noted challenges related to media education. First, while media 

creation is addressed at length in one class he teaches, this course is available to just 30 

students per course offering, and is not a requirement for communication majors. 

Further, while Steve feels that a “media literacy course” would be useful, he feels that it 

would never gain approval to be offered as a general education course. 

Accordingly, several trends emerged among the communication studies faculty 

interviewed. 

(1) The term “media literacy” was suggested by two faculty members. 
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(2) PowerPoint was taught by all communication faculty participants, and only one 

professor taught about other types of media creation. 

(3) Media analysis is addressed occasionally, but was only a focus of one professor. 

(4) All felt that media-related issues, including media creation, were important to 

address, but only one individual felt that such topics could be included within the 

classes that they teach. 

Emergent Themes and the Research Questions 

Having considered a brief profile of each faculty participant, it is useful to now 

consider how faculty interview data address the research questions posed by this study. 

Accordingly, the themes in faculty responses, as these address the research questions, 

will now be considered. 

Research Question One 

Regarding RQ1 (What media creation competencies do faculty members 

perceive as being important for college students?), analysis of the faculty interviews 

revealed that there were numerous specific activities related to media creation that are 

especially relevant. Because faculty members possess an expertise related to their 

discipline and education, their identification of such activities was important to develop 

the student questionnaire. Such activities could be grouped into preproduction, 

production, and postproduction categories. 

First, preproduction activities identified by faculty members included 

collaborating with others in groups, researching or locating media for inclusion in 

media projects, conducting an audience analysis, script writing, and storyboarding.  
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Second, regarding production activities, the most frequently identified activity 

relates to the creation of PowerPoint slides and presentations. Related to PowerPoint 

creation, faculty members addressed the integration of text and visual images (both still 

and motion) into PowerPoint presentations. Other topics identified by faculty members, 

which were then used to develop the questionnaire, included image composition and 

filming, film and image editing, Web page design, music creation, and Smartboard 

content design.   

Finally, regarding postproduction and distribution activities, faculty members 

identified posting blogs and posting and maintaining Web pages to be important. All of 

these specific abilities identified by faculty members were then used to construct the 

student questionnaire. Now, having considered these relevant activities, it is useful to 

consider the themes which emerged in relation to RQ2. 

Research Question Two 
 

Regarding RQ2 (How do university faculty members perceive student media 

literacy competencies related to media creation?), interview data suggest a range of 

faculty perceptions about student media creation competencies. In the interviews, 

faculty members focused on different areas of media production. Some focused on 

PowerPoint, social networking, production, preproduction, or postproduction. However, 

there was one overall impression that can be gleaned from the interviews as a whole: 

after giving the matter thought, faculty members typically noted that student 

involvement in media creation is very limited, and that students are incompetent in at 

least certain dimensions of media creation. The extent and nature of the perceived 

competencies and incompetencies differs from person to person; however, after reading 
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over the interviews, several themes in responses become apparent: (1) media use and 

creation as social networking, (2) incompetent media creators, (3) generational 

differences, and (4) limited media creation competencies. These themes, and associated 

faculty comments, will now be discussed.  

Theme One: Media Use and Creation as Social Networking 

The first common theme in faculty responses was that students frequently 

engage in only basic media use and media creation activities related to social 

networking, and lack competencies related to more sophisticated types of media use or 

creation. 

Leah noted her perception that, while students may frequently use media-related 

technologies, the level to which they are competent is limited. Leah noted that students 

frequently use basic digital technologies, including phone-based communication 

technologies, on a frequent basis, often even disrupting her class. Yet, Leah feels that 

students do not make good use of this technology and engage in only a very limited 

range of activities. Leah said,  

They use these powerful media like toys in a sense. It is like five year 
olds in a car. They don’t know how to use it properly or with any kind of 
intelligence. . . .  And I guess they participate in social networking, 
insofar as actually creating that, you know, I guess Facebook is already 
created for them and they go in and create their own bios and link up 
with friends. 
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Patricia similarly noticed that students are competent at retrieving online videos 

and using social networking sites, yet noted a limit to such activities, saying, “But I 

don’t see them creating their own YouTube [videos].”  Thus, while Patricia recognizes 

that students seem competent using – namely finding and compiling – media resources, 

they do not engage in true media creation. Because she has had professional experience 

producing educational videos, Patricia contrasts her own experience working with 

media with that of her students. Said Patricia,  

I think they have a higher level of awareness and are certainly cognizant 
of everything more than I might be at my age, but I don’t see them doing 
what I did for part of my career which was, for three years, create videos. 
. . .  As far as students, they can do more of that because obviously they 
are on Facebook, spacebook [sic] I guess, and they can do different kinds 
of things. But I don’t see them having that depth of awareness to create 
what I did in that point of my lifetime. The preproduction, the 
storyboards, the, you know. I don’t see it. 

 
Eli similarly noted that student media competencies are strongest regarding 

media use and basic media creation involving social networking. While Eli noted that 

students may be “capable” of basic media creation, he would not consider students to be 

“competent” in any aspect of media production. Eli said,  

I wouldn’t say students are competent in either of those three parts at all. 
I think they might have technological knowledge, to know how to turn 
on the camera, point the camera, download them to the computer, and 
put them on MySpace. But I think they lack the kind of skills . . . and 
competencies that it takes to use it wisely. And to collaborate during that 
process, and the creative process that meets the criteria of an effective 
product. 
 
Anthony took this idea a step further, noting that even though students may 

engage in activities that involve basic content creation for social networking 

applications, this does not necessarily even indicate that they have truly achieved a high 
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degree of competency in this regard. Anthony noted that while many students are 

familiar with media uses, such as social networking, they lack the ability to use these 

platforms in a more sophisticated way. Anthony said,  

I tell them, okay, we’re going to talk about Facebook, we’re going to talk 
about Twitter and social networking, we’re going to blog, and we’re 
going to podcast and we’re going to produce video. And many of my 
students have not heard of those kinds of tools. Or they have heard of 
them, but they haven’t used them to that extent. 

 
Anthony backed up his opinion by citing an activity that he facilitates during the 

first day of class each semester, in which he asks students who consider themselves 

capable of helping others to sit in the middle, those who are comfortable but not capable 

of helping others to sit on the far side, and those who are in need of assistance from the 

professor to sit on the aisle seats. The result, consistently, is that students rush for the 

limited number of aisle seats indicating that they do not consider themselves 

comfortable with media creation activities.  

Sarah noted that she believes that the majority of students engage in some type 

of media creation for personal purposes. However the media creation activities she 

believes students engage in tend to be rather simple and unsophisticated, involving 

activities such as writing a profile or uploading pictures for a social networking site like 

Facebook or MySpace, or a dating site, like match.com. Similarly, Linda said,  

I think that [social networking] is mostly what they are doing. Which 
especially with Facebook is very kind of point and click nowadays. . . . 
You can post something without having any HTML experience or 
understanding whatsoever. So they are doing things like that, but the 
understanding of the creation is very different. 

 
Steve stressed that while students today are immersed in media-related 

technologies, and use such technologies regularly while accessing Web-based 
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resources, they lack real competencies related to thoughtful media creation. Steve said, 

“They are good at texting and maybe Googleing and stuff and Facebook, but I don’t see 

that translating . . . to these other areas like creating video, thinking deeply about the 

stuff that they are watching.”  

He expanded, saying that he expects that, out of 100 students, one or two might 

really master media creation or analysis, and compared the difference between knowing 

about media and knowing about how to create media to individuals living in 

Philadelphia. Steve explained, saying,  

They are aware but not proficient. That would be my characterization of 
it. I think of it like this. It’s like Philadelphia. Lots of people live in 
Philadelphia, and they understand that it is a culturally rich city, but they 
don’t know the first think about the history of it. 

 
Theme Two: Incompetent Media Creators 

A second theme that is associated with RQ2 is that students are incompetent 

media creators. There were two main groups of answers that addressed this theme: some 

participants focused specifically on the lack of student competencies related to 

PowerPoint creation, and others focused on how only a small subset of the student 

population engages in media creation, largely because of their choice of major.  

Incompetent creators of PowerPoint media. For some faculty members, media 

creation within their classrooms never goes beyond a discussion of PowerPoint slide 

design. Accordingly, for such faculty members, their perceptions of student media 

creation competencies were limited exclusively to one particular media creation skill: 

PowerPoint design. Greg stated this view – likely shared by several other faculty 

participants – very directly, saying, “By media I’m only referring to PowerPoint 
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presentations. Being familiar with computers, being familiar with that particular 

technology and to execute their ideas through visuals, through sounds.” 

Similarly, Martha noted that the only time she sees student media creations is 

when they create a visual aid for use in presentations. Martha feels that, if they were 

motivated, students could design PowerPoint effectively. Yet, she noted that only a very 

small minority of 5-10% of her students ever actually choose to create PowerPoint 

slides that include any sort of graphic, animated, or video component for class projects. 

Said Martha, “I don’t know if that is because they have the skills, or don’t have the 

skills, if they have an interest or don’t have an interest, if they have the time or don’t 

have the time . . . .” 

Others were even more critical of student competencies related to PowerPoint 

media creation. Laurie noted that the only time she actually sees student media creations 

is during student PowerPoint presentations. At this point, Laurie recalled noticing that 

while a few students could embed video in a PowerPoint slide, many others could not. 

Laurie said,  

They don’t even have the basics of a PowerPoint. . . . There were groups 
who literally copied and pasted a whole page of text onto one slide, and 
you would think, five people in a group, didn’t someone in that group 
realize this is not something you do?  But I’ve had to teach others. 

 
Amy, for example, noted that, when it comes to PowerPoint, students are 

capable users of the software, but lack knowledge about effective design. Amy said,  

I think there are a lot of misconceptions out there about how PowerPoint 
should be produced, and organized, and actually laid out. I think most 
people, I would say, know how to use PowerPoint, but I don’t think they 
know what is an effective PowerPoint presentation, and therefore when 
we talk about it in [SPK] 230 [Business and Professional Speech 
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Communication] or [SPK] 208 [Public Speaking], that is a very critical 
skill for them to learn. 

 
Accordingly, of the four individuals who addressed this issue, the general 

consensus was that students frequently – but not always – lack the interest, time, or 

skills to create PowerPoint media effectively. 

Most students lack sophisticated media creation competencies, and only a small 

subset of students learn about media creation. Some faculty members expressed that 

they feel that students, in general, lack media creation competencies, and that only a 

smaller group of students learn about media creation either on their own or by selecting 

media-focused courses or majors.  

While several faculty participants noted that they see a range of competencies 

among students, three especially focused on their perception that it is individual student 

interest and exposure to media technologies at home and at school that play a significant 

– if not most significant – factor in determining the extent of a student’s media creation 

competency. Among the faculty participants who focused on this point, Sarah suggested 

that she sees a bimodal distribution of students regarding media competencies. 

Expanding on this idea, Sarah suggested that the majority of students are “coasting 

through.”  Such students develop media competencies related to simple tasks like social 

networking, Web surfing, or PowerPoint design, but lack knowledge related to filming 

or editing videos or creating a radio program. Sarah said, “I would call those things kind 

of sufficient use of technology, but not in depth.” 
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The second category of students, which Sarah estimates comprises between 5-

10% of students, are highly involved with and enjoy seeking out new media. This 

group, Sarah noted, is most likely self-taught. Sarah said,  

Then there are students who get excited about the idea of creating their 
own movie and they might have been doing it since the age of ten with 
their friends in the back yard. And there are students who really like the 
idea of designing their own Web site, or you know actually learning code 
or you know whatever it might be. I think that the students who are 
really curious about technology or like the idea of producing their own 
material are going to be very different than students who are just kind of 
sufficient at opening up the computer and making some basic software 
programs run. 

 
Melinda noted that there is a range of student competencies. Demonstrating this 

range, Melinda said that when she has given students the opportunity to select options 

for a class project, ranging from traditional print collages to rudimentary digital video 

productions, she noted that only about a quarter of all students chose to use new media 

in their project. The other students, Melinda noted, seemed entirely unfamiliar with new 

media. Melinda said, “But there are also students who are like, I have no idea, and they 

did a poster. So there is a big range of that.” 

The competencies, Melinda believes, are dependent on two factors: college 

major and socioeconomic status growing up. Regarding socioeconomic status, Melinda 

thinks that background and access to media-related technology are important factors in 

determining the extent to which students can go from passive users, to limited creators, 

to very active creators of media content. Melinda said, “I do believe it has a lot to do 

with socioeconomic status, you know, having access to this stuff.” 

Regarding choice of college major, Linda, who also sees this factor as a key 

influence on student media competencies, noted that the “handful of people” who hope 
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to enter a media or film-related career are “absolutely competent,” while the majority of 

students, who are in non-media focused majors, are not. Linda said, “I would say that 

most of them are fairly competent. I’m not sure I would even say moderately, I would 

say fairly. Not unless it is their specialty. Not unless it’s like, I’m going for film 

making.” 

Theme Three: Generational Differences 

A third theme identified in faculty responses was that of generational 

differences. Some faculty members addressed the perception that younger students have 

stronger media competencies than individuals of older generations, while other faculty 

members expressed their perception that members of older generations tend to 

overestimate the media competencies of younger generations.  

Younger students are more media competent than older generations. Only two 

faculty participants expressed the opinion that students of a younger generation are 

more competent regarding media creation than individuals of an older generation. 

Citing a generational difference, Elaine noted that she perceives that younger students 

engage in media creation more often than older individuals, and that more students are 

entering college with advanced media competencies. Elaine said, “I remember a time 

when only kids from a few places came in with that. But I would say while it used to be 

fewer had it and more didn’t or most didn’t, now more have it and fewer don’t. It’s 

shifted.” 

Similarly, while Joanne noted that there are variations in student competency 

levels, she feels that, generally, students engage in media creation frequently. Reflecting 

on both her college-aged daughter and the students she sees in her department, Joanne 
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said that many students are engaged in media creation and are very skillful in ways that 

members of older generations are not. Joanne said, “Little newborns, I mean babies, 

they have things where they are touching things and they are responding . . . it is just 

part of their life in a way that it isn’t or hasn’t been for many people from earlier 

generations.” 

Older generations sometimes overestimate student media competencies. Nearly 

half of the faculty participants interviewed in this study suggested their opinion that 

either they themselves, or other faculty members, often overestimate student media 

competencies.  

Anthony noted his feeling that many do assume that students are digitally savvy. 

Yet, he contrasted this with his observation that, while students have familiarity with 

technology, they often lack media creation skills and are “apprehensive” to learn about 

media. Anthony said, 

I have 19-year-old students, sophomores, coming into my class, who you 
sit them down in front of their computer, and they don’t want to touch it. 
“I have a force field around me, I break technology.” It’s a surprising 
thing. I share that with other people, especially other faculty who think 
that our students are these tech savvy students that just come in . . . and I 
don’t see that. . . . I teach four classes every semester, 100 students, I 
don’t see that. I don’t see that. They haven’t blown me away yet. 

 
Elaine suggested one reason why faculty members might overestimate student 

media competencies. Reflecting on her own classes, Elaine noted that her perspective – 

that students are media savvy – might be skewed. The reason? She allows, but does not 

require, students to create media as components of class projects. As a result, Elaine 

said, only students who have media skills elect to create media for her class; those 

without media competencies select other options. Thinking of some projects that 
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students have engaged in, involving creating animations and Web-based graphic novels, 

Elaine said,  

Yeah, the kids who do it are generally very good at it. Because kids who 
are just dabbling are not going to risk a major project with something 
they are dabbling in. So the ones I see are fabulous because these are 
kids who really like it, so they are good. 

 
Similarly, Melinda noted that she feels that, at one time, she assumed 

undergraduate students were very familiar with new media and related technological 

applications. Yet, the more she tries to involve new media creation in her classes, the 

more she realizes that students often lack basic competencies she one assumed they had. 

Melinda said, “I find that there are times when I’ve overestimated their competencies, 

you know. I’ve thought, oh, they already know how to do all this stuff. Do you know? 

But it’s not true, you know.” 

Laurie perceives low levels of student media creation competency, and also 

perceives that student competencies are lower than individuals often assume. Thinking 

of the students she comes in contact with, Laurie said,  

In the College of Education I don’t think that they engage in media 
creation as much as we think. As much as the older generation thinks. 
They use media, you know, texts, you know, if you can call that media 
production, they text messages, they use the Internet on their iphones, 
but I don’t think they create much, unless they are taking a class. 

 
 Laurie explained her reasoning behind what she sees as a common 

overestimation of student competencies. Laurie said, “People who know how to use 

technology and have worked with a particular audience know their limitation. Whereas 

people who know less about technology will tend to think that our younger generation 

knows a lot more.” 
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Similarly, Donna has a difficult time viewing younger students as “digital 

natives,” in part because, as she said, “I feel like there are a lot of things digitally that I 

can do that they can’t do.” 

For instance, Donna noted that students lack knowledge of how to find 

information using search engines, appropriately use email, or use standard programs 

like Microsoft Excel. Donna said, “So I don’t feel like they are as savvy as maybe gets 

attributed to them. I definitely think they did a lot more with computer stuff in high 

school that I didn’t do, but I think I find that I’m more savvy at a lot of things.” Steve 

said, 

We say kids these days, they just pick stuff up and know how to use it. I 
don’t see it. If that’s the argument then they should roll into video 
production class and I should be able to give them, let’s say, two class 
periods of teaching them Final Cut and then turn them loose and they 
should be able to do it. But it’s not there. There is not this willingness or 
ability to just learn and play and try different things. 

 
Linda noted that she believes she likely overestimates student digital savvy, and 

chooses not to address media more often because she assumes that students already 

know about such areas. Linda said, 

I think I might take for granted the amount of media competency that 
they have, because I do kind of expect them to know how to do some 
things, because they are, you know, the digital generation and they are 
supposed to be, it is supposed to be intuitive and it is not necessarily. So 
I think I probably take a lot for granted that I shouldn’t. 

 
Theme Four: Limited Preproduction and Postproduction Competencies 

A fourth theme in faculty responses was that students have some media creation 

competencies, but lack others. Specifically, several faculty members addressed the idea 
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that students are strongest in terms of production-related activities, but lack 

competencies related to preproduction or postproduction. 

This theme was apparent in almost half of the faculty participants. Typically, as 

the interview progressed, faculty members began to discuss their perception that, while 

students may engage in certain aspects of media creation, especially production, they 

often avoid other aspects, especially those related to preproduction or postproduction.  

For example, Joanne noted that student-created media often lack the type of 

systematic planning that would typically be included in the preproduction phase. Joanne 

said, “I think they like to dive right into production like everything else. I don’t think 

they are necessarily that systematic in terms of the planning, pre, and then the editing 

piece.” 

Similarly, Anthony, who teaches about the process of media creation, noted that 

most students – even those who have engaged in some type of production activities – 

often lack familiarity or experience with elements of preproduction planning or 

postproduction distribution. Anthony said,  

To give students an open ended assignment, where they have to 
brainstorm and then plan out what they are going to videotape, it is very 
stressful for a lot of our students because they, you know, it is different. . 
. . It is very new to a lot of our students, and some of them resist that. 
And I have to take them kicking and screaming through the process. 

 
Rebecca stressed that while students may engage in taking pictures or shooting 

video for purposes such as posting on Facebook, she doubts that they ever consider 

elements of composition, or engage in either preproduction planning, or postproduction 

editing.  Rebecca said,  
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I would suspect that they don’t do deep, thorough analysis in the 
pre[production] point. I think they get an idea and move with it, but I 
don’t know that they would really think about, as you mentioned earlier, 
scripting or storyboarding. I think they sort of get an idea and do it. . . . 
They might do takes and takes and takes, but I don’t think they think 
about preplanning and then moving into the production. And I’m not 
even sure if in the production if they think about, what is the setting. 

 
While Sarah noted that students have a range of abilities, she feels that 

preproduction and postproduction-related skills are most likely to be underdeveloped or 

lacking entirely. Sarah said,  

I think they are strongest in production. I think for anybody, and not just 
for students, for anybody the idea of creating something and the process 
of creating something is really sexy and fun and cool. Having somebody 
go through the process of sitting down and giving critical thought to 
what is coming up, to what I need to do to execute well, that is, 
definitely, more cognitively taxing and is not as task engaging. And I 
think that when you actually pick up the camera and point it at someone 
you have a really good time. But sitting down and giving hours and 
hours of thought to storyboarding, or colors, or text placement, before we 
launch into the production phase is probably difficult for most people. I 
think it is a learned discipline, a self discipline. And then postproduction, 
again, I think that once we put down the camera or conclude the 
interview, a lot of the fun, cool interactive work ends and then it might 
be a little more taxing to force ourselves to focus on bringing a project to 
fruition. 

 
Amy similarly noted that student video creation is typically of the “home video 

type, where there is no editing involved, and they just film.” Amy noted a distinction 

between this style of informal media creation, which is popular among students, and 

formal media creation. Such formal media creation, Amy noted, requires one to “think 

hard” and involves a process of “postproduction and preproduction,” and involves 

competencies which are developed much less frequently among students.   

Similarly, Linda noted that, instead of following a process of media creation, she 

finds that students generally jump directly into production when creating some type of 
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media for academic purposes. Specifically addressing the PowerPoint assignment for 

her classes, Linda said, “A lot of them will come up with a topic, and then they will 

make their PowerPoint. They don’t, it’s not linear. It is very, well, this is the thing I 

want to talk about, let’s find some cool pictures.” 

Steve shared similar experiences, noting that some students enter his class with a 

level of knowledge about how to operate certain devices like a video camera, but that 

most lack the fundamental knowledge about composition or shot selection to edit 

effectively. Steve said,  

A lot of students now come in with, quote, unquote, experience creating 
video. . . . But a lot of that mostly tends to be, they know how to use a 
video camera, they know how to record stuff. . . . The problem is that 
people get excited about the technology. They want to learn the 
technology and learn the programs, but to me, I feel like the more 
effective way is to know, you know, in a way the theory behind how you 
create something that looks good. . . . So with shooting video, if you 
know how to put a story together in an effective way by using different 
types of shots, and shot order, then that’s better than being proficient in a 
certain type of camera but not knowing how to tell a story visually. 

 
Further, when it comes to postproduction distribution, Steve was disappointed at 

the lack of interest students have with sharing their own work. Steve repeated an 

experience where, even when students were told that part of their video production 

assignment involved creating a YouTube account and uploading their video, just four 

out of 40 students actually completed this phase of the assignment. Steve said,  

I mean there is this small kind of cluster that does, that puts stuff on 
YouTube, they are making stuff and sharing it with friends. But I would 
say that the average everyday college student is not doing that kind of 
stuff. I mean, they might be, you know, recording some video on a phone 
or stuff like that, but they are not doing that next level where they are 
having some broader intent or wanting to do something on another level. 
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Accordingly, it is clear that there are several thematic responses which address 

RQ2 in this study. Now, having considered these themes, it is useful to consider the 

themes which emerged in relation to RQ3. 

Research Question Three 
 

Regarding RQ3 (What perceptions do university faculty members hold regarding 

the extent of their inclusion of course content related to media creation?), interview data 

demonstrate that there is a range of faculty involvement with course content related to 

media creation. One overall impression, though, is that the most typical way that media 

are included in class – either used or taught – is by addressing media as an instructional 

tool, and that media creation education is most frequently limited to PowerPoint. 

Accordingly, the following themes associated with RQ3 were identified by 

reading through the faculty interview transcripts: (1) media as an instructional tool, (2) 

media analysis and production taught, and (3) media are not addressed. These themes, 

and interview excerpts that demonstrate specific ways in which faculty members 

address media in their classroom, will now be addressed. 

Theme One: Media as an Instructional Tool 

An important theme in faculty interviews was the consideration of media as an 

instructional tool. Faculty comments indicated that there are three ways in which media 

are typically addressed as an instructional tool: media are used by the professor as an 

instructional tool, students are taught to use media as an instructional tool themselves, 

and PowerPoint design is taught as a tool to aid instruction or presentations. 
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Media used by the professor as an instructional tool. The primary way media 

enters the classroom is as an instructional tool used by the professor. This most 

frequently takes the form of PowerPoint lectures and the streaming of online video 

content. The way in which media was used – and the extent of its integration into 

classes – also varied among the participants. 

Some faculty members’ use of media as an instructional tool is central to their 

teaching style. For example, Melinda uses media as an instructional tool throughout her 

classes, integrating PowerPoint as well as videos which she finds on Web-based video 

hosting sites like YouTube. Melinda said,  

I do often use videos, educational videos, and also I use lots of YouTube 
clips. I think they do a good job of sort of illustrating. They are good 
ways of brining in illustrations of points, things to react to, you know. 
They are good stimuli, you know.  

 
Melinda noted that, sometimes, she feels guilty for using media to teach her 

students, yet feels that – instead of it being a crutch – media can accomplish learning 

objectives that traditional lecturing can not. Melinda said,  

I mean, I could do the same thing as a lecture, but it’s so different. . . . 
And sometimes I feel bad, like, I’m just showing this video. . . . But I 
often find, especially if you find a really good video, that it can be very 
helpful. And students tend to remember that. 

 
Similarly, all five communication faculty members identified PowerPoint as a 

tool they use when lecturing, and many noted their use of videos as examples of 

speaking assignments within their classes as well. 

Some faculty members use media as an instructional tool reluctantly. For 

instance, in recent semesters, Greg’s teaching has come to involve media (PowerPoint 

and online videos) as an instructional tool. Yet, Greg had mixed opinions about the 
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benefits of using media as an instructional technology. Even though he does use 

PowerPoint and videos within his lectures, Greg worries about the implications of 

teaching with media. Greg said,  

People are unnecessarily obsessive with media. And to me it is an alibi, 
it is a cover up basically, a cover up for your hollow content. . . . In terms 
of policy-wide obsession with media. For people it becomes a cover up, 
because people don’t have enough content to talk about. You tend to 
mesmerize your audience/students with the glamour of technology. It 
becomes pure spectacle. . . . PowerPoint, computers, stuff like that, going 
to the lab. This might become a cover up. 

 
Other faculty members use media as an instructional aid to a limited extent, but 

feel that they lack the skills necessary to use it more effectively or widely. For example, 

Leah noted that she occasionally uses media, including podcasts, YouTube videos, and 

PowerPoint presentations within a class as an instructional tool. However, such use is 

very limited. Leah said, “I don’t use a lot of technology in my classroom. I have tried 

using technology in my classroom but it did not work out well.”  

In part, her reluctance to use more instructional media within the classroom 

relates to her own perception that she lacks the skills and training necessary to be 

effective in the design of media related to instruction. Leah explained, saying,  

Well, I certainly wish I was more adept at PowerPoint type of 
communication. I’m not very advanced. . . . And the people who taught 
me have taught themselves, and you know we are all 50ish and we don’t 
know really how to do that. . . . I wish I had classes in school which 
would have taught me maybe how to create something like that. . . .  

 
Students taught to use media as an instructional tool. Some faculty members 

expressed the idea that media use is taught for the specific purpose of helping students 

develop the ability to use it as an instructional tool themselves. 
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Several faculty participants from the College of Education noted that, while they 

do not discuss media creation, they do include course content related to helping students 

learn to use media as an instructional tool. For instance, Martha includes lessons in her 

classes designed to help students both critically analyze media themselves and learn 

how to teach younger students to critically analyze media as well. To help students 

develop critical competencies themselves, Martha has them engage in an activity where 

they evaluate different classroom resources, including printed books, instructional 

software programs, and Web sites. Martha explained, saying,  

So part of that analysis is learning whether it is an authentic source of 
information, determining it’s applicability in the classroom for the age 
range and grade level that they are teaching, determining the range of 
perspectives that are presented in that particular type of media. 

 
Similarly, Rebecca does not discuss media creation in any of her classes. 

However, to a limited extent she discusses how media can be used within the classroom, 

how to set up desks and place furniture within a classroom to allow for the use of visual 

aids, and how to videotape one’s own teaching for purposes of observation and analysis. 

Even in the course Creativity in the Classroom, Rebecca noted that media creation is 

not addressed, saying, “We are problem solving, we’re doing higher order thinking and 

problem solving types of things. We’re not spending a lot of time creating visuals. So 

that is why we don’t use that.” 

PowerPoint design taught. Other faculty members frequently addressed the idea 

that PowerPoint design is the most frequently taught form of media creation, and is 

taught to help students enhance presentations and instruction. 
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Just as many faculty participants identified PowerPoint creation to be the only 

type of media creation they perceive among students, many faculty participants also 

identified PowerPoint as the only type of media that they ever discuss, teach, or use in 

their classes. For instance, every communication faculty participant included in this 

study mentioned that they teach about PowerPoint design, and that, often, this is the 

only form of media creation that they discuss in their classes. 

For instance, Sarah noted that in her courses, she directly addresses media 

creation once during the semester, in reference to creating PowerPoint slides for a 

presentation. Sarah said, “And I think that is the only time that I instruct them on how to 

create media.” 

Sarah admitted that her goal in addressing media, to the limited extent it is 

addressed, is to help students create and use media as a visual aid and enhance 

presentations. Sarah elaborated on her perspective, saying: 

One of the skills I hope that the students have upon exiting my classroom 
is putting together a unified presentation. So we talk about creating their 
visual aid, we talk about unification and that means that they themselves 
become a visual representation of their message. That should match 
whatever is going on behind them on the screen and that should match 
their verbal component of the presentation. So we talk about how those 
three things kind of dovetail and can either be redundant and boring or 
can supplement or add to the verbal message they are giving to the 
audience. And I think that . . . giving the audience something to focus on 
or to anchor themselves while you are delivering a certain portion of 
your message like having a graphic up behind you on the screen while 
you are talking about a particular organization or an aspect of an 
organization can supplement the message itself and make the message 
either more memorable, more meaningful, more persuasive, more 
information. That’s why I ask them to do it. 

 
However, while PowerPoint was often the only type of media creation addressed 

in class, some faculty members noted that they did not feel qualified to teach even about 
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this. For instance, Linda noted that the extent to which she encourages students to 

create, or teaches students how to create, dynamic multimedia PowerPoint presentations 

is limited by her own skill level. Linda explained,  

I need to learn how to embed video so I can teach them how to embed 
video, because it is a pain in the butt to go out to the Web, upload the 
YouTube video, make sure the YouTube video is still there. It is a pain. 

 
Additionally, when Linda discusses PowerPoint creation, she focuses 

exclusively on the production phase, and does not discuss preproduction planning or 

postproduction distribution. Such instruction is often limited in scope. Amy – mirroring 

the responses of other faculty members – noted that, out of the entire semester, one 

class lecture spent discussing effective PowerPoint design is the only time media 

creation is discussed during the semester. Said Amy, “I do talk about that at some point, 

in terms of layout, color, content, and how it should be coordinated with your speech, 

content, but not a lot. I don’t teach a lot of it.” 

Theme Two: Media Analysis and Creation Taught 

Several faculty members expressed that they teach about media in a broader 

context, moving beyond addressing media as an instructional tool to teach about media 

analysis and production. Specifically, some faculty members addressed how they teach 

about media creation, and others addressed how they teach about media analysis. 

Media creation. Of all the participants interviewed, only three mentioned that 

they included course content related to media creation, beyond PowerPoint design, in 

their classes. Interestingly, the three faculty participants who reported addressing media 

creation in a broader context in their classes all noted that they address aspects of 

preproduction, production, and postproduction. 
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Melinda addressed various types of media creation in her classes, ranging from 

creating a print newsletter using Publisher or writing effective emails to designing and 

writing content for Web pages. When addressing this aspect of media creation, Melinda 

discussed elements of preproduction, including audience analysis, production, including 

design elements, and postproduction, including publishing student-created Web sites 

online. 

Melinda noted that a class project involving designing, publishing, and 

maintaining a Web-based undergraduate literature journal helped students to understand 

the importance of each phase, including the preproduction planning phase. Melinda 

explained why, saying,  

So there was a real sense of reality. That really both made the students 
nervous but also a little more motivated to make sure it was good. . . . 
And a lot of it was the conversation . . . “How are we going to gear this? 
Who is our audience? How are we going to get the students involved and 
interesting in research? What is the imagery it should look like in order 
to get our audience?” I think that real life context does help. 

 
All of Anthony’s classes deal with media creation, involve instruction regarding 

effective creation, and require students to engage in media creation.  When addressing 

media creation, Anthony teaches – and requires students to engage in – preproduction, 

production, and postproduction activities, which results in a finished media product that 

is published on the Web.  

While Anthony noted that students tend to enjoy production – and most quickly 

pick up production skills – he feels that the preproduction competencies are often most 

lacking, despite their importance. Anthony said,  

I think these are the steps [preproduction, production, postproduction] 
we are going to go through, and we talk about preproduction and that’s 
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the most important step. The planning. You know, we need to start there, 
we need to have some good ideas, we need to have agreement, these are 
all group assignments. And once we’ve got that going, and we 
storyboard our ideas and script, we go out and videotape. 

 
Anthony provides hands-on instruction for the production phase. He explained, 

saying,  

I walk them through those steps and then the production piece comes 
about with video cameras and the raw footage or audio for podcast and 
bringing that back and piecing them together and editing. So, walk them 
through, give them some tutorials, and then let them create the video or 
audio projects with my guidance as I walk around the computer lab or 
the classroom if we’re using laptops in the classroom. 

 
The final aspect that Anthony addressed relates to postproduction distribution. 

Again, Anthony explained, saying, “Once they create the video, and they are happy 

with it, I tell them to create a YouTube account if they don’t already have one, and they 

upload the video and there is a lot of handholding to do that.” 

Steve also addresses media creation at length in his courses. Because Steve 

teaches the course Television Production, media are a central focus in his classes. Steve 

discusses both media creation and media analysis, and sees the two aspects as being 

linked together. When teaching about media creation, Steve addresses the 

preproduction, production, and postproduction phases.  

Further, Steve emphasized general production knowledge, and theory of 

production, over specific knowledge of media devices or software packages. Steve 

explained his method, saying,  

To me the biggest thing is . . . knowing the general ideas of how to create 
something that looks good. So with shooting video, if you know how to 
put a story together in an effective way by using different types of shots, 
and shot order, then that’s better than being proficient in a certain type of 
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camera but not knowing how to tell a story visually. Because technology 
is changing so fast. . . . 

 
Yet, Steve often finds students to be resistant to his philosophy on teaching 

media. Steve said,  

The problem is that people get excited about the technology. They want 
to learn the technology and learn the programs, but to me, I feel like the 
more effective way is to know, you know, in a way the theory behind 
how you create something that looks good. 

 
Media analysis. Media analysis was only rarely mentioned by the faculty 

members interviewed. Only two individuals mentioned media analysis as a topic of 

class discussion. Among them, Steve expressed that he feels media analysis to be a 

central issue in his class. When discussing media analysis, Steve expressed his belief 

that both media creation and media analysis are linked together and should be taught in 

tandem, saying,  

I see them as intertwined, definitely. And part of why I see them as 
intertwined and try to stress that we also need the analytical part and not 
just the technical part is because I am trying to train them in some way, 
and get them ready and able to do this as a career. . . . A film critic who 
understands the process more has something more potentially, again, to 
offer than someone who doesn’t understand the film making process. So 
having both, I think, is important. 

 
While Steve directly discusses media analysis within his classes, Leah 

approaches media analysis as a secondary objective of her class.  Leah said,  

In Writing 200, which is the research paper [writing class], the last time I 
counted I used visual rhetoric in which we looked at the means or 
production and what sort of things got covered, and how they were 
covered, and how photography, and checks and balance, and blah, blah, 
blah. And the film classes I often let them analyze a scene, visual try to 
incorporate stills from the film into a paper and that is about as much 
into media as I get, and looking at how video and film creates content, 
and how the techniques of that create content. 
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Theme Three: Media are not addressed  

Some faculty participant comments suggested a third theme, namely, that media 

are avoided either as an instructional tool for use by the professor or as a topic discussed 

and taught in class. Some faculty participants focused on the idea that media are not 

addressed in their classes, while others addressed their perception that media are not 

addressed in other classes either.  

Media not addressed in my class. Some faculty participants suggested that they 

do not address media in their classes. In fact, seven faculty participants suggested that 

no type of media creation – including very limited types of media creation, such as 

designing PowerPoint for presentational aids – was ever taught in their classes.  

For example, Elaine noted, “I don’t teach the creation of that [media] anymore 

than I teach the creation of young adult novels.” When asked the extent to which media 

creation is addressed within her class, Patricia said, simply, “I don’t.” Or, as Joanne 

said, “Well, in terms of what I personally do, I think again I’m kind of old fashioned.” 

Reasons why faculty members avoided discussing media will be considered 

later. However, it is also important to note that some faculty participants stated that, 

even though they do not address media in their classes, they hope to begin either 

teaching or using media in future semesters.  For example, Eli does not teach about 

media, and only uses media within his classes as an instructional tool to a very limited 

extent, saying, “I don’t teach students [about media].” However, Eli explained that he 

has been impressed by the way he has seen others model media use within the 

classroom, and noted that he hopes to begin using media as an instructional tool in the 

near future. Eli said, “What I’d like to do is take a specific set of clips, if I could find 
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clips from the Internet, YouTube, or whatever, and use those in a contextual 

circumstance of teaching, particularly classroom management, that is very context 

bound again.” 

Media not addressed in other classes. The majority of faculty participants who 

addressed their perceptions of media education in other classes at the university 

expressed their feeling that students do not gain significant exposure to media-related 

course content in other courses.  

For instance, Donna feels that most other classes within her department include 

media-related coursework to only a very limited extent. Donna said,  

I think there are a few courses that actually teach the media piece. I don’t 
think there are many. I really don’t. My feeling about the faculty to 
grossly generalize is that most of us are not using it, we are not involved 
in creating it. 

 
In fact, Donna noted that many communication majors avoid taking any courses 

that deal with media-related issues, saying,  

If they do not take a media upper level, actually, or a lower level. If they 
don’t take any of the media classes, probably not. I mean, maybe if they 
take Kanan’s class they get it, they get a PowerPoint. But you could 
chose org. com., interpersonal com., or rhetoric, and not really get much 
of anything. 

 
Similarly, Sarah noted that she does not believe most students have access to 

media-related coursework in other courses offered at the university. Sarah said, “I’ve 

never heard anybody else talk about it. Maybe they do do it, but it’s not germane to my 

own course. Who knows what other people do in their classrooms. But to my 

knowledge that discussion isn’t being had.” 
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Joanne also noted that media are not, to her knowledge, addressed in a 

comprehensive fashion. Instead, Joanne noted, media competencies are largely picked 

up from occasional classes and by collaborating with peers. Joanne explained her 

perspective, saying, “I think there is some type of film making class here, and a 

technology type class . . . but otherwise . . . they will learn from their peers that they are 

grouped with and pick up some skills from that.” 

Laurie similarly expressed her perception that media are not taught in many 

classes, saying, “In other classes, they don’t necessarily promote the importance of 

using media . . . they [other professors] don’t use it as output, much less require the 

creation of it.” Additionally, Laurie discussed an implication of the lack of focus on 

media creation, suggesting that, because faculty do not teach media creation, students 

assume that media is unimportant and then tend to avoid learning about it. Said Laurie, 

“If the teachers out in the classrooms aren’t using any media then they [students] don’t 

see any importance in learning it. Thus, now that the themes which emerged in 

reference to RQ3 have been considered, it is useful to consider the three themes which 

emerged regarding RQ4. 

Research Question Four 

Regarding RQ4 (What perceptions do faculty members hold regarding the 

importance of including course content related to media creation?), faculty members 

had a wide variety of perspectives regarding the importance of media education. Some 

focused on the importance of all aspects of media literacy, expressing the need for all 

individuals, including students, to develop a matrix of media use, creation, and analysis 

competencies. However, the main commonality was what faculty members did not say. 
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Significantly, not a single faculty member interviewed suggested that media in general, 

or media creation, was not important to address at the college level. However, while 

everyone thought that media should be taught, not everyone felt that they should be the 

one to teach it. Accordingly, perceptions of the way in which media should be taught, or 

the courses in which it should be taught, varied among the participants. These 

perspectives will now be considered.  

The following themes associated with RQ4 were identified by reading through 

the faculty interview transcripts: (1) media education is important, (2) personal 

objections to teaching media, and (3) systemic challenges to teaching media. These 

three themes, and associated comments from the faculty interviews, will now be 

considered.   

Theme One: Media Education is Important 

The first theme identified – a theme that was addressed by all faculty 

participants in this study – is that media are important to teach at the college level. 

However, there were two categories of participants who addressed this theme: faculty 

participants who teach about media creation and feel that media education is important, 

and faculty participants who do not teach extensively about media creation but feel that 

media education is important. 

Media education is important and is taught. Only three participants who talked 

about the importance of media education also addressed media creation within their 

own classes to a notable extent.  As such, it was uncommon to find faculty members 

who discussed the ways in which their view that media education is important trickled 

down to influence the way they design and teach their courses. 
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Among these participants was Anthony. As might be expected for a professor 

who teaches classes focused on media creation, Anthony sees course content related to 

media, and media creation, as being very important.  Specifically, Anthony said,  

I think it is essential. I don’t mean for job skills. . . . As we talk about 
developing students to be productive citizens and to be involved in 
democracy, I mean, just look at the last election and how people could 
get involved in so many different levels in that election. And participate. 
And if they don’t know what this stuff is or how to use it, how to use it 
effectively, then they are not going to be part of that conversation. And 
as somebody who is, you know, working in teacher preparation and 
teacher education, I think it is important that our teachers all know this 
stuff and can model it and teach it and talk about it. 

 
Melinda also noted that she considers media education to be important at the 

college level, and addresses it in her classes. Additionally, Melinda suggested that 

media literacy has an importance akin to that of alphabetic literacy, saying,  

If we’re teaching them writing, if the composition program is intending 
to teach them writing because they know it is important for critical 
thinking, representation and all that sort of stuff, writing on the Web is a 
logical extension of that. . . . In a way I think . . . new media literacy, is 
becoming on par with regular literacy, you know. 

 
Melinda sees such education as being important across many disciplines, and 

said,  

It is something that could pervade the college curriculum for example. 
So I think that there are ways in which, with some exceptions, that new 
media use can be worked into any discipline. . . . It is not just a 
specialized thing. Right? It really is about teaching students to engage 
with the world, and the world is becoming more media saturated. Engage 
with and intervene in, and represent themselves in, and also critically 
analyze and question those things. So I think that it is really integral to 
any education. 
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Like Melinda, Steve also believes that, due to the interdisciplinary nature of 

media, a course dealing with media creation is important even for students who do not 

plan to enter a media-centered field. Steve said,  

If you know . . . why this shot looks like this, and . . . how you use these 
two shots together and why they are doing it, that gives you that much 
more to think about. In a way it’s giving us the skills, the language, to 
talk about it and have a better dialogue about it. . . . Like, do you like 
wine? So the more you know about wine, then the more of a discussion 
you can have about it. 

 
Additionally, Steve noted that he believes that a course which deals with both 

media creation and analysis would be important to offer more broadly, saying,  

I mean we don’t have a media literacy class, at all. We should. I mean 
every comm. department should have a class that gets people thinking 
about how they are affected by stuff and why. . . . You know, and this 
would never go through the curriculum stuff, it would be a great gen. ed. 
class. 

 
Media education is important but not taught. Several faculty participants 

enthusiastically noted the importance of media education in general, yet noted that they 

did not teach about media in their classes. For instance, despite his reluctance to use 

media in his classroom, and the fact that he does not include any course content in his 

courses related to media creation, Greg considers it important to address media literacy 

issues, including media creation, at the college level. Greg noted, “Absolutely [they 

should be addressed]. Not only at the college level but wherever you can. Wherever one 

can.”  Further, Greg pointed out that he considers all aspects of media to be important to 

address. First, he noted that media use, creation, and analysis are important, saying, 

“Personally I do not see any contradiction between creation, or imagination, and 

analysis . . . all those aspects of it are fundamentally important. 
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Similarly, Patricia sees the importance of media education. She stated that she 

views media creation as a part of critical literacy, and that she believes that developing 

an understanding of media preproduction also improves the ability of students to 

critically understanding and analyze media. Patricia said,  

I think it is a critical literacy . . . I think it is really important especially 
now, because there is so much of it out there. . . . They need to be 
critically literate of the visual media . . . that’s what I think, because then 
it allows you to be a wise consumer. It allows you, well, and it gives you 
appreciation. 

 
Similarly, Joanne noted that she considers media education to be “really 

important,” and sees media literacy as a legitimate literacy that deserves to be taught. 

Joanne said,  

Just like any other literacy, we start them very young and then every 
level of education it gets more sophisticated and complex. I don’t see 
why media literacy would stop at a certain age. It seems to me it would 
go right through. But you’ve got to get the faculty in place who, who 
understand this enough to teach this well. 

 
Rebecca noted that she considers media an important area for discussion at the 

college level, drawing the link between media literacy and alphabetic literacy, saying, “I 

think it is important, and I’m not sure that we are doing enough of it. Because we are 

still looking at the printed word as the main benchmark of literacy.” 

While Laurie includes only very limited course content related to media 

creation, she does consider it important for education majors – and college students in 

general – to learn about. Additionally, she noted that media literacy is an important need 

for the present and future, saying,  

I think that is one part of the future of literacy. Yes. A big part of my 
dissertation talks about literacy beyond reading and writing. I think that’s 
definitely one part, and it is important in terms of teaching to the global 
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community and acquiring information beyond what we have 
immediately in our hands, in our immediate environment. 
 
Laurie sees the value in teaching students about media creation as well, and 

noted that it is important to learn all aspects of media use and media creation, saying,  

You really can’t do one without the other. You need to learn how to use 
it before you can create it, you need to learn your purpose for creating it, 
you need to learn your audience, you need to, before you create 
something, you need to analyze your sources. . . . And think about where 
you are putting it out. . . . So, yea, all of it is important. I don’t think that 
you can say you can omit any one of them. 

 
Amy only addresses PowerPoint in her courses, but considers media education 

important and stated that she considers media literacy competencies to be important in 

the modern and future world. Said Amy,  

This is a media rich world. Everybody is moving toward higher, more 
complicated technology. If you talk about technology for example, 
communication technology used to be the oral tradition. And then you 
had the printed word, and that really changed the way, how everybody 
communicated. And now we go into this digital age and have Web 2.0 
applications, where you don’t share information, you actually create. Or 
you don’t watch information, but you create it and share it. And that’s 
how you communicate with people. And if you can’t function in that 
world, you’re not going to be able to succeed. 

 
Theme Two: Personal Objections to Teaching Media 

Several faculty participants addressed the second theme, namely, the idea that 

they have personal objections to teaching media within their classes. There were various 

personal reasons that faculty participants suggested. Specifically, faculty participants 

suggested that they did not address media because they consider it irrelevant to their 

subject area, because they consider media use more important to teach than media 

creation, or because they feel unqualified to teach about media. 
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Irrelevant to subject area. Some participants noted that they were disinterested 

in personally teaching about media because they felt it unimportant to their particular 

subject area. For instance, Elaine, who neither uses media as an instructional tool nor 

teaches about media creation, said, “It also is basically irrelevant to my content. I teach 

people how to write. I teach people how to read. I teach people how to do research.” 

Similarly, while Leah felt that media should be taught at the college level, she 

expressed doubt about the professional relevance of media production for English 

majors, the students whom she spends most of her time teaching. Leah said,  

You know employers talk about what they need from students. They 
need them to have basic social skills and writing skills. . . . So right now 
I can’t imagine an English major being hired to do someone’s Web site. 
I’m not even sure people do Web sites anymore. Isn’t it all kind of 
preprogrammed? 

 
 Media use more important than media creation. Some faculty participants 

suggested that they avoid teaching about media production because they feel that media 

use is more important to teach than media creation at the college level. Elaine stated that 

she believed that “kids” need to develop the ability to use media, not the ability to 

create media. To a large extent, this view is based on her expectations of what her 

students – many of whom plan to become English teachers – will need in their 

professional lives. Elaine explained, saying, 

I don’t think the people that I am working with, they are not going into 
sales, they are not going into PR, they are not going into marketing areas 
where they are going to have to do presentations where they actually 
have to create or compose video texts to show a perspective client or 
customer. They don’t have that need. . . . 

 
Even more importantly, Elaine feels that students should develop competencies 

related to media use which she perceives as more relevant to teachers. Elaine said,  
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So they [potential employers] expect people coming in as teachers to 
know how to navigate the Web, they expect them to know how to do 
research on the Web, they expect them to know all those things. . . . 
School districts expect digital literacy. They expect Internet skills, they 
expect Smartboard skills. . . . 

 
Similarly, Linda considers that it is more important to teach students to use, or in 

her words “utilize” media, than it is to teach students to create media.  When 

considering the importance of such classes, Linda suggested that she might rate 

importance on a scale of 1-10, with 10 being most important, and said,  

I think that depending on their field of expertise, it is going to be 
different. I think understanding how to utilize it is a 10 for every student. 
I think creation is major specific, and you know, depending on the major 
it may be a 10, it may be a 4. If you are going into nursing, you know, 
what chance are you really going to have for your profession? Personally 
you might do something else. But, I really think it is major specific in 
terms of creation. 

 
Not everyone agreed with such opinions. For example, Amy noted that media 

use is not important to address because, as she states, “Use actually, I don’t think that is 

important. They know it already, or they will seek it out if they don’t know it.” 

However, regarding both media creation and media analysis, Amy said, “I think that’s 

very important.” 

Lack of qualifications. Some faculty participants stated that they considered 

media important, but did not address them in their own classes because they felt 

unqualified to teach about media. For example, Leah feels that media should be taught 

at the college level. Yet, she remains hesitant to teach about an area in which she feels 

she lacks basic competencies. Instead, she noted that she, like many others, have 

expertise in areas that are not related to media. Leah said ,  
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One of the issues is that often the professors don’t know how to do these 
things. . . .  They [students] will be graded with an A+ if they can do 
something I can’t do. My problems is that I’m all for the students 
knowing how to do this. But where do we come in? How can we learn, 
and that kind of thing? 

 
 

Eli sees the merit of teaching about media, but stressed his belief that such 

issues cannot simply be added into existing classes. Instead, he suggested that media 

creation should be addressed in a distinct, new course, perhaps even a general education 

course required of all students. In part, Eli feels this way because he feels that many 

faculty members – like himself – lack comfort or familiarity with media education. Eli 

said,  

There were two people in my department who said they felt perfectly 
comfortable using media in their class and teaching students to use it. 
But I was among those who were, I think, the silent majority. I’m not 
going to teach that. I’m not going to teach my students that. They can get 
it from somewhere, but they’re not going to get it from my classroom. 
I’m not going to be the person to offer those skills or strengths. I think 
most are like me whether they want to admit it out loud. 

 
Rebecca similarly noted that teaching about media creation in the classroom 

would be difficult because many faculty members, including herself, are unfamiliar 

with media technologies, and because the topics of many courses do not lend 

themselves to such activities. Said Rebecca, “I think that there are many of us who are 

not that familiar with doing this. And because of that I think it is hard to model 

something that you are not comfortable doing.” 

Joanne did not state that she feels unqualified to teach media herself, but 

considers teaching media a challenge because she, like many others, have expertise in 

areas that are not related to media. Joanne said,  
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Sometimes I just think it is kind of hard because my field is changing so 
much. . . . When I went through grad school, when I was trained, it was 
based on the book, on the written word. And your skill as a scholar was 
producing written text that you distributed on a paper, and there wasn’t 
[media training]. Most of us didn’t come through with that. 

 
Additionally, Joanne noted that she feels this is a concern in general, and that it 

would be much easier to include more media-related course content if more faculty 

members had media expertise, saying,  

For the rest of the students, I mean, I think I would really like it if we 
actually had somebody in the department who had that knowledge base 
and then would be valuable influencing us as we are revising curriculum 
and talking about the future of the department because we can’t just stay 
like English departments were 100 years ago, and yet movement is 
difficult. 

 
While Anthony considers himself qualified to teach about media, he feels that 

many other faculty members are ill-equipped to teach about media. Anthony noted that 

there is a need for increased professional development and training programs. Further, 

Anthony noted that there are no incentives for faculty members to learn to use, or teach, 

media, saying,  

We talk about lifelong learning here in the College of Education, and I 
don’t think we do a particularly good job of modeling that. We should do 
lifelong learning, we should be taking classes and workshops, and do 
what it takes to stay up to date and stay relevant. I’m worried that we’re 
not going to be relevant. 

 
Theme Three: Systemic Challenges to Teaching Media 

Some faculty members suggested that – regardless of the fact that they 

considered media important and wanted to address media their own classes – they felt 

they could not because of systemic factors, namely limited time or restrictive course 

guidelines. 
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Time. Some participants noted that they would like to teach about media 

creation, but do not have time to prepare new lessons or courses. For instance, Patricia 

noted that she neither has time to prepare for or redesign a course, nor does she have 

time to address such additional topics within the semester, saying, “I have to focus on 

so many things.” 

Similarly, Joanne suggested that if there was more time available she would be 

interested in finding new ways to teach and integrate new media with her existing 

classes. Joanne said,  

No we don’t take time for that in the 40 hour course. . . . And I kind of 
regret that. . . . I don’t think West Chester is really the kind of institution 
that gives you enough time to work on your teaching, but I would love it 
if I had more time to kind of prepare an entire course. . . . And I don’t. 

 
Others noted that it is not a lack of preparation time, but rather a lack of class 

time, which limits their ability to teach about media creation. Eli noted that he considers 

media education to be important, but that he lacks time to include any new material in 

his courses. Eli explained his situation, saying,  

Well I think everybody fights the battle no matter what his or her 
discipline might be, whether I have time to teach and what are the 
essentials for students to learn. I can’t carve out two weeks out of my 
semester and say, now I want to spend two weeks about how to use 
media appropriately, what the ethical concerns are. I’m not going to do 
it.  It’s a sacrifice for what I consider to be more important. 

 
Similarly, Martha noted that she thinks it is important that students, and 

especially the education students who she most often teaches, develop media literacy 

competencies related to media use, for instructional purposes, media creation, and 

media analysis. However, on three different occasions, Martha stated how difficult this 

is considering the limits of time within a particular class, and within the major.  Martha 
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said, “I think that would be great if there were time.” Then, later she said, “I think it’s 

important. I think, again, I’ll go back to the time issue. If there were time for all that we 

want to put into all of these courses, it would be very imperative.” Still later she said, “I 

think we have limited opportunities for individual intellectual creativity and the more 

available the better.” 

Rebecca added, “I would also suspect that it takes time to do this, and since it is 

not part of the course material, if you add that to your course then what goes out?” 

Similarly, Sarah noted that a lack of time is the primary reason she does not discuss 

media more in her classes. While she is personally interested in aspects of media 

literacy, Sarah said, “Why don’t I do more of it?  It is a time issue, it is absolutely a 

time issue.” Yet, even thought Sarah does not address media to a significant extent in 

her own courses, she considers such competencies to be very important. She noted that 

basic technology related skills are necessary for everyone, and hopes that students can 

develop more than the basics, saying,  

It is just critical that students leave here and enter the workforce with a 
minimum competency level. . . . I think that is just a minimum 
requirement for virtually any job. But I’m hoping . . . that most of them 
get a little something beyond that by the time they leave here. I think it is 
important, it is something that can set them apart. . . . I think if students 
develop any special skills, whether it is producing a film or creating a 
storyboard even some of the design stuff before we get to production, it 
can help them position themselves better for whatever the job market is. 

 
Course guidelines. Some faculty members expressed that they feel limited in the 

extent to which they can address media in their classes because of course guidelines set 

by their academic department or college. Donna noted several institutional challenges 

related to addressing media creation or analysis. For one thing, she observed that visual 
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media are largely neglected at West Chester University, saying, “At this university, 

English is a written medium and communication is an oral medium. The visual medium, 

the turf hasn’t been battled out, right?” 

Accordingly, Donna feels that she is limited by the nature of the courses that she 

teaches, saying,  

Because I’m not teaching media courses . . . I feel like I have to tie it to, 
look, you could use this. Somehow, when you get out of here, this is a 
useful skill. This is worth learning, therefore we’re going to look at the 
skill. . . . I’ll use media in the classroom as an instructional tool. But then 
I don’t think I teach, like, skills, media skills unless I can tie the 
argument to why would they care. 

 
Similarly, Elaine stated that the development of student media competencies is 

not relevant to her writing courses. Elaine said,  

In writing and teaching writing, it doesn’t belong there. It really doesn’t. 
. . . The time we have with students if finite and you can only do so much 
with it. I don’t want to see an either/or thing where the visual replaces 
the verbal, because I’m an English teacher and my job is to ensure that 
English teachers are verbally capable, and have verbal competencies. 

 
Greg does not address media creation or media analysis within his classes, 

considering it inappropriate to address, even in a class titled Literature and Film. Greg 

said,  

No, not yet.  Because as you can imagine teaching Lit 165 [Topics in 
Literature], WRT 120 [Effective Writing I], [LIT] 305 [Modern 
American Drama], [LIT] 334 [Milton], [LIT] 343 [Modern British 
Drama], and then CLS 369 [Literature and Film], these are not courses 
where I can address media related issues directly. 

 
Finally, Laurie noted that she feels limited in her ability to discuss media in her 

classes because of student, not administrative, expectations of what her course should 

cover. While Laurie noted that she will sometimes discuss PowerPoint creation, the 
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reason that she does not address media creation more directly is, in part, shaped by what 

students expect to have covered in her courses. Laurie said,  

I see 180 students a semester. Yea. The students that I see, most of them 
want to go teach the early grades. . . . They get upset if you show them 
too much media when they want to learn how to use books. They want to 
teach books. 

 
Further, Laurie noted that it is difficult to help students appreciate the 

importance of developing media competencies when they do not see media used, or 

taught, within other classes within the university, or in classes they observe as part of 

field observations. Laurie said,  

I’m one of many classes that they take. In other classes, they don’t 
necessarily promote the importance of using media . . . They [other 
professors] don’t use it as output, much less require the creation of it.  
The second part is . . . if the teachers out in the classrooms aren’t using 
any media then they don’t see any importance in learning it. 
 

Research Question Five 

Regarding RQ5 (What approach do faculty members take when addressing 

media within their classes?), faculty interview data suggest partial differences between 

the way media are addressed within different disciplines. I looked at faculty interviews 

to determine which theoretical perspectives were evident in their comments on the role 

of media creation as part of student learning. The main perspectives are: (1) the 

educational technology perspective, which is most common among Education courses 

which involve media, (2) a perspective which draws on the three paradigms of media 

education, which exists only within communication courses, (3) the critical cultural 

perspective involving media analysis, which is favored by English faculty, and (4) 

unclassified perspectives. Unclassified perspectives are the most common way in  
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which media are taught across the disciplines. Each of these perspectives should now be 

explored.  

Educational Technology Perspective 

Both Anthony and Martha address media within the physical science of media 

paradigm of the educational technology perspective. This perspective, taken by two 

faculty members in the College of Education, focuses narrowly on the application of 

media technology in an educational setting, yet avoids a focus on implications of 

individual differences, learning styles, or instructional methods employed by teachers 

(Saettler, 1990). 

The fact that Anthony teaches from this perspective is clearly evidenced by the 

title of the course Anthony has taught for the past several years: Educational 

Technology Integration. In this course, he teaches students to create instructional 

videos, Web pages for class use, Smartboard content, and class-related blogs. In the 

interview, he noted that courses like his can help educators remain viable in the future.  

Martha also addresses media from an educational technology perspective, 

though she focuses on media use and analysis instead of media creation. Specifically, to 

help pre-service education students develop critical competencies themselves, Martha 

has students engage in an activity where they evaluate different classroom resources, 

including printed books, instructional software programs, and Web sites. Said Martha,  

Part of that analysis is learning whether it is authentic source of 
information, determining it’s applicability in the classroom for the age 
range and grade level that they are teaching, determining the range of 
perspectives that are presented in that particular type of media. 
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However, for the most part, media are included in the classroom as a tool that is 

used by the professor. Accordingly, the majority of faculty members are using, but not 

teaching, media from an educational technology perspective. This is especially 

noticeable among members of the communication studies department, who have clearly 

developed a focus on PowerPoint as the instructional media of choice. 

A Combination of the Three Paradigms of Media Education 

 Steve teaches media creation in a way that draws on a combination of parts of 

all three paradigms of media education, drawing on all three paradigms of media 

education. It’s a point he acknowledged, saying in exaggeration, “I mean, I think I 

probably sound like I’m coming from eight different directions. . . .” 

First, there are some ways in which Steve approaches media education from the 

critical/representational/semiological perspective. For instance, Steve draws on a 

semiological perspective (Berger, 1982) when he talks about discussing the grammar of 

film. When discussing this perspective, Masterman (1985) wrote, “The first principle of 

media education . . . is that the media are symbolic (or sign) systems which need to be 

actively read . . . .” Similarly, Steve compared the process of creating media to the 

process of writing an alphabetic text, saying, “It’s like writing . . . it’s about the process, 

it’s about understanding how you organize words and sentences to have an affect. And 

we need to think the same way with media. . . .” 

However, Steve also incorporates some tenants of the popular arts paradigm. 

Steve certainly incorporates popular media in his classes, and sometimes adopts 

Postman’s (1961) perspective that it is the role of educators to help students learn to 

differentiate between good and bad television in much the same way as one could 
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differentiate between good and bad literature. As Postman wrote, “The literature of 

television is uneven in quality. At its best, it is truthful and artistic. At its worst, it is 

trivial and formless” (p. 41). Similarly, Steve stressed his interest in helping students to 

differentiate between “good” media and “bad” media. For instance, consider these 

comments of Steve:  

And, you know, we need to think more about this stuff. . . . I get sick of 
seeing the same stuff over and over. So maybe if we started to think 
about, “Let’s try something different, let’s think about what we are 
doing,” we might not just get the same. Like, how many Rock of Love 
and those kinds of shows? Like, I mean it is never going to end and it is 
only going to get worse. It’s is just, you know, we’re on, we’re going 
down a path and it’s not going to stop. But it’s like, maybe if people 
thought a little bit more about the effects and the ramifications and the 
sort of cultural significance or insignificance in these things, it might get 
them to watch a little less TV. I mean I study media, so it might sound 
strange to want to discourage people from watching TV, or movies, but, 
I mean, we at least need to be thoughtful. But it is just like a dietician. 
Well you don’t necessarily have to stop eating, but let’s think about what 
we are eating. 

 
Further, there are elements of the protectionist paradigm in Steve’s classes. 

Steve noted how he sees this protectionist stance as being relevant for students, saying,  

I have a three year old, four year old now, nephew who has seen the 
James Bond movie, Casino Royale, and he watches the Terminator 
series. . . . I’m in total disbelief like that. . . . So, I think there is a, you 
know, an unwillingness to talk about it and also an assumption that it is 
just not that big of a deal, that it just not effecting us. Because I think 
there is a kind of gradualness to the effects. . . . And you have to think 
that watching stuff changes us in ways. We are affected by it. Our brain, 
processes it, it becomes part of how we make decisions in the future. 

 
Accordingly, Steve also reflects the perspective articulated by Tyner (1991), 

who wrote, “The protectionist stance toward media education is a logical extension of 

the traditional educator's role of gatekeeper to the curriculum and as arbitrator of taste.” 
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Critical Cultural Perspective Involving Media Analysis 

Some faculty members in the English department address media in their courses, 

however, exclusively focus on media analysis and intentionally avoid addressing media 

creation. When textual media analysis is addressed, it often comes from a critical 

cultural perspective.  For example, Greg and Leah teach Film Theory and Criticism. 

Greg summed up his perspective to his class as “defiantly cinema analysis.” Greg 

suggested that he addresses issues of representation and implicit messages in popular 

media, such as South Park, from a critical perspective, indicative of Freire (1985, 1987) 

Giroux (1983), McLaren (1989), and Shor (1980). Yet, Greg noted, “But I’m not going 

to include any technical stuff. That is taken care of by intro. to film courses.” Similarly, 

Leah highlighted that her courses involve analysis of film, yet avoid significant focus on 

production elements and entirely avoid discussion of student media creation. Said Leah, 

“And the film classes I often let them analyze a scene, visual try to incorporate stills 

from the film into a paper and that is about as much into media as I get. . . .” Further, 

Elaine summarized the trend towards avoiding topics related to media creation within 

the English department, saying, “As you can imagine . . .  these are not courses where I 

can address media [creation] related issues directly.” 

The idea that faculty members in the English department may sometimes focus 

on a critical cultural perspective that focuses exclusively on media analysis is further 

supported by the fact that students who are majoring in English have the least 

knowledge about media creation vocabulary, as will be presented in Chapter Nine. 

Accordingly, while students in English may be learning about some aspects of media, 
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and especially film, they are likely not exposed to a discussion of creation elements and 

are, accordingly, unfamiliar with associated vocabulary.  

Unclassified Perspectives 

 While many faculty members approach classroom media use from the 

educational technology perspective, most faculty members who teach about media do so 

from an unclassified theoretical perspective. Melinda and, to a more limited extent, 

Sarah, and Linda report that they address aspects of media creation within their classes. 

However, the extent to which they teach about media is very limited, and discussed in 

insufficient detail to classify them into any theoretical category. Additionally, it is likely 

that, because media are addressed only tangentially in the classes taught by these three 

individuals, there is no identifiable, coherent theoretical structure to discussions about 

media. Instead, such topics seem to be discussed on an occasional basis, without clear 

objectives. For instance, Linda discusses persuasion in advertising from what she 

describes as a “critical” perspective, however this only involves using advertisements to 

demonstrate principals of persuasion to help students write a persuasive speech. 

Additionally, in Linda’s classes, media are only included upon the occasion that classes 

are “chatty” enough.  

Melinda teaches about media creation from a very practical, skill-oriented 

perspective to help students develop professional Web design skills. Finally, Sarah 

approaches media analysis to a very limited extent by looking at corporate logos and 

Web sites from an interpersonal perspective and considering how the dynamics of small 

group interaction are represented by an organization’s media. 
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Accordingly, differences do exist between the way that different disciplines 

address media creation. Further, such differences may be evidenced by the media 

creation knowledge possessed by students studying within each different major. When 

media-related topics are taught, it is sometimes for the purpose of helping students 

develop their own instructional tools (Education) or visual aids (Communication 

Studies). Sometimes media analysis is taught from a critical perspective (English). 

Occasionally, media production is addressed from a perspective that draws on all three 

paradigms of media education (Communication Studies). However, most often, when 

media are addressed, it is without any theoretical background (all disciplines).   

Thus, it is important to recognize that disciplinary differences do exist, but that 

these differences only exist in those courses which are most directly related to media. 

Educational Technology Integration, taught by Anthony, approaches media from the 

educational technology perspective. Film Theory and Criticism, taught by Greg and 

Rebecca, approaches media from critical cultural perspective. Television Production, 

taught by Steve, approaches media from a perspective that draws on all three paradigms 

of media education. However, when media are addressed in other classes (which they 

are, to a very limited extent, and generally involving PowerPoint), media are most often 

taught without any classifiable or discernable theoretical perspective.  

Furthermore, it is important to recognize that all faculty members expressed 

support for media creation education, and considered it important to include in the 

college-level curriculum. Interview data suggest that faculty members who approach 

media education from an educational technology perspective, a critical cultural 

perspective, and a perspective that draws on portions of all three paradigms of media 
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education all support the idea that college students should develop competencies related 

to media creation. Furthermore, faculty members who address media education very 

little, or from an unclassified perspective, also feel that students should learn about 

media creation in college. Accordingly, there is no reason to believe that paradigmatic 

or theoretical background necessarily influences the perceived importance of addressing 

media creation at the college level.  

Summary 

 Accordingly, it can be seen that there are a variety of opinions among faculty 

participants interviewed for this study. But, several themes do emerge from the data, 

and comments overall describe a faculty that considers student media creation 

competencies to be lacking, which addresses media creation to an extremely limited 

extent, and which considers media creation to be important regardless of whether they 

feel they should teach it personally or not. Now, having considered faculty comments, 

the design of the student questionnaire, as well as data gathered using the student 

questionnaire, will be considered before looking at both data sets together and 

addressing key points and conclusions. 

 



183  

 

CHAPTER EIGHT 
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESEARCH METHODS 

 
While understanding faculty responses regarding the state of media literacy 

education related to media creation is important to this study, the picture is not complete 

without also considering student perspectives. In addition to providing a different point 

of view, student data also allow for a comparative analysis of both faculty and student 

perspectives and student competencies. Accordingly, it is important to consider the 

student research questions, comparative research questions, and methods used to gather 

data from students. 

Research Questions and Variables 

 As with the faculty interviews, the media competencies addressed by the student  

questionnaire focus on video, multimedia, and Web-based media because such visual, 

digital, and multimodal media are: (1) important in the modern era of media 

convergence (Avery, 2007; Jenkins, 2006, 2008), (2) a component of the presumed 

“digital nativity” of students, (3) frequently the types of media focused on by media 

literacy scholars and practitioners (Jewitt, 2005; Livingston, 2004; Sefton-Green, 2005) 

and (4) an accessible entry-point for individuals learning about media creation 

(Anderson, 2008).  

 Additionally, the student questionnaire portion of this study addresses issues 

grounded in a consideration of existing literature. First, as discussed in Chapter Two, 

there is reason to believe that media creation competencies among students in the “Net 

Generation” are lower than frequently assumed. In order to consider the level to which 
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students possess media creation competencies, the following research question is 

considered:  

RQ6: To what extent do university students possess media literacy competencies related 

to media creation? 

 Second, as discussed in Chapter Three, there are different disciplinary 

perspectives regarding the way that media education is approached. In order to explore 

these differences, and consider how disciplinary affiliation may relate to the way in 

which students perceive that media education is addressed in the classes they take, 

student perspectives on the way in which media are addressed across these three 

disciplines are gathered and the following research questions are addressed: 

RQ7: What perceptions do university students hold regarding the extent of their 

exposure to course content related to media creation? 

RQ8: What differences exist between students of different academic majors regarding 

media creation competencies, exposure to media education, and perceptions of the 

importance of media education? 

 Third, as discussed in Chapter Four, different paradigmatic and theoretical 

perspectives have shaped media education. In order to consider such paradigmatic 

differences, this study considers student perceptions of importance regarding media 

education. By learning about what is considered important, and the extent to which it is 

considered important, it will be possible to see if the paradigmatic or theoretical 

preferences of the faculty are related to the way in which students consider media 

education to be important. Accordingly, the following research questions are addressed: 
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RQ9: What perceptions do university students hold regarding the importance of learning 

about media creation in college classes? 

 As with the faculty interviews, the student questionnaire is focused on media 

creation. As discussed in Chapter One, media creation can be considered to be made up 

of preproduction, production, and postproduction dimensions. Accordingly, as with the 

faculty interviews, the following nine variables are addressed in the student 

questionnaire (Appendix B): (1) student preproduction competencies; (2) involvement 

in preproduction-related media education; (3) preproduction importance; (4) student 

production competencies; (5) involvement in production-related media education; (6) 

production importance; (7) student postproduction competencies; (8) involvement in 

postproduction-related media education; and (9) postproduction importance. 

 The specific activities or areas of knowledge associated with variables regarding 

preproduction, production, and postproduction were identified by faculty members 

within the interviews, and then used to draft final questionnaire items. Specifically, as 

addressed in Chapter Seven, preproduction activities identified and addressed include 

brainstorming, script writing, group collaboration, and audience analysis. Production 

activities identified and addressed include filming video, editing video, designing Web 

pages, and designing PowerPoint slides. Finally, relevant postproduction activities 

identified and addressed include sharing or distributing video/multimedia projects using 

the Internet and, posting and maintaining Web pages, and posting text or video blogs.  

After examining student questionnaire data, student and faculty perceptions and 

competencies are compared and three final research questions are addressed. First, to 

address the potential tendency to overestimate student media literacy competencies, the 



186  

 

following research question is considered to determine the extent to which faculty 

members accurately understand the extent of student media creation competencies: 

RQ10: What similarities and differences exist between faculty-perceived and self-

reported student media literacy competencies related to media creation? 

 Second, to consider if faculty members and students have similar perceptions of 

the extent and nature of media creation education, and to develop a more well rounded 

understanding of how media creation education is practiced at the college level, a 

comparative analysis is conducted to address the following research question:  

RQ11: What similarities and differences exist between faculty and student perceptions of 

the extent of their involvement with course content related to media creation? 

 Finally, there may be paradigmatic or generational differences between students 

and faculty members which evidence themselves in the perception of importance of 

media education. To consider similarities or differences that may exist between both 

groups in the educational system, a comparative analysis is conducted to address the 

following research question:  

RQ12: What similarities and differences exist between faculty and student perceptions of 

the importance of including course content related to media creation in higher 

education? 

A visual representation of my research design, as it relates to my research 

questions and variables, is presented in Figure 8.1. 
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Sample Selection  

 Student participants selected to complete the trial questionnaire were drawn 

from a convenience sample of students enrolled in a general education communication 

class that I taught at a different nearby college. A total of 22 participants were selected 

on the basis of their volunteering. Because this is a trial sample intended to determine 

troublesome questions and improve the reliability of my questionnaire design, it was 

appropriate to administer this questionnaire among my students because my relationship 

with these students allowed me the opportunity to comfortably discuss areas of the 

questionnaire that they found troublesome or confusing. Finally, because student 

participants who completed the trial questionnaire were drawn from a different nearby 

college, they would be similar to the population included in the study but not eligible 

for participation in the actual study. 

Participants included in the data set were selected from a representative sample 

of students from the general student population who volunteered to participate in an 

online survey.  Email invitations were sent to two out of every five of the approximately 

10,200 enrolled undergraduate students, meaning that emails were sent to 

approximately 4,800 students. Emails were sent as a blind carbon copy to ensure 

confidentiality. The email message provided a link which students could follow to 

complete the online survey. To incentivize participation, I informed students in the 

email that participation in the survey would make them eligible to enter a drawing for 

an iPod MP3 music player. 

After eliminating data from participants (736 responded/agreed) who indicated 

they were graduate students, incoming first-year students who had not yet taken any 
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college courses, or were below the age of 18, and participants who completed fewer 

than 80% of the questionnaire items, I was left with a sample size of 409, accounting for 

4.01% of the undergraduate student population at West Chester University. This 8.5% 

response rate is within acceptable limits for Web-based or email questionnaires 

(Schonlav, Fricker, & Elliott, 2001). 

Among the student participants, 29.9% (n=121) were male and 70.1% (n=284) 

were female. This distribution is not dissimilar from the entire WCU undergraduate 

population which consists of 38% male and 62% female. Participants ranged in age 

from 18-55 years, with a mean age of 21.14 years and a standard deviation of 4.512, and 

85.6% (n=348) of participants were between 18-22 years of age. Of participants 

included, 15.9% (n=65) were first-year students, 20.8% (n=85) were sophomores, 

21.3% (n=87) were juniors, and 42.1% (n=172) were seniors. Further, 6.6% (n=27) of 

participants majored in communication studies, 3.2% (n=13) majored in English, and 

26.2% (n=107) majored in an education-related field.  

Student participants completed an online version of the informed consent form, 

and then completed the online questionnaire. At the end of the survey, students were 

directed to a Web page with a code and email address they could use to enter the iPod 

drawing. By doing this, confidentiality of participants was ensured and there were no 

associations created between student email addresses and response data.   

Measures 

 Because this study uses a mixed-methods design, it involved both self-report 

questionnaires (students) and interviews (faculty). The self report questionnaire was 

used to gather data regarding student media creation competencies, perceptions of 
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exposure to coursework related to media creation, and perceptions of the importance of 

coursework related to media creation. The use of self-report questionnaires will now be 

considered. 

Surveys and Self-Report Questionnaires 

 Just as there is a compelling rationale for the use of interviews, there are many 

reasons for the use of surveys and self-report questionnaires. Surveys and self-report 

questionnaires are popular tools of quantitative social scientific researchers.  Defined by 

Creswell (2003) as a method which “provides a quantitative or numeric description of 

trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population” 

(p. 153), the survey has a long history in social scientific research.  The initial 

popularization of surveys is credited to Lazarsfeld, who drew on his background in 

market research when introducing surveys within academic research. Surveys continued 

to gain methodological prominence through the 1930s and 1940s with the rise of three 

prominent quantitative organizations: the Bureau of Applied Social Research (headed 

by Lazarsfeld), the National Opinion Research Center (headed by Field) and the Survey 

Research Center (headed by Likert).   

During this period in time, surveys gained popularity in media research. Among 

early survey-based media research, Peterson and Thurstone (1933) developed a measure 

of children’s attitudes, in order to determine if attitude changed after viewing a film.  

Peters (1933) developed a self-report tool to measure the “mores” of individuals, and 

determine if watching a film could affect people’s mores.  Shuttleworth and May used 

questionnaires to determine if children who frequently watched films were perceived 

differently by teachers (1933). Even Blumer and Hauser (1933) combined surveys with 
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other qualitative methods to study if film caused delinquency in individuals. 

Simultaneously, surveys gained popularity in the fields of market research and political 

research (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer & Roger, 2004).   

This new approach to research methodology veered away from the narrative 

approach, which had dominated social science research up to that point, and over the 

course of the ensuing decades grew in popularity.  By the 1970s, Denzin and Lincoln 

(1998) note that the survey had become the dominant methodology within social 

scientific research.  

 Surveys became popular for several reasons. First, surveys or self-report 

questionnaires can be used to study individual psychological perspectives. Second, 

surveys allow the researcher to investigate multiple research questions with a single 

questionnaire (Krone, Jablin & Putnam, 1987). Third, the respondent to a self-report 

questionnaire or survey can remain anonymous.  This point is associated with additional 

advantages, as noted by Singleton and Straits (1999): “The absence of an interviewer 

also assures privacy which may explain why respondents are less willing to reveal 

illegal or socially undesirable behaviors or attitudes to an interviewer than in a self-

administered questionnaire” (p. 259). Fourth, surveys are both cost-efficient and 

convenient for the subjects, who can complete them quickly, in a controlled 

environment (if applicable), after viewing the media being studied, while also allowing 

a wide range of data to be collected.  Finally, surveys can be used for descriptive or 

explanatory purposes, and have the ability to gather detailed information about large 

populations (Severin & Tankard, 1999). 
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 Demonstrating the versatility of surveys, Singleton and Straits (1999) cite 

Schuman and Kalton (1985), who suggested that survey questions could effectively 

gather at least five different types of information. According to Schuman and Kalton 

(1985), these five categories include:  

(1) social background information (e.g., What is your religious 
preference? What is your date of birth?);  
(2) reports of past behavior (e.g., Did you vote in the last presidential 
election? Have you ever been the victim of a crime?  On an average day, 
about how many hours do you personally watch television?);  
(3) attitudes, beliefs, and values (e.g., Do you believe that there is life 
after death? Do you think there should be laws against marriages 
between blacks and whites?);  
(4) behavior intentions (e.g., If the presidential election were held today, 
whom would you vote for? Would you yourself have an abortion if there 
is a strong chance of serious defect in the baby?); and  
(5) sensitive questions (e.g., Have you ever been arrested for a crime? 
Have you used cocaine in the past month?) (qtd. Singleton and Straits, 
1999, p. 246). 

 
 These same advantages were also recognized in the field of educational research 

where the use of surveys – either as direct or indirect measures – within educational 

settings is well established.  For example, a survey used as an indirect measure of 

educational quality might consider student perceptions of the quality of their education. 

Or, a survey used as a direct measure of educational quality might be used to assess the 

knowledge or competencies of graduating students (Parsons, 2007).  Both types of 

survey have a proven track record in educational research and assessment, and have 

been cited as being useful for curricular assessment (AEJMC, 2001).  

 Self-report questionnaires are so common that it would be impractical to list all 

of the studies that have used them within an educational setting.  However, recent 

studies that use a questionnaire to gather data regarding undergraduate college student 



193  

 

perceptions of teaching methods and classes have dealt with a wide variety of topics. 

For example, studies have considered access to instructional and educational computer 

technologies for students with disabilities (Fichten, Asuncion, Barile, Fossey & 

deSimone, 2000); use of online-teaching tools (Smith, Lastraand & Robins, 2001); the 

development of a media training and research center (Messier, 2003); the use of online 

discussion forums to facilitate collaborative learning among students across national 

borders (Whatley & Bell, 2003); influence of reading groups and peer learning (Finlay 

& Faulkner, 2005); learning performance when using a Web-based tutorial in 

mathematics (Mitchell, Chen & MacRedie, 2005); technology training for art therapy 

students (Orr, 2006); practices in designing and developing online graduate learning 

environments (Kleinman, 2006); retrieving newspaper articles and evaluate news 

reporting for student teachers (Elliott, 2006); the relationship between online language 

learning and instructor-student interaction (Ng, Yeung & Hon, 2006); learning styles 

and instructional media preferences among student teachers (Garcia-Ros & Perez-

Gonzales, 2006); the use of a course management system (Papastergiou, 2007); 

interactions and linguistic gain during study abroad (Magnan & Back, 2007); use of 

multi-media technology in graduate a music program (Ho, 2007); use of videos in a 

counseling course (Nystul, Zurich & Robert, 2007); understanding of plagiarism 

(McGowan & Lightbody, 2008); the impact of lecture recordings for medical students 

(Pilarski, Johnstone, Pettepher & Osheroff, 2008); the use of text messaging and 

collaborative learning experiences on non-traditional college students (Holley & 

Dobson, 2008); usage and attitudes towards electronic books (Gregory, 2008); student 

Internet usage in developing countries (Fusilier & Durlabhji, 2008); the use of mobile 
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learning in the form of podcasting college lectures (Evans, 2008); the interaction 

between language learning and intercultural contact (Csizer & Kormos, 2008); 

preferences for PowerPoint usage in college lectures (Apperson, Laws & Scepansky, 

2008); effects of instructional aids and hypermedia in classroom learning (Wang, 2008); 

effects of community college television marketing (Denton, 2008); effects of Internet 

tools and teaching strategies (Se, Passos, Ono & Hermes-Lima, 2008); and the usability 

of a synchronous learning environment, in which teachers use multiple mobile 

communication devices to facilitate student learning and access to course materials 

(Huang, Kuo, Lin & Chen, 2008). 

 Indeed, while the questionnaires used in such studies have been set up in various 

different ways, their prevalence demonstrates the usefulness and flexibility of 

questionnaires in gathering data among a defined population within an educational 

setting.   

Questionnaire Design 

 For this dissertation study, I developed an 85-item questionnaire that consisted 

of three scales: the Media Production Involvement Scale, the Media Production 

Vocabulary Scale, the Media Education Exposure Scale, and the Media Education 

Importance Scale. The combination of these scales on the questionnaire addressed the 

nine variables associated with assessing student media creation competencies, student 

perceptions of exposure to media literacy education related to media creation, and 

student perceptions of the importance of media literacy education related to media 

creation (Appendix B). Additionally, data from the faculty interviews informed the 

construction of the survey. Specific media creation activities addressed in the 
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questionnaire were selected because these were identified as important by faculty 

participants during the interviews. 

 This questionnaire first asked students demographic questions and about their 

previous exposure to classes that involved media use, creation, and analysis. Next, to 

assess student media creation competencies, two sets of questions – the Media Creation 

Involvement Scale (n of items = 18) and Media Production Vocabulary Scale (n of 

items = 6) – were used. First, the questionnaire asked students to self-report the 

frequency to which they engage in various activities related to media creation. Second, 

student media competency was also assessed by asking students to associate pictures 

demonstrating different camera shots with vocabulary terms.  

 To access student perceptions of their exposure to coursework related to media 

creation, students were asked a series of questions – the Media Education Exposure 

Scale (n of items = 17) – regarding the extent to which they engaged in various types of 

media creation in the courses they have taken. Finally, to assess student perceptions of 

the importance of learning about media creation at the college level, students were 

asked a series of questions – the Media Education Importance Scale (n of items = 27) – 

regarding the level to which they considered it important to learn about various types of 

media creation.. 

Questionnaire Reliability 

 Reliability refers to the degree of an instrument’s consistency, repeatability, or 

ability to measure the same way each time it is used (Fink, 2003).  To address 

reliability, I first administered the questionnaire to a small trial group to look for 

troublesome questions.  This trial group was comprised of a convenience sample of 



196  

 

students enrolled in a general education communication course. After this group 

completed the questionnaire, I reviewed comments supplied by the trial participants, 

and held follow up discussions to identify problematic or confusing questions. This 

helped me refine several questions, and identify Fowler’s (2002) common problems 

with questions: inadequate wording, poor wording, and poorly defined terms. Further, 

participants reported that the survey took a maximum of 10 minutes to complete, 

indicating that the survey was not unnecessarily complex or time consuming. After 

adjusting the most problematic questions, I proceeded into the data gathering phase and 

then conducted a final test for reliability using the Cronbach’s alpha test. 

 Analysis during the trial study (N=22) indicated that all scales had a good 

internal consistency (α >.70). Specifically, the Media Creation Involvement Scale has 

an alpha coefficient of .904, the Media Production Vocabulary Scale has an alpha 

coefficient of .908, the Media Education Exposure Scale has an alpha coefficient of 

.962, and the Media Education Importance Scale has an alpha coefficient of .912 (.924 

for positively worded questions, .866 for negatively worded questions).  

 During the actual study (N=409), analysis again indicated that all scales had a 

good internal consistency (α >.70). The Media Creation Involvement Scale (n of items 

=18) had an alpha coefficient of .905, the Media Education Exposure Scale (n of items 

=17) had an alpha coefficient of .953, and the Media Education Importance Scale (n of 

items =26) had an alpha coefficient of .946 (.963 for positively worded questions, .932 

for negatively worded questions).  
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Questionnaire Validity 

 Validity refers to the degree to which an instrument measures what it was 

designed to measure.  The first threat to validity associated with this survey is that the 

use of a self-report measure can naturally lead to response bias, with participants 

potentially responding in a socially desirable fashion or overestimating the extent of 

their participation in media-related activities. Nevertheless, the use of self-report 

questionnaires to determine media behaviors is a standard measure used frequently in 

media research (for similar designs that ask respondents to report recent media 

activities, see Ito et al., 2008; Jones & Fox, 2009; Kennedy et al., 2008; Salaway et al., 

2006). Additionally, because the questions in this study are not personal in nature, there 

is decreased risk for both sensitive question and response bias (Choi & Pak, 2005).  

Further, this Web-based survey allowed participants complete anonymity and the ability 

to complete the survey in a private environment where they feel comfortable to answer 

honestly. 

Other types of validity were also addressed in the design of this survey. Content 

validity – the degree to which a sample of questions truly considers a certain topic – 

was improved because the questionnaire was developed based on the media creation 

competencies identified in the faculty interviews. Because the same competencies were 

addressed in both the faculty interviews and the student questionnaire, I was able to 

ensure that my questionnaire measured the same media creation competencies which 

faculty perceived to be valuable and relevant to higher education. 

 Because questionnaire items were based on competencies identified within the 

faculty interviews, construct validity – the degree to which an instrument measures and 
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distinguishes between people with or without a distinguishing characteristic – was also 

improved. Because the faculty members interviewed for this study are experts familiar 

with both higher education and undergraduate students, basing questions on the 

concepts they identified helped to insure the validity of the measure.  

 One final consideration for the survey was to consider the design, format, and 

layout of the questionnaire itself. Fowler (2002) identifies five guiding principles: 

questionnaires should be self explanatory, should be mainly restricted to closed 

answers, should include as few question forms as possible, should be laid out in a clear 

and uncluttered format, and should have redundant written and visual cues to prompt 

participants on how to proceed. By using a Web-based survey, I was able to streamline 

the design and create a user friendly, easily accessible questionnaire. 

 Accordingly, both self-report questionnaires and semistructured interviews are 

appropriate data collection methods for this study. Now, having considered the methods 

used in this study, data gathered from both faculty and student participants will be 

considered.  
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CHAPTER NINE 
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 

 
An analysis of data gathered from the student questionnaire demonstrates 

several overall points: students perceive higher levels of preproduction involvement and 

learning than production or postproduction involvement and learning; PowerPoint has a 

dominant position in the college classroom; students perceive higher rates of media 

education in high school than in college; students who are involved in media creation 

have also learned about media creation in their classes; the course Educational 

Technology Integration is frequently mentioned by students as the location where they 

learned about media creation; English majors have less understanding of media 

vocabulary than other majors; learning about media education is considered to be 

important. 

However, before these points are discussed in greater detail in Chapter Eleven, it 

is useful to consider how student questionnaire data address the research questions 

posed by this study. Accordingly, questionnaire data which address the four applicable 

student research questions will now be considered.  

Research Question Six 

The Media Creation Involvement Scale was developed to measure student media 

literacy competencies, and partially answer RQ6 (To what extent do university students 

possess media literacy competencies related to media creation?) 

When responding to the items on this scale, students rated their involvement 

according to the following seven options: never create, once per year, once per 

semester, monthly, weekly, several times per week, daily. Overall, data indicate that 
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students engage in more preproduction than either production or postproduction, yet 

only infrequently engage in any such activities. 

When considering data from this scale, participants were grouped into four 

categories regarding media creation: never, infrequently (once per year, once per 

semester), regularly (monthly, weekly), and frequently (several times per week, daily). 

Overall, 51.6% of students never create media, 25.3% of students infrequently create 

media, 17.3% regularly create media, and 7.6% frequently create media. Table 9.1 

displays these results, and a more detailed consideration of student involvement in 

specific preproduction, production, and postproduction activities follows (see Appendix 

C for full data).  

Preproduction Involvement 

As Table 9.2 shows, a majority of students reported participating in media 

preproduction activities, with an average of 65.1% of students reporting some 

involvement in media preproduction activities within the past year. However, these 

students do so only rarely. 

Specifically, when using the categories of never, infrequently (once per year, 

once per semester), regularly (monthly, weekly), and frequently (several times per 

week, daily), it becomes clear that such student involvement in media preproduction is 

not a commonplace activity. Table 9.3 shows that while 66.7% of participants indicated 

that they have participated in brainstorming, just 38.0% did so regularly or frequently; 

while 46.8% indicated that they have participated in script writing, just 16.7% did so 

regularly or frequently; while 57.5% indicated they have participated in storyboarding, 

just 28.1% did so regularly or frequently; while 65.3% indicated they have participated 



201  

 

 

 
 
 
 
Table 9.1. 
 
Mean Media Creation Involvement Categories (%) 
 
 
Item 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Never 

 
Infrequently 
(yearly, 
once per 
semester) 

 
Regularly 
(monthly, 
weekly) 

 
Frequently 
(several 
times per 
week, daily) 

 
Average for 
preproduction 
involvement 
 

 
38.5 

 
28.9 

 
21.9 

 
10.7 

 
Average for 
production 
involvement 

 
48.6 

 
28.2 

 
19.9 

 
8.8 

 
Average for 
postproduction 
involvement 

 
67.6 

 
18.9 

 
1.0 

 
3.4 

 
Overall 
average for 
scale 
 

 
51.6 

 

 
25.3 

 
17.3 

 
7.6 
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Table 9.2. 
 
Median Student Preproduction Involvement (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
% Involved 

 
Median Involvement 

 
 
Collaborate/brainstorm 
n= 408 

 
66.7 

 
Once per semester 

 
Write a script 
n=408 

 
46.8 

 
Never 

 
Outline, map, storyboard 
n=402 

 
57.5 

 
Once per year 

 
Audience analysis 
n =406 

 
65.3 

 
Once per semester 

 
Research or content gathering 
n=405  

 
71.2 

 
Once per semester 

 
Average for preproduction 
involvement 

 
65.1 

 
Once per year 
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Table 9.3. 
 
Student Preproduction Involvement Categories (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 
 

 
Infrequently 
(yearly, 
once per 
semester) 
 

 
Regularly  
(monthly, 
weekly) 

 
Frequently 
(several 
times per 
week, 
daily) 
 

 
Collaborate/ 
brainstorm 
n=408 

 
33.3 

 
28.8 

 
24.7 

 
13.3 

 
Write a script 
n=408 

 
53.2 

 
30.1 

 
12.0 

 
4.7 

 
Outline, map, 
storyboard 
n=402 

 
42.5 

 
29.5 

 
21.3 

 
6.8 

 
Audience 
analysis 
n =406 

 
34.7 

 
30.9 

 
23.3 

 
11.1 

 
Research or 
content 
gathering 
n=405  

 
28.8 

 
25.3 

 
28.3 

 
17.7 

 
Average for 
preproduction 
involvement 
 

 
38.5 

 
28.9 

 
21.9 

 
10.7 
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in audience analysis, just 34.4% did so regularly or frequently; while 71.2% indicated 

they have participated in research of content gathering, just 46.0% did so regularly or 

frequently. 

Production Involvement 

Mean scores for student involvement in production activities indicated only 

infrequent involvement in all types of activities with the exception of PowerPoint 

production. Table 9.4 shows these results. Regarding PowerPoint production within the 

past year, 91.1% of participants reported creating at least basic PowerPoint slides (with 

text), 87.6% reported creating intermediate PowerPoint slides (with images or 

hyperlinks), and 62.5% reported creating advanced PowerPoint slides (with videos or 

animation). The second most popular media creation activity is editing digital images or 

photos, with 60.3% of participants reporting involvement in such activities.  

However, with these notable exceptions, student involvement in media creation 

was significantly lacking. In fact, without counting PowerPoint activities, an average of 

just 36.8% of students reported ever engaging in any media production activities. 

When using the categories of never, infrequently (once per year, once per 

semester), regularly (monthly, weekly), and frequently (several times per week, daily), 

data even more clearly indicate that student involvement in media production is not a 

commonplace activity. For instance, 94.2% of students indicated that they either never 

or infrequently film an original video, 90.4% indicated they either never or infrequently 

edit video, 69.2% indicated they either never or infrequently edit digital images or 

photos, 85.3% indicated they either never or infrequently edit or mix audio, 90.1% 
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indicated they either never or infrequently design Smartboard content, 47.8% indicated 

they either never or infrequently create PowerPoint with text, 50.8% indicated they 

either never or infrequently create PowerPoint with images or hyperlinks, 70.8% 

indicated they either never or infrequently create PowerPoint with videos or animation, 

and 93.1% indicated they either never or infrequently design Web pages.  

Such data demonstrate that students engage in only the most common types of 

media production (involving PowerPoint and digital images) on a regular basis; other 

types of media production (video, audio, Web) are avoided entirely by the large 

majority of students, and engaged in on only an occasional basis by other students. 

Additionally, even with the most popular media production activity – PowerPoint 

design – one notices a dramatic difference among the number of students who 

participate in basic production activities and the number of students who participate in 

advanced PowerPoint production activities. Again, this demonstrates that, even when 

looking at the most popular and widely used application, student involvement decreases 

as the complexity of the task increases. 

Student comments similarly supported such claims. Most students who provided 

responses within the open-response field suggested that their media creation 

experiences involved creating PowerPoint presentations for class. Student comments 

included the following statements which are representative of the majority of student 

responses: 

Most of the media I've created have been Powerpoint [sic] slides for 
classes. 
 
TONS of powerpoints [sic] for class, at least one per class. 
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No creation [sic] 
 
Generally, I don't create multimedia other than power points [sic] used 
for college courses. Power points I create are pretty generic, with text, 
clipart, photos, etc. 

 
Some other students wrote about specific media projects in which they are 

involved. These comments deal with media projects which seem to be unrelated to 

classwork and which represent personal interests or hobbies. 

I have my own blog. I've posted videos onto facebook. I've edited photos 
that that i [sic] uploaded onto social websites such as facebook and 
myspace. I'm very familiar with the PowerPoint program and have used 
animations, videos, graphics, and texts in them. I've also started two of 
my own homepages, one for book reviews and the other for movie 
reviews. I've only ever uploaded photos onto these sites though. I created 
only a few videos one day, but I'm not experienced with it at all. 
 
i [sic] have filmed several amature videos of cliff jumping. i have also 
made video projects for friends in high school that involves handling a 
camera, using adobe after effects and adobe premiere, as well as adobe 
photoshop. 
 
Acted [sic] in amateur films. 

 
Thus, student comments backed up the quantitative data, demonstrating that 

student media activities are typically related to basic media functions, and that only a 

small group of students engage in more advanced activities, typically because they have 

a personal interest. 
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Table 9.4. 
 
Student Production Involvement Categories (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 
 

 
Infrequently  
(yearly, 
once per 
semester) 

 
Regularly  
(monthly, 
weekly) 

 
Frequently 
(several 
times per 
week, 
daily) 

 
Film an 
original video 
n=407 

 
62.7 

 
31.5 

 
5.6 

 
0.2 

 
Edit video 
n=407 

 
63.9 

 
26.5 

 
6.9 

 
2.7 

 
Manipulate 
digital images 
n=406 

 
39.7 

 
29.5 

 
24.4 

 
6.4 

 
Edit/Mix 
digital audio 
n=403 

 
65.5 

 
19.8 

 
10.9 

 
3.7 

 
Design 
Smartboard 
content 
n=405  

 
77.5 

 
12.6 

 
8.2 

 
1.7 

 
Create 
PowerPoint 
with text 
n=404 

 
8.9 

 
38.9 

 
47.3 

 
5.0 

 
Create 
PowerPoint 
with images / 
hyperlinks 
n=404 

 
12.4 

 
38.4 

 
44.8 

 
4.4 
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Table 9.4. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 
 

 
Infrequently 
(yearly, 
once per 
semester) 

 
Regularly 
(monthly, 
weekly) 

 
Frequently 
(several 
times per 
week, 
daily) 

 
Create 
PowerPoint 
with videos / 
animation 
n=400 

 
37.5 

 
33.3 

 
26.3 

 
3.1 

 
Design a Web 
page 
n=406 

 
69.7 

 
23.4 

 
5.2 

 
1.7 

 
Average for 
production 
involvement 

 
48.6 

 
28.2 

 
19.9 

 
8.8 

 
Average for 
production 
involvement 
without 
PowerPoint 

 
63.2 

 
23.9 

 
10.2 

 
2.7 

 
Average for 
production 
involvement 
without 
PowerPoint or 
digital images 

 
67.9 

 
22.8 

 
7.4 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2.0 
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Postproduction Involvement 

Mean scores for student involvement in postproduction activities indicated that 

the majority of students never engage in such activities, and those who do engage in 

them do so only infrequently. Table 9.5 shows that few students are engaged in 

postproduction. Many students report that they either never or infrequently publish or 

upload a Web page (90.2%), upload an original video (88.5%) or PowerPoint (92.0%) 

to a Web site, or post a text or video blog (75.3%). 

One student participant wrote a comment that backed up such responses. Noting 

that he had created media products but never published them, he wrote, “I created a 

Web page for Computer Science class, but it was not officially posted on the Web.” 

Accordingly, data demonstrate that student involvement in media creation is minimal. 

While PowerPoint creation is the most common category of media creation, even this 

activity occurs only infrequently. Thus, having considered data from the Media 

Creation Involvement Scale, it is useful to briefly consider the Media Vocabulary 

Knowledge Scale. 

Media Vocabulary Knowledge and RQ6 

The Media Vocabulary Knowledge Scale was developed to measure student 

media literacy competencies and partially answer RQ6 (To what extent do university 

students possess media literacy competencies related to media creation?). As shown in 

Table 9.6, student participants generally scored well on the Media Vocabulary 

Knowledge Scale, though such results may be due to the ability to select answers on the 

basis of the process of elimination rather than actual knowledge of photography or 
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videography. The overall mean score for this scale was 94.9% correct answers. I believe 

that this demonstrates a ceiling effect that can be recognized as a measurement error.  

Very possibly, the high scores on this scale suggest that students are effective at 

the process of elimination and test-taking strategies, instead of suggesting that students 

are actually knowledgeable about camera shots and angles. This explanation is 

supported by the fact that today’s college students have developed such test-taking 

skills over the course of their educational lives, which have come to include numerous 

standardized and high-stakes tests (Faulkner & Cook, 2006).  For instance, some 

research has suggested that some schools have shifted emphasis towards developing 

test-taking skills in place of content-based instruction (Jackson & Davis, 2000; Glenn, 

2004; Gredler, 1999; Mitchell, 2004).  

Thus, because students are so frequently exposed to multiple choice tests, and 

are trained in test-taking strategies, the possibility exists that a multiple choice measure 

is more an assessment of student test taking skills rather than actual content knowledge. 

As Eng (2000) wrote:  

The relation between that [test taking] ability and knowledge is tenuous. 
Many experienced test takes can do well on a multiple-choice test 
without much preparation before or much retention after. They’ve 
developed a knack for taking such tests, which measure test-taking skills 
such as, if not more than, “knowledge.” 
 
Accordingly, there is reason to avoid placing too much confidence in data 

gathered from the Media Vocabulary Knowledge Scale. Having considered data which 

address the sixth research question, it is possible to move on to a discussion of the 

seventh research question. 
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Table 9.5. 
 
Student Postproduction Involvement Categories (%) 

 
 
Item 

 
Never 
 

 
Infrequently 
(yearly, once 
per semester) 

 
Regularly 
(monthly, 
weekly) 

 
Frequently 
(several 
times per 
week, 
daily) 

 
Publish/upload 
a Web page 
n=407 

 
72.0 18.2 

 
 

6.9 
 
 

 
3.0 

 
 

 
Upload an 
original video 
to a Web site 
n=406 

 
62.6 25.9 

 
 
 

10.3 
 
 
 

 
1.2 

 
 
 

 
Upload a 
PowerPoint to 
a Web site 
n=406 

 
78.6 

 
13.4 

 
 
 

 
7.9 

 
 
 

 
0.2 

 
 
 

 
Post text or 
video blog 
n=405 

 
57.3 18.0 

 
 

15.3 
 
 

9.3 
 

 
 
Average 
postproduction 
involvement 
 

 
67.6 

 
18.9 

 
 
 

10.1 
 
 
 

3.4 
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Table 9.6. 
 
Media Vocabulary Knowledge Scale  
 
 
Term 
 
 

 
% Correct 
(Mean) 
 

 
Long shot 
n=406 

 
93.6 
 

 
Medium shot 
n=401 

 
93.5 
 

 
Close-up 
n=402 

 
95.0 
 

 
Extreme close-up 
n=402 

 
96.8 
 

 
Tilted 
n=404 

 
96.0 
 

 
Birds eye 
n=406 

 
94.8 
 

Average score 
 

 
94.9 
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Research Question Seven 

A series of background questions and the Media Education Exposure Scale were 

developed to measure student perceptions of their involvement with course content 

related to media creation and partially answer RQ7 (What perceptions do university 

students hold regarding the extent of their exposure to course content related to media 

creation?). When responding to items on this scale, students answered using a Likert-

style scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree). As is shown in 

Table 9.7, a consideration of mean scores for items on this scale showed that students 

indicated that they had not learned much (M=3.2, SD=1.2) about media creation in their 

classes.  

However, data tell more of a story when considering differences between 

student perceptions of learning about media preproduction, production, and 

postproduction. When considering these three categories, it becomes apparent that 

certain types of media education were more frequently addressed. As shown in Table 

9.7, students reported higher levels of learning about media preproduction (M=2.7, 

SD=1.2), compared to lower levels of learning about media production (M=3.3, 

SD=1.2) or media postproduction (M=3.6, SD=1.2). Furthermore, data show that 

students are exposed to less media creation coursework in college than they were in 

high school. Data gathered from each category of questions on the Media Education 

Exposure Scale, as well as data from the background questions which explore the 

difference between high school and college exposure, will now be explored. 
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Table 9.7. 
 
Mean Scores for Media Education Exposure Scale  
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 

 
A 
(%) 
 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Average for 
preproduction 
exposure 

 
18.6 

 
29.3 

 
25.7 

 
11.6 

 
14.3 

 
2.7 

 
1.2 

 
Average of 
production 
exposure 

 
10.5 

 
18.9 

 
26.6 

 
17.1 

 
26.6 

 
3.3 

 
1.2 

 
Average of 
postproduction 
exposure 

 
6.2 

 
13.8 

 
26.8 

 
20.0 

 
33.0 

 
3.6 

 
1.2 

 
Overall 
average for 
scale  

 
11.7 

 
20.7 

 
26.4 

 
16.2 

 
24.6 

 
3.2 

 
1.2 

 
Overall 
average for 
scale  without 
PowerPoint 
items 
 

 
9.9 

 
18.6 

 
26.7 

 
17.4 

 
27.0 

 
3.3 

 
1.2 
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Preproduction Media Education Exposure 

Student participants reported that they learned about preproduction in their 

college classes. Table 9.8 shows an overall mean score of 2.7 (SD=1.2).  In only one 

item, which addressed learning about script writing (M=3.2, SD=1.2), did students 

indicate that they had learned little about this type of preproduction activity in class. 

Otherwise, students expressed agreement that they have learned about brainstorming 

(M=2.6, SD=1.2), storyboarding (M=2.9, SD=1.2), audience analysis (M=2.6, 

SD=1.2), and researching or content gathering (M=2.3, SD=1.2).  

Students may have overestimated exposure to media preproduction course 

content because they may have been considering preproduction activities related to non-

media applications. For instance, students reporting that they learned about “researching 

a media project” may have reported affirmatively to indicate they have learned about 

research in general, but not specifically related to researching a media project. This 

would potentially explain why script writing – an activity with very limited non-media 

applications – was the only item which scored low within this section of questions.  
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Table 9.8. 
 
Preproduction Media Education Exposure 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 

 
A 
(%) 
 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Learn about 
brainstorming 
ideas for media 
projects 
n=404 

 
18.8 

 
35.6 

 
25.0 

 
8.20 

 
12.4 

 
2.6 

 
1.2 

 
Lean about 
outline or 
storyboarding 
for media 
projects 
n=405 

 
13.8 

 
27.9 

 
27.3 

 
13.9 

 
14.4 

 
2.9 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about 
writing a script 
n=403 

 
7.5 

 
20.3 

 
31.0 

 
21.1 

 
19.8 

 
3.2 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about 
audience 
analysis for 
media projects 
n=404 

 
21.0 

 
31.7 

 
25.2 

 
8.4 

 
13.6 

 
2.6 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about 
researching for 
media projects 
n=404 

 
30.2 

 
31.4 

 
20.0 

 
6.7 

 
11.6 

 
2.3 

 
1.2 

 
Average for 
preproduction 
media education 
 

 
18.6 

 
29.3 

 
25.7 

 
11.6 

 
14.3 

 
2.7 

 
1.2 
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Production Media Education Exposure 

Data indicate that students perceive that they have learned very little about any 

type of media creation in their college classes except for PowerPoint. Table 9.9 shows 

that there is a noticeable difference between the extent to which students reported 

learning about media activities unrelated to PowerPoint (M=3.6, SD=1.2), compared to 

the extent to which students perceive learning about all media production activities 

including those related to PowerPoint (M=3.3, SD=1.2), and the extent to which 

students perceive learning about media production activities exclusively related to 

PowerPoint (M=2.6, SD=1.2). 

 Because PowerPoint is clearly emphasized in so many classes, it is useful to 

consider the complexity of PowerPoint creation that students are learning about. 

Students on average indicated that they agree that they have learned about basic 

PowerPoint design including text (M=2.4, SD=1.1), intermediate PowerPoint design 

including graphics or hyperlinks (M=2.4, SD=1.2), and advanced PowerPoint design 

including animation or video (M=2.9, SD=1.3) in their classes. Accordingly, it is clear 

that basic PowerPoint is most frequently addressed in classes, with more complex 

PowerPoint design features being addressed less frequently.  

Video production competencies are much less likely to be taught in college. 

Most students do not learn about camera angles or framing shots (M=3.7, SD=1.1), 

video editing (M=3.6, SD=1.2), creating or editing images (M=3.5, SD=1.2), designing 

Smartboard content (M=3.6, SD=1.1), or designing a Web page (M=3.6, SD=1.2). 



218  

 

Table 9.9. 
 
Production Media Education Exposure 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Learn about camera angles 
or framing shots 
n=404 

 
5.0 

 
10.6 

 
26.0 

 
23.0 

 
35.4 

 
3.7 

 
1.1 

 
Learn about video editing 
n=404 

 
5.4 

 
15.1 

 
25.5 

 
19.6 

 
34.4 

 
3.6 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about creating or 
editing images 
n=405 

 
4.7 

 
15.6 

 
30.9 

 
19.0 

 
29.9 

 
3.5 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about editing or 
mixing audio 
n=402 

 
4.7 

 
12.9 

 
28.1 

 
20.1 

 
34.1 

 
3.6 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about designing 
Smartboard content 
n=403 

 
5.0 

 
11.9 

 
27.5 

 
21.6 

 
34.0 

 
3.6 

 
1.1 

 
Learn about creating 
PowerPoint that includes 
text 
n=400 

 
25.0 

 
34.5 

 
23.3 

 
7.8 

 
9.5 

 
2.4 

 
1.1 

 
Learn about creating 
PowerPoint that includes 
graphics or hyperlinks 
n=402 

 
22.6 

 
34.8 

 
24.1 

 
8.0 

 
10.4 

 
2.4 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about creating 
PowerPoint that includes 
videos or animation 
n=403 

 
16.9 

 
24.3 

 
26.1 

 
15.1 

 
17.6 

 
2.9 

 
1.3 
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Table 9.9. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Learn about designing a 
Web page 
n=403 

 
5.2 

 
11.2 

 
28.5 

 
20.3 

 
34.7 

 
3.6 

 
1.2 

 
Average of production  
Media education exposure 

 
10.5 

 
18.9 

 
26.6 

 
17.1 

 
26.6 

 
3.3 

 
1.2 

 
Average without 
PowerPoint items 

 
5.0 

 
12.8 

 
27.7 

 
20.6 

 
33.7 

 
3.6 

 
1.2 

 
Average of PowerPoint 
items only 
 

 
21.5 

 
31.2 

 
24.5 

 
10.3 

 
12.5 

 
2.6 

 
1.2 
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Accordingly, an important trend is evident: many students’ exposure to 

education regarding media production is limited merely to PowerPoint design. Further, 

the students who are exposed to media production education are also those who engage 

in media production activities. This is demonstrated by a correlation of items on the 

Media Creation Involvement Scale and items on the Media Creation Education 

Exposure Scale. Table 9.10 shows that statistically significant correlations exist 

between media use and media learning. For example, there is an association between 

frequency of “filming an original video” and “perception of learning to identify camera 

shots” (.371), “frequency of editing video” and “perception of learning to edit video” 

(.424), “frequency of editing digital images” and “perceptions of learning to edit 

images” (.312), “frequency of editing audio” and “perception of learning to edit audio” 

(.385), “frequency of designing Smartboard content” and “perception of learning to 

design Smartboard content” (.488), “frequency of creating PowerPoint with text” and 

“perception of learning to design PowerPoint with text” (.316), “frequency of creating 

PowerPoint with hypertext or graphics” and “perceptions of learning about PowerPoint 

with hypertext or graphics” (.348), “frequency of creating PowerPoint with video or 

animation” and “perception of learning about PowerPoint with video or animation” 

(.514), and “frequency of creating a Web page” and “perception of learning about 

designing a Web page” (.415).  

The existence of such correlations – while not indicating that learning causes 

student media creation involvement – does suggest that there is an association between 

the frequency of student media production activities and the extent to which students 

learn about media production topics in college classes.  
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Table 9.10. 
 
Pearson Correlation between Frequency of Media Production Involvement and 
Exposure to Media Education 
 
 
Item 

 
Film 
an 

orig. 
video 

 

Edit 
video 

 
 
 

Edit 
image 

 
 
 

Edit 
audio 

 
 
 

Design 
Smart-
board 

content 
 

Create 
basic 
Power
-Point 

 

Create 
inter. 
Power
-Point 

 

Create 
adv. 

Power
Point 

 

Design 
a Web 
page 

 
 

 
Learn to 
identify camera 
shots 

 
.371**  

 
.383**  

 
.210**  

 
.300**  

 
.248**  

 
.156**  

 
.161**  

 
.280**  

 
.198**  

 
Learn to edit 
video 

 
.386**  

 
.424**  

 
.228**  

 
.331**  

 
.324**  

 
.211**  

 
.218**  

 
.339**  

 
.269**  

 
Learn to edit 
graphics 

 
.290**  

 
.375**  

 
.312**  

 
.328**  

 
.321**  

 
.220**  

 
.229**  

 
.358**  

 
.239**  

 
Learn to edit 
audio 

 
.325**  

 
.390**  

 
.242**  

 
.385**  

 
.332**  

 
.170**  

 
.166**  

 
.327**  

 
.290**  

 
Learn to design 
Smartboard 
content 

 
.266**  

 
.283**  

 
.147**  

 
.240**  

 
.488**  

 
.177**  

 
.181**  

 
.292**  

 
.277**  

 
Learn to create 
a PowerPoint 
with text 

 
.132**  

 
.137**  

 
.142**  

 
.052 

 
.152**  

 
.316**  

 
.342**  

 
.271**  

 
.055 

 
Learn to create 
PowerPoint 
with images or 
hypertext 

 
.119* 

 
.140**  

 
.135**  

 
.054 

 
.142**  

 
.320**  

 
.348**  

 
.314**  

 
.062 

 
Learn to create 
a PowerPoint 
with video 

 
.161**  

 
.210**  

 
.213**  

 
.154**  

 
.214**  

 
.327**  

 
.347**  

 
.514**  

 
.109* 
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Table 9.10. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 

 
Film 
an 

orig. 
video 

 

Edit 
video 

 
 
 

Edit 
image 

 
 
 

Edit 
audio 

 
 
 

Design 
Smart-
board 

content 
 

Create 
basic 
Power
-Point 

 

Create 
inter. 
Power
-Point 

 

Create 
adv. 

Power
Point 

 

Design 
a Web 
page 

 
 

 
Learn to design 
a Web page 
 

 
.234**  

 
.271**  

 
.206**  

 
.241**  

 
.290**  

 
.217**  

 
.219**  

 
.278**  

 
.415**  

 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 
*. Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 

Student comments similarly suggest that learning about production and 

engaging in production go hand-in-hand, as many student comments suggest both 

activities together. Significantly, fewer comments suggested non-college related media 

creation activities. Further, several students spoke about one particular course, 

Educational Technology Integration (referred to by students by several variations of the 

name), offered by the College of Education, and the types of media they learned about 

and created in this class. The following quotes come from student responses: 

In my Technology and Education class, we had to interview people using 
a cam-corder [sic] and then create a video on iMovie, edit it, and add 
music and text.  Had to be less than two minutes in length. 
 
For the course Educational Technology, I was required to create a 
webcast video in order to represent the dangers of young children using 
the internet and than post in onto YouTube. 
 
I took technology in education in fall 06. Since that class I have only 
worked with powerpoint [sic]. I created a powerpoint that utilized 
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graphics, videos, and texts seamlessly integrated for a smooth 
presentation. 
 
I took a course called Educational Technology, and we had to create a 
video about cyberbullying in a Public Service Announcement.  We also 
had to create a Web page and a podcast. 

 
Those students who reported exposure specifically to PowerPoint often said they 

created it for a variety of classes. Those who referenced one class in particular generally 

spoke of the two general education speech courses offered by the Communication 

Studies department. Students supplied the following comments: 

PowerPoint presentation and speech for business and professional 
speaking class i [sic] have used PowerPoint for presentations so far the 
videos used for them were found from online sources. 
 
I made PowerPoint [sic] presentations for speech class. 

 
Accordingly, data suggest two conclusions: (1) student learning about media 

production is focused primarily on PowerPoint production, and (2) an association exists 

between student media production involvement and exposure to course material related 

to media production. 

Postproduction Media Education Exposure 

Data demonstrate that students, on average, perceive that they learn little about 

media postproduction in college classes. Table 9.11 shows low overall exposure to 

postproduction activities (M=3.6, SD=1.3). This trend is consistent across the three 

items included in this part of the scale, with a majority of students reporting that they do 

not agree that they have learned about publishing a Web page (M=3.6, SD=1.3), 

posting videos online (M=3.5, SD=1.2) or posting a blog (M=3.5, SD=1.2). 
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Table 9.11. 
 
Postproduction Media Education Exposure 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Learn about 
publishing a 
Web page to a 
server 
N=403 

 
6.9 

 
12.1 

 
23.5 

 
23.0 

 
34.4 

 
3.6 

 
1.3 

 
Learn about 
posting videos 
online 
N=402 

 
5.5 

 
15.7 

 
27.1 

 
18.2 

 
33.6 

 
3.5 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about 
posting a blog 
N=405 

 
6.4 

 
13.6 

 
29.9 

 
19.0 

 
31.1 

 
3.5 

 
1.2 

 
Average of 
postproduction 
media education 
exposure 
 

 
6.3 

 
13.8 

 
26.8 

 
20.0 

 
33.0 

 
3.6 

 
1.3 
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Difference between High School and College Exposure to Media Creation Education 

An additional dimension of RQ7 (What perceptions do university students hold 

regarding the extent of their exposure to course content related to media creation?) was 

addressed by considering the extent to which students perceive being exposed to media-

related coursework in high school and college. Student participants answered a series of 

questions about their background with media literacy education to address the way in 

which the focus regarding media education changes between secondary and higher 

education.  

Notably, the majority of students indicated that they had experienced using new 

media in both college and high school. Notably, more student participants reported 

taking courses in high school that involved video use (68.7%) and Web use (86.0%), 

than students reported taking courses in college that involved video use (61.9%) or Web 

use (84.8%). 

The trend was even more dramatic when considering student exposure to 

courses that involved media creation in high school and college. Students reported 

taking courses in high school that involved video creation (53.4%) or Web creation 

(43.1%) more frequently than students reported taking courses in college that involved 

video creation (29.0%) or Web creation (33.1%). Finally, regarding media analysis, 

students reported taking fewer courses in high school regarding media analysis (43.4%) 

than in college (57.6%).  

As shown in Table 9.12, several notable trends are apparent. While 14.2% more 

students reported exposure to course content regarding media analysis in college than 
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high school, 24.4% fewer students reported exposure to video creation and 10% fewer 

students reported exposure to Web creation in college than in high school.   

Such observations were backed up by comments provided by student 

participants in the open-response questions. One first-year undeclared student, when 

writing about her experiences learning about media in college, compared it to her 

previous several years in high school, writing, “This is my first year I have not done 

anything yet.” 

Similarly, a sophomore fine arts major reported that his only involvement with 

media creation came in high school, and reported his only experience creating new 

media, writing, “in [sic] high school i had to create a PowerPoint presentation for my 

career education class. we had to research and describe our desired career.” 

Table 9.12. 

Participant Exposure to Media Literacy Education in High School vs. College (%) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
High School 

 
College 
 

 
Difference  

 
Video Use 

 
68.7 

 
61.9 

 
-6.8 

 
Web Use 

 
86.0 

 
84.8 

 
-1.2 

 
Video Creation 

 
53.4 

 
29.0 

 
-24.4 

 
Web Creation 

 
43.1 

 
33.1 

 
-10.0 

 
Media Analysis 

 
43.4 

 
57.6 

 
+14.2 

 
 
Another first year finance student compared his experiences creating new media 

in high school and college, noting that, while high school involved creating a film 
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documentary, course-content related to new media in college has focused exclusively on 

PowerPoint. This student wrote, “During my senior year in High School, I had to create 

a documentary of my mission to Mississippi to help the victims of Hurricane Katrina. 

Also, for Spanish AP, and Entreprenuershop [sic] class -- I had to create powerpoints to 

present to our class about a certain topic. Now at West Chester University, I had to 

create a PowerPoint about Film Festival and present it about 40 students.” 

 Accordingly, data demonstrate a trend towards decreased exposure to media-

related coursework in college than in high school. Furthermore, data show that in 

college, students are least likely to be involved in media production or postproduction. 

Having considered data which address the seventh research question, it is now possible 

to move on to a consideration of student perceptions of the importance of media 

production activities.  

Research Question Eight 

Regarding RQ8 (What differences exist between students of different academic 

majors regarding media creation competencies, exposure to media education, and 

perceptions of the importance of media education?), Tables 9.13 and 9.14 demonstrate 

that communication majors were more likely to engage in media preproduction and 

production activities than were students of other majors. This finding is logical, and 

supports the literature discussed in Chapter Three regarding the long-standing ties 

between the field of study of communication and professional fields of journalism and 

commercial media production. Yet English majors were most likely to rate media 

education as important, while also scoring the worst on the Media Vocabulary 

Knowledge Scale. This finding is similarly logical because of the way in which the 
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discipline of English has focused on analysis. If English students are exposed to 

coursework related to media analysis, they might appreciate the importance of media 

education yet never develop knowledge of terminology related to media creation. 

However, it is important to avoid the temptation to draw generalizable conclusions 

about such differences, due to the fact that certain academic majors were represented in 

such small numbers (English, n=13; Communication Studies, n=27). 

Preproduction Involvement Differences between Majors 

There were few significant differences when comparing students of different 

majors regarding their extent of preproduction involvement. The one exception was 

regarding involvement in research or content gathering for media-related projects. Here, 

the rating of involvement related to conducting research varied by the student academic 

major, F(3, 400) = 2.896, p<.05, η2=.0212. Tukey’s post hoc procedure indicated that 

students who were Communication Studies majors (M=4.4, SD=1.7) were involved in 

media-related research significantly more than students who were in an unspecified (not 

English, Education-related, or Communication Studies) other major (M=3.1, SD=2.0). 

There was not a significant difference in the extent of media involvement related to 

conducting research between Communication, English, or Education majors. 

Production Involvement Differences between Majors 

There were no statistically significant differences between students of different 

majors regarding the extent of production involvement on most items. The one 

exception was regarding creating PowerPoint slides with video or animation. Here, the 

rating of media creation involvement related to creating advanced PowerPoint slides 

varied by the student academic major, F(3, 396) = 3.129, p<.05, η2=.0231. Tukey’s post 
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hoc procedure indicated that students who were Communication Studies Majors 

(M=2.8, SD=1.4) and Education majors (M=2.7, SD=1.6) were involved in advanced 

PowerPoint design significantly more than students who were English majors (M=1.7, 

SD=1.1). There was not a significant difference in the extent of involvement in creating 

advanced PowerPoint slides between other majors.  

Media Education Importance Differences between Majors 

There were only very limited statistically significant differences between 

students of different majors regarding the perception of the importance of media 

education related to media production. In four items, there were significant differences 

between majors.  

First, in a general item which asked about the importance of developing 

competencies related to media production overall, responses varied by the student 

academic major F(3, 400) = 2.577, p<.05, η2=.0195. English majors (M=1.5, SD=0.6) 

felt that media education related to production was significantly more important than 

did students who were in an unspecified (not English, Education-related, or 

Communication Studies) other major (M=  2.1, SD=0.9).  

In an item which asked about the importance of learning in classes about video 

editing, responses varied by the student academic major F(4, 404) = 5.379, p<.05, 

η2=.0402. English majors (M=1.4, SD=0.6) felt that media education related to 

production was significantly more important than did students who were of an 

unspecified (not English, Education-related, or Communication Studies) other major 

(M=2.0, SD=0.9). There was not a significant difference in the perceived importance of 

learning about video editing between other majors. 
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Next, in an item that asked about the importance of learning about uploading or 

publishing Web pages, responses varied by the student academic major F(3, 

404)=3.699, p<.05, η2=.0261. English majors (M=1.3, SD=0.6) felt that media 

education related to Web publishing was significantly less important than did students 

who were Education majors (M=0.2, SD=0.8) or were in an unspecified (not English, 

Education-related, or Communication Studies) other major (M=0.2, SD=0.8). There 

was not a significant difference in the perceived importance of learning about 

publishing to the Web between other majors. 

Finally, in an item that asked about the importance of posting a text or video 

blog, responses varied by the student academic major F(3, 405) = 2.174, p<.05, 

η2=.0220.  Tukey’s post hoc procedure indicated that those who were English majors 

(M=1.6, SD=0.8) felt that media education related to blog publishing was significantly 

more important than did students who were in an unspecified (not English, Education-

related, or Communication Studies) other major (M=2.2, SD=0.9). There was not a 

significant difference in the perceived importance of learning about posting a blog 

between other majors. 

Media Vocabulary Knowledge Differences between Majors 

As presented in earlier in this chapter, the Media Vocabulary Knowledge Scale 

suffered from a ceiling effect, so it was surprising to discover that a chi-square test 

indicated that there were significant relationships between different majors regarding 

the ability to correctly identify long shots, extreme close-ups, and tilted shots. Table 

9.14 shows that English majors were least likely of any major to correctly identify 

camera shots. This trend may be due to the self-selection of students who choose this 
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major or the emphasis the English department places on critical media analysis, and the 

lack of a focus in English courses on media creation.  

First, there is a significant relationship between student major and correct 

responses regarding the ability to identify a long shot, χ
2 (15, N=406)=25.757, p<.05, 

Cramer’s V=.145. When given the choice of five difference camera angles, 92.6% of 

Communication Studies majors identified the long shot correctly, 76.9% of English 

majors identified the long shot correctly, 97.1% of Education majors identified the long 

shot correctly, and 93.1% of other majors identified the long shot correctly. 

There is also a significant relationship between student major and correct 

responses regarding the ability to identify an extreme close-up, χ
2 (15, N=402)=44.864, 

p<.05, Cramer’s V=.193. When given the choice of five different camera angles, 96.3% 

of Communication Studies majors identified the extreme close-up correctly, 83.3% of 

English majors identified the extreme close-up, 99.0% of Education majors identified 

the extreme close-up correctly, and 96.5% of other majors identified the extreme close-

up correctly.  

Finally, there is a significant relationship between student major and correct 

responses regarding the ability to identify a tilted shot, χ
2 (15, N=404)=46.901, p<.05, 

Cramer’s V=.197. When given the choice of five different camera angles, 92.6% of 

Communication Studies majors identified the tilted shot correctly, 84.6% of English 

majors identified the tilted shot correctly, 98.1% of Education majors identified the 

tilted shot correctly, and 96.1% of other majors identified the tilted shot correctly. 

English majors have lower scores than Communication Studies, Education, or 

other unspecified majors. There are no significant relationships between student 
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academic year and correct responses regarding the ability to identify camera shots or 

angles.  Nevertheless – while data do describe an interesting trend among this sample – 

it is important to avoid drawing generalizations from these data because of the small 

number of student participants who are majoring in English (n=13) and Communication 

Studies (n=27) compared to Education (n=107), which is represented to a larger extent. 

Now, it is possible to consider the final student research question, and data which 

address student perceptions of the importance of media creation education.   

Research Question Nine 

Items on the Media Education Importance Scale were developed to measure 

student perceptions of the importance of including course content related to media 

creation in college classes and answer RQ9 (What perceptions do university students 

hold regarding the importance of learning about media creation in college classes?). 

When responding to items on this scale, students again answered using a Likert-style 

scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree). Data overall 

demonstrated that students generally agree that it is important to learn about media 

creation in college classes (M=2.0, SD=0.9). An overview of results is show on Table 

9.15. 

In addition to these quantitative data, comments from participants also 

frequently suggested they believe media creation is an important topic to learn about in 

college classes. Two main themes could be identified in student comments regarding  
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Table 9.13 

 
Differences between Student Major 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

2 

 
Involvement in research or content gathering 

 
2.8 

 
0.02 

 
Communication Studies (M=4.4, SD=1.7) 

  

 
Other (M=3.1, SD=2.0) 

  

 
Involvement in creating advanced PowerPoint 

 
3.1 

 
0.02 

 
Communication Studies (M=2.8, SD=1.4) * 

  

 
Education (M=2.7, SD=1.6) * 

  

 
English (M=1.7, SD=1.1) 

  

   
 
Importance of learning overall media production  

 
2.5 

 
0.02 

 
English (M=1.5, SD=0.6) * 

  

 
Other (M=2.1, SD=0.9) 

  

 
Importance of learning about video editing 

 
5.3 

 
0.04 

 
English (M=1.4, SD=0.6) 

  

 
Other (M=2.0, SD=0.9) 

  

 
Importance of learning about publishing Web pages 

 
3.7 

 
0.03 

 
English (M=1.3, SD=0.6) * 

  

 
Education (M=0.2, SD=0.8) 

  

 
Other majors (M=0.2, SD=0.8) 
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Table 9.13. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

 2 

 
Importance of learning about posting blogs 

 
2.1 

 
0.02 

 
English (M=1.6, SD=0.8) * 

  

         
       Other majors (M=2.2, SD=0.9) 
 

  

 
* Indicated sig. higher ratings for this item, p>.05 
 
 



235  

 

Table 9.14. 

χ
2 for Media Vocabulary Knowledge Between Major 

 
 
Item 
 

 
% 
Correct 
 

 
Df 
 

 
N 

 
N 

 
χ

2 
 
Cramer’s 
V 

 
Identify a long shot 

  
3 

 
406 

  
25.7 

 
0.15 

 
Communication Studies 

 
92.6 

   
27 

  

 
English 

 
76.9 

   
13 

  

 
Education 

 
97.1 

   
105 

  

 
Other 

 
93.1 

   
261 

  

 
Identify an extreme 
close-up 

  
3 

 
402 

 
 

 
44.8 

 
0.19 

 
Communication Studies 

 
96.3 

   
26 

  

 
English 

 
83.3 

   
13 

  

 
Education 

 
99.0 

   
105 

  

 
Other 

 
96.5 

   
261 

  

 
Identify a tilted shot 

  
3 

 
404 

  
46.9 

 
0.19 

 
Communication Studies 

 
 
92.6 

   
27 

  

 
English 

 
84.6 

   
12 

  

 
Education 

 
98.1 

   
105 

  

 
Other 

 
96.1 

   
261 
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Table 9.14. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
% 
Correct 
 

 
Df 
 

 
N 

 
N 

 
χ

2 
 
Cramer’s 
V 

 
Mean Scores (Long shot, 
Extreme Close-up, 
Tilted shot) 

   
404 

   

 
Communication Studies 

 
93.8 

   
27 

  

 
English 

 
81.6 

   
12 

  

 
Education 

 
98.1 

   
105 

  

         
Identify a long shot 

 
95.2 

   
261 
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Table 9.15. 
 
Mean Scores for Media Education Importance Scale 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Average of 
preproduction 
importance 

 
37.4 

 
39.3 

 
18.5 

 
2.1 

 
2.1 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Average of 
production 
importance 

 
35.9 

 
38.8 

 
20.7 

 
3.0 

 
1.3 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Average of 
postproduction 
importance 

 
28.3 

 
43.1 

 
23.3 

 
3.2 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Average of 
negative questions 
(reversed) 

 
13.7 

 
32.4 

 
27.3 

 
17.4 

 
9.0 

 
2.7 

 
1.2 

 
Average of all  
Items 

 
31.7 

 
38.5 

 
21.7 

 
5.0 

 
2.8 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Average of all 
items (without neg. 
questions) 
 

 
34.9 

 
39.7 

 
20.6 

 
2.8 

 
1.6 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
 



238  

 

the importance of learning about media: learning about media is important for everyone, 

and learning about media is important for particular majors. 

Regarding the theme that media are important for all college students to learn 

about, some students wrote:  

Our culture is increasingly media-bound.  Media competency and 
ownership of its productive skills provide a person with the ‘language’ 
skills to speak and interact with the larger entity of Society. 
 
I believe that it is important because in today's society more peoplee [sic] 
are finding out things through the internet.  If you want people to hear 
what you have to say I feel it is important to learn how to have a voice 
via the Web. 
 
I think it is very important to learn about these things because the world 
is turning to electronics.  Photo albums are now on iphoto.  videos [sic] 
are being cataloged on youtube.  to stay on top of things it is smart to 
learn how to share and correctly use media on the computer and the 
internet. 
 
It's very simple-we're [sic] now living in a digital age. We have 
discovered that using multimedia can be a highly effective way to deliver 
information. By implementing multimedia in college courses, it is my 
belief that the course will become more beneficial to the students in it 
and that they call and will, ultimately get more out of the course. 
 
I think it is important to learn about video, multimedia, or Web-based 
media creation in college courses because technology is such a huge part 
of our lives now.  People use it to network, teachers use it in the 
classroom, almost every business/corporation has a website.  If you don't 
have at least some knowledge about these things, you'll never make it in 
the world today. 
 
The media is becoming increasingly important. Now, and in the future, it 
will become more commonplace for everyone to develop their own 
media, professionally or otherwise. 
 
It is important to learn about video for both personal and business use.  
While technology begins to become more and more popular, knowing 
how to use certain programs helps to keep younger generations of 
college students up to speed with the times. 
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I think it is important as technological advances continue, presentations 
using multimedia functions will become necessary and expected from 
others.  Without this knowledge or any base knowledge, individuals may 
lag behind. 
 
Video, multimedia, and Web-based media are slowly becoming the main 
force of motivation and generation of information in our culture. We 
should, if not include instruction on these topics in our courses, at least 
be introduced to it in order to understand the world we live in. Everyday 
all the information we need is right at our fingertips. Sadly, most people 
don't know how to access this information, or only know how to misuse 
it. 

 
Regarding the theme that media education is important for only certain majors, 

some students wrote:  

Its [sic] good to learn this in order to get your message out in the world 
to express your potential. but i dont think its necessary for everyone to 
do so. Only those who are intrested in becoming authors or movie 
makers and computer people someday. 
 
only [sic] specific to your major  biology degree students do not seem 
that they would need to have the ability to make the video presentations 
because there is very little need for that 
 
I think it is important for certain majors.  If it is required throughout 
classes to construct these things then it would be beneficial to know how 
to use different programs, etc. 
 
Not really important unless it'll help with your career in the future…[sic] 

 
Having described an overview of the Media Education Importance Scale and 

general student comments, each category of questions on this scale (preproduction 

importance, production importance, postproduction importance, and negatively worded 

questions) will now be considered in detail.  

Preproduction Media Education Importance 

Students overwhelmingly consider that media preproduction is a topic that is 

important to consider in college classes. Table 9.16 shows that students consider all 
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media creation items relatively important to learn about in college classes. Students 

noted strong agreement that it is important to learn about audience analysis (M=1.8, 

SD=0.9), brainstorming (M=1.8, SD=0.9), storyboarding or outlining (M=1.9, 

SD=0.9), script writing (M=2.2, SD=1.0), researching (M=1.7, SD=0.9), and overall 

planning (M=1.9, SD=0.9).  

Production Media Education Importance 

Data demonstrate that students overwhelmingly consider media production to be 

an important (M=1.9, SD=0.9) topic to learn about in college classes. Of all the 

production activities, students indicated PowerPoint was among the most important 

media production activities to learn about. The three items that students noted were 

most important were basic PowerPoint design (M=1.6, SD=0.8), intermediate 

PowerPoint design (M=1.7, SD=0.8), and advanced PowerPoint design (M=1.7, 

SD=0.8). Overall, the survey results show that students are involved in PowerPoint 

creation more than any other type of media creation, learn about PowerPoint more than 

any other type of media creation, and consider PowerPoint creation to be the most 

important type of media creation to learn about.  

Regarding other production activities, students acknowledge the importance of 

learning about editing video and images (M=1.9, SD=0.9), camera shots (M=2.1, 

SD=0.9), filming an original video (M=1.9, SD=0.9), editing video with software 

(M=1.9, SD=0.9), and editing digital images (M=1.9, SD=0.9). Slightly less important 

was editing or mixing audio (M=2.0, SD=0.9), creating Smartboard content (M=2.1, 

SD=1.0), learning to design a Web page (M=2.0, SD=0.9), and learning about filming, 

editing and producing (M=2.0, SD=0.9). Table 9.17 displays these results. 
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Table 9.16. 
 
Preproduction Media Education Importance 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Important to 
learn about 
audience analysis 
n=405 

 
41.5 

 
37.5 

 
16.0 

 
2.7 

 
2.2 

 
1.8 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
brainstorming 
n=405 

 
41.2 

 
39.5 

 
16.3 

 
1.2 

 
1.7 

 
1.8 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
storyboarding or 
outlining 
n=406 

 
34.2 

 
42.6 

 
19.0 

 
2.2 

 
2.0 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about script 
writing 
n=405 

 
22.7 

 
40.0 

 
28.1 

 
4.0 

 
3.2 

 
2.2 

 
1.0 

 
Important to 
learn about 
researching 
n=404 

 
50.0 

 
35.1 

 
11.9 

 
1.0 

 
2.0 

 
1.7 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
competencies 
related to 
planning 
n=401 

 
35.2 

 
41.1 

 
19.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Average of  
Preproduction 
Importance 

 
37.4 

 
39.3 

 
18.5 

 
2.18 

 
2.18 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 
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Table 9.17. 

 
Production Media Education Importance 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 
 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Important to 
learn about 
editing 
video/images 
n=407 

 
36.4 

 
42.8 

 
17.2 

 
2.5 

 
1.2 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
camera shots 
n=407 

 
26.8 

 
41.3 

 
27.5 

 
2.5 

 
2.0 

 
2.1 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
filming a video 
n=404 

 
33.2 

 
41.1 

 
22.3 

 
2.2 

 
1.2 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
editing video 
with software 
n=405 

 
37.0 

 
39.3 

 
19.3 

 
3.0 

 
1.5 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Important to  
learn about 
editing images 
digitally 
n=405 

 
33.3 

 
42.5 

 
20.5 

 
2.5 

 
1.2 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn to edit/mix 
audio 
n=405 

 
29.6 

 
41.7 

 
22.2 

 
5.2 

 
1.2 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 
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Table 9.17. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 
 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. Dev. 

 
Important to 
learn to create 
Smartboard 
content 
n=405 

 
27.9 

 
35.1 

 
28.9 

 
6.4 

 
1.7 

 
2.1 

 
1.0 

 
Important to 
learn to create 
PowerPoint with 
text 
n=406 

 
51.0 

 
33.0 

 
13.1 

 
2.2 

 
0.7 

 
1.6 

 
0.8 

 
Important to 
learn to create 
PowerPoint with 
images or 
hyperlinks 
n=407 

 
49.9 

 
32.9 

 
14.5 

 
2.0 

 
0.7 

 
1.7 

 
0.8 

 
Important to 
learn to create 
PowerPoint with 
video or 
animation 
n=404 

 
46.8 

 
34.9 

 
15.1 

 
2.2 

 
1.0 

 
1.7 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn to build a 
Web page 
n=405 

 
31.1 

 
41.2 

 
23.0 

 
2.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 
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Table 9.17. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 
 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Important to 
develop 
competencies 
related to 
filming, editing, 
producing 
n=401 

 
28.9 

 
40.6 

 
25.7 

 
3.0 

 
1.7 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Average of 
production 
importance 
 

 
35.9 

 
38.8 

 
20.7 

 
3.0 

 
1.3 

 
1.9 

 
0.9 

 
Postproduction Media Education Importance 

 
Students consider postproduction competencies to be important (M=2.0, 

SD=0.9), as shown in Table 9.18. Students rated each media postproduction activity 

important to learn about, and expressed agreement that it is important to learn about 

publishing a Web page (M=2.0, SD=0.9), uploading original videos to Web sites 

(M=2.0, SD=0.9), and competencies related to media sharing (M=2.0, SD=0.9). The 

least important production competency was posting a blog (M=2.1, SD=0.9). 
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Table 9.18. 
 
Postproduction Media Education Importance 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A 
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Important to 
learn about 
publishing a 
Web page 
n=406 

 
30.0 

 
43.3 

 
22.2 

 
2.7 

 
1.7 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
uploading 
original video 
to Web sites 
n=403 

 
28.5 

 
45.7 

 
21.1 

 
2.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to 
learn about 
posting a blog 
n=406 

 
25.4 

 
41.4 

 
25.4 

 
5.4 

 
2.5 

 
2.1 

 
1.0 

 
Important to 
develop 
competencies 
related to 
media sharing 
n=399 

 
29.3 

 
42.2 

 
24.8 

 
2.0 

 
1.5 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Average of 
postproduction 
importance 
 

 
28.3 

 
43.1 

 
23.3 

 
3.2 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 
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Negatively Phrased Questions 

Negatively phrased questions served as a check on the data quality since 

students have a tendency to agree with survey items. Overall, students disagree with 

negatively worded statements, as shown in Table 9.19. Students report disagreement 

(M=3.2, SD=1.2) with negatively worded statements about the importance of learning 

about media creation. Specifically, students reported disagreement with negatively 

phrased questions that asked about learning about media planning (M=3.2, SD=1.1), 

designing or producing media (M=3.1, SD=1.1), sharing or distributing media (M=3.1, 

SD=1.1), and discussing media in class (M=3.4, SD=1.2). These results support the 

reliability of the research instrument.  

Summary 

 Several trends can be observed in the student data, and the answers to the 

student research questions can be summarized as follows. Students only infrequently 

engage in media creation activities, though preproduction activities are the most 

common type for students to engage in and are engaged in more often by 

communication students than students of other majors. Further, while students feel that 

they learn little about media creation in their classes, they do consider media creation to 

be important to learn about. 

Now that data which address the student research questions posed by this study 

have been presented, it is possible to move on to a comparative analysis of faculty and 

student data to identify the similarities and differences that exist between faculty 

perceptions and student perceptions and self-report responses.   
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Table 9.19. 
 
Negative Questions on the Media Education Importance Scale 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
(%) 
 

 
A  
(%) 

 
N 
(%) 

 
D 
(%) 

 
SD 
(%) 

 
Mean 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
It is not 
important to 
learn about 
media planning 

 
8.7 

 
17.3 

 
28.0 

 
35.1 

 
10.9 

 
3.2 

 
1.1 

 
It is not 
important to 
learn about 
designing or 
producing 
media 

 
9.4 

 
18.3 

 
29.0 

 
31.4 

 
11.9 

 
3.1 

 
1.1 

 
It is not 
important to 
learn about 
sharing or 
distributing 
media 

 
9.7 

 
18.9 

 
28.9 

 
31.3 

 
11.2 

 
3.1 

 
1.1 

 
It is not 
important to 
discuss media 
in class 

 
8.4 

 
15.1 

 
23.6 

 
31.8 

 
21.1 

 
3.4 

 
1.2 

 
Average of 
negative 
questions 
 

 
9.0 

 
17.4 

 
27.3 

 
32.4 

 
13.7 

 
3.2 

 
1.2 
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CHAPTER TEN 
RESULTS AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF FACULTY AND STUDENT 

DATA 
 

Having considered the results from the faculty interviews and the student 

questionnaire, it is useful now to combine faculty and student data to consider the 

similarities and differences that exist. This chapter will address the final three research 

questions, while considering similarities and differences concerning student creation 

competencies, exposure to media creation education, and perceptions of importance 

across the disciplines. For each question, I first provide an overview perspective and 

then I look at the dimensions of preproduction, production, and postproduction.  

Research Question Ten 

Regarding RQ10 (What similarities and differences exist between faculty-

perceived and self-reported student media literacy competencies related to media 

creation?), interview data suggest that faculty members generally perceive that students 

do not engage in significant amounts of media creation, either for personal or academic 

purposes. Similarly, questionnaire data confirm that students do not, generally, engage 

in media creation. This general claim can be demonstrated both by faculty perspectives 

and by student questionnaire responses.  

As shown in Chapter Nine, participants were grouped into four categories 

regarding frequency of involvement in media creation: never, infrequently (yearly, once 

per semester), regularly (monthly, weekly), and frequently (several times per week, 

daily). Overall, an average of 51.5% are never involved in media creation, and just 

7.6% frequently create media. Clearly, this suggests that college students, overall, are 

not frequently engaged in media creation activities.  Such a conclusion runs counter to 
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the argument that today’s students are digital natives, constantly involved in a variety of 

digital media activities and frequent creators of media content. However, such a 

conclusion is congruent with other similar findings. As demonstrated by a study 

conducted for the Pew Internet and American Life Project (Salaway, Katz, Caruso, 

Kvavik & Nelson, 2006), and discussed in Chapter Two, college students are involved 

in only a very narrow scope of technological activities. Data from my questionnaire 

support such previous findings, and suggest that students do not engage in new media 

creation.  

Similarly, interviews with faculty members show the divide between the basic 

media use activities that students engage in, and those with which they are unfamiliar. 

For instance, several faculty members in this study recognized that student media use 

and creation are primarily related to social networking (an activity also identified by 

Salaway, et al. as a common student use of media technology). For instance, Leah feels 

that students do not make good use of this technology and engage in only a very limited 

range of activities, saying,  

They use these powerful media like toys in a sense. . . . And I guess they 
participate in social networking, insofar as actually creating that, you 
know, I guess Facebook is already created for them and they go in and 
create their own bios and link up with friends. 

 
Further demonstrating the faculty’s recognition of the limits of media savvy 

among college students, faculty members similarly perceived that students lack media 

creation competencies. In fact, nearly half of the faculty participants interviewed in this 

study suggested that students are often much less competent with media creation than 
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people assume.  For example, thinking of the students she comes in contact with, Laurie 

noted,  

In the College of Education I don’t think that they engage in media 
creation as much as we [older generations] think . . . . They use media . . 
. they text messages, they use the Internet on their iphones, but I don’t 
think they create much, unless they are taking a class. 

 
Similarly, Anthony noted his feeling that many do assume that students are 

digitally savvy. Yet, he contrasted this with his observation that, while students have 

familiarity with technology, they often lack media creation skills and are 

“apprehensive” to learn about media. Anthony said,  

I have 19 year old students, sophomores, coming into my class, who you 
sit them down in front of their computer, and they don’t want to touch it. 
“I have a force field around me, I break technology.” It’s a surprising 
thing. I share that with other people, especially other faculty who think 
that our students are these tech savvy students that just come in . . . and I 
don’t see that. . . . I teach four classes every semester, 100 students, I 
don’t see that. 

 
Accordingly data suggest that, in general, faculty perceptions of student media 

competencies and student media competencies – based on frequency of involvement in 

media creation activities – are harmonious. Having considered an overview of the 

responses, it is also important to consider the agreement and disagreement between 

student and faculty responses regarding student preproduction, production, and 

postproduction competencies. 

Preproduction Competencies 

There was some difference between assessed student involvement in media 

preproduction, and faculty perceptions of student preproduction competencies. 

Questionnaire data demonstrated that students engage in preproduction activities more 
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frequently than production or postproduction activities, yet do so on an infrequent basis. 

On average, 38.5% of student participants indicated they never engage in preproduction 

activities. While this indicates comparatively higher levels of involvement, it is 

similarly important to recognize that the average median response to questions about 

preproduction activities is “once per year,” with just 10.7% engaging in such activities 

on a frequent basis. 

This trend, which suggests higher student involvement in preproduction 

activities, is different from the faculty opinion that students are strongest in terms of 

production-related activities, but lack competencies related to preproduction.  

For example, Joanne said that student media creations often lack the type of 

systematic planning that would typically be included in the preproduction phase of 

media creation. Joanne said, “I think they like to dive right into production like 

everything else. I don’t think they are necessarily that systematic in terms of the 

planning, pre, and then the editing piece.” 

Similarly, Anthony, who teaches about the process of media creation, said that 

most students – even those who have engaged in some type of production activities – 

often lack familiarity or experience with elements of preproduction planning or 

postproduction distribution. Anthony said,  

To give students an open ended assignment, where they have to 
brainstorm and then plan out what they are going to videotape, it is very 
stressful for a lot of our students because they, you know, it is different. . 
. . It is very new to a lot of our students, and some of them resist that. 

 
Thus, faculty perceptions are contrary to questionnaire data which suggest that 

students are more involved in preproduction than other dimensions of media creation. 
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However, it is important to recognize that, while preproduction may not be the weakest 

dimension of media creation among students, it could still be described as an 

underdeveloped competency as recognized by faculty participants. 

Production Competencies 

Faculty and student data regarding student production competencies were 

generally complementary. Faculty interview data suggested that students generally lack 

media creation competencies. Similarly, student questionnaire data showed that, with 

the exception of PowerPoint production, students lack widespread media production 

competencies, and that the perceived “fun” of working with digital technologies does 

not motivate students to actively create media. Mean scores for student involvement in 

production activities, with the exception of PowerPoint production, indicated only 

infrequent involvement in all types of activities.  

As discussed in Chapter Nine, data from the student questionnaire show an 

average of just 36.8% of students reported engaging in non-PowerPoint media 

production activities, 91.1% of participants reported creating at least basic PowerPoint 

slides (with text), 87.6% reporting creating intermediate PowerPoint slides (with images 

or hyperlinks), and 62.5% reporting creating advanced PowerPoint slides (with videos 

or animation).  

Not surprisingly, faculty members similarly stressed the relevance of 

PowerPoint production as a common and important type of student media production, 

as we saw in Chapter Seven. Yet, even though faculty members highlighted the 

importance of PowerPoint production as a media creation activity in which students are 
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involved, they perceived that students often lacked the ability to competently produce 

PowerPoint media.  

Such a trend among faculty responses matches with student questionnaire data. 

Students most frequently engage in basic PowerPoint design, but involvement in such 

PowerPoint production activities drops off significantly when moving from basic 

PowerPoint production to advanced PowerPoint production, with 28.6% fewer students 

being engaged in advanced PowerPoint design than basic PowerPoint design.  

Further, several faculty members suggested the idea that students who are 

engaged in media creation are a self-selected group. This claim is suggested by 

correlations which exist between responses to items on the Media Creation Involvement 

Scale and the Media Creation Education Exposure Scale. As shown in Chapter Nine, a 

Pearson correlation reveals a relationship between engaging in and learning about: 

filming; editing video, images, and audio; designing Smartboard content; creating 

PowerPoint slides; and creating a Web page. The existence of such correlations – while 

not indicating that learning causes student media creation involvement – suggests that 

many of the same students who engage in media creation also take courses in which 

they learn about media creation. Accordingly, because the same students are both 

creating media and learning about media creation, there is a confirmation of the faculty 

perception that students who have the strongest media creation competencies come 

from a self-selecting group.  

One area in which assessed student competencies and faculty perceptions 

differed was in the faculty perception that students were more likely to engage in 

production activities than in either preproduction or postproduction activities. For 
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instance, Sarah suggested that she felt students would engage in production activities 

more often than preproduction and postproduction activities, stating, “I think they are 

strongest in production. I think for anybody, and not just for students, for anybody the 

idea of creating something and the process of creating something is really sexy and fun 

and cool.” Or, as Joanne suggested, “I think they like to dive right into production like 

everything else.” 

However, data from students do not suggest that they “dive into” production or 

find production “sexy and fun and cool.” To the contrary, questionnaire data show that 

the only type of media production activity students commonly engage in is PowerPoint 

design – and usually basic PowerPoint design at that. Furthermore, student data 

suggested that preproduction activities are actually more common than either 

production or postproduction activities. There are several potential explanations for this 

trend. Perhaps students engage in preproduction activities more frequently for class, as 

class projects might involve theory-based assignments that require students to plan 

media projects, but not actually execute them. Or, students may have overestimated 

their involvement in media preproduction activities because they engage in similar 

preproduction activities for non-media related projects. Either way, data suggest that the 

“fun” of working with digital devices is not as strong a factor in encouraging students to 

engage in media production as some faculty members suggested.  

Postproduction Competencies 

Faculty and student data regarding postproduction competencies were 

complementary. Faculty comments generally suggested the perception that students 

lacked media postproduction competencies and rarely engage in media postproduction. 
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Similarly, on average, a majority of students (67.6%) reported that they never engage in 

postproduction activities, and those who do engage in them do so only upon occasion; 

just 3.4% engage in postproduction on a frequent (several times per week, daily) basis. 

Of the postproduction activities included in this scale, posting video or text blogs were 

the most common activities, with 42.7% of students reporting that they have 

participated in such activities. However, many of these individuals participate in such 

activities in an infrequent basis; just 9.3% participate in blog posting on a frequent 

basis. Otherwise, students engaged in postproduction very infrequently. 

This trend was perceived by faculty members who addressed the emergent 

theme that students have limited media creation competencies, and who contended that 

students lack competencies related to postproduction. Summing up this perspective, 

Steve said,  

I mean there is this small kind of cluster that does, that puts stuff on 
YouTube, they are making stuff and sharing it with friends. But I would 
say that the average everyday college student is not doing that kind of 
stuff. I mean, they might be, you know, recording some video on a phone 
or stuff like that, but they are not doing that next level where they are 
having some broader intent or wanting to do something on another level. 

 
Accordingly, there are some differences between faculty perceptions and actual 

student involvement in media creation activities. However, overall, students do lack a 

wide range of media creation competencies in a fashion that has largely been perceived 

by faculty members. 

Research Question Eleven 

Regarding RQ11 (What similarities and differences exist between faculty and 

student perceptions of the extent of their involvement with course content related to 
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media creation?), faculty and student data suggest that students are generally exposed to 

a very limited amount of course content related to media creation. Questionnaire data 

overall demonstrate that students do not perceive a great deal of exposure to course 

content related to media creation (M=3.2, SD=1.2), but that the type of media that 

students learn most about is PowerPoint. 

Similarly, faculty comments largely suggested that media creation is frequently 

not addressed in courses. However, when media are addressed, faculty comments again 

suggested that the most typical way that media are included in class – either used or 

taught – is as an instructional tool, frequently involving only PowerPoint. However, 

while PowerPoint use and creation may be the most common way that media enter the 

college classroom, even this is limited. In fact, seven faculty participants suggested that 

no type of media creation – including even limited types of media creation, such as 

designing basic PowerPoint design – were addressed in their classes. Furthermore, 14 

participants (all but two) addressed their perception that students also do not learn about 

media creation in other classes taught at the University. Donna said, “I think there are a 

few courses that actually teach the media piece. I don’t think there are many. I really 

don’t.”  

However, it is useful to consider student and faculty perceptions regarding the 

extent to which media preproduction, production, and postproduction are addressed 

within college classes. 

Preproduction Exposure 

Student and faculty perceptions regarding the extent of course content related to 

media preproduction paint an interesting picture. Student participants reported that, 
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overall and on average, they were in agreement that they perceived learning about 

preproduction in their college classes (M=2.7, SD=1.2). Students felt most strongly 

about having been exposed to course content related to researching or content gathering 

(M=2.3, SD=1.2). In only one item, which addressed learning about script writing, did 

students indicate more disagreement than agreement (M=3.2, SD=1.2). However, in all 

other categories, most participants noted that they agreed that they had learned about 

media preproduction in courses they had taken.  

Such results were neither in harmony nor conflict with faculty responses. In fact, 

only three faculty members directly mentioned that they specifically taught media 

preproduction, and these three faculty members also mentioned that they specifically 

taught media production and postproduction. Accordingly, there appears to be a student 

perception that they are learning about media preproduction, even though faculty 

members did not express the perception that they specifically address such points in 

their classes.  

There are several explanations for this trend. Students may consider general 

learning about preproduction activities (which may or may not be taught in a media 

context) to apply to new media, while faculty members do not consider general 

preproduction activities – which may involve planning, research, and organization – to 

apply to new media. Thus, it is possible that the high levels of student perception of 

preproduction learning reflects students’ recognition that preproduction activities taught 

in an old media context (e.g. outlining for a research paper) also apply to a new media 

context (e.g. outlining for a video). Faculty members may be failing to make this 

association, both in class and in their own minds. Perhaps faculty members are focusing 



258  

 

on the preproduction dimension of media creation because of their own comfort with 

such topics, or because of a perceived lack of student preproduction abilities. 

Production Exposure 

Student and faculty perceptions regarding the extent of course content related to 

media production were in harmony. Data indicate that students perceive that, with the 

exception of PowerPoint, they have not learned about media production in their college 

classes. Specifically, students on average reported little learning about media unrelated 

to PowerPoint (M=3.6, SD=1.2), but agreed that they have learned about basic 

PowerPoint design including text (M=2.4, SD=1.1), intermediate PowerPoint design 

including graphics or hyperlinks (M=2.4, SD=1.2), and advanced PowerPoint design 

including animation or video (M=2.9, SD=1.3) in their classes. Accordingly, an 

important trend emerges, namely, that many students’ exposure to course content 

regarding media production is limited merely to PowerPoint design.   

This trend in student data confirms faculty perceptions. Faculty members 

frequently addressed the idea that PowerPoint creation is the most frequently addressed 

media creation topic. Indeed, just as many faculty participants identified PowerPoint 

creation to be the only type of media creation activity they perceived students engaging 

in, and just as students identified PowerPoint to be the only type of media creation they 

learn about in classes, so too many faculty members identified PowerPoint as the only 

type of media that is ever discussed, taught, or used in their classes. In no academic 

department was this more apparent than Communication Studies; every Communication 

Studies faculty participant in this study mentioned that they teach about PowerPoint 
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design, and that, often, this is the only form of media creation that they discuss in their 

classes.  

Sarah noted that in her courses, she directly addresses media creation once 

during the semester, in reference to creating PowerPoint slides for a presentation. Sarah 

said, “I think that is the only time that I instruct them on how to create media.”  

However, while PowerPoint was often the only type of media creation addressed 

in class, some faculty members noted that they did not feel qualified to teach even about 

this. For instance, Linda, stated that the extent to which she encourages students to 

create, or teaches students how to create, dynamic multimedia PowerPoint presentations 

is limited by her own skill level. Linda said, “I need to learn how to embed video so I 

can teach them how to embed video. . . .” 

Just three faculty members (one from each discipline considered) stated that 

they include course content related to other types of media production besides 

PowerPoint design. Anthony, Steve, and Melinda all include course content related to 

video and Web production. However, with the exception of the courses taught by these 

three individuals, very little emphasis is placed on media production within courses 

taught by faculty participants.  

Similarly, students mentioned just three courses by name when commenting on 

their experiences learning about media in college. The first course, mentioned more 

frequently than any other, was the Educational Technology Integration course taught by 

Anthony. Students who commented about this course often noted that this was the place 

where they both learn about, and are involved in, creating media.  
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The only other courses that students mentioned by name were speech courses 

(Public Speaking and Business and Professional Speech) offered by the Communication 

Studies department. Whenever students mentioned these courses, they suggested that 

this was where they had created PowerPoint slides. Accordingly, student and faculty 

comments both support the idea that PowerPoint is the medium most often addressed in 

classes, and that PowerPoint is taught prominently in Communication Studies courses. 

Only a handful of curricular opportunities exist to become involved with more extensive 

media production in any courses offered at the University.   

Postproduction Exposure 

Student and faculty perceptions regarding the extent of course content related to 

media postproduction were in harmony. Data demonstrate that students, on average, do 

not believe that they learn about media postproduction in college classes (M=3.6, 

SD=1.3).  Faculty perceptions again backed up this claim. There were just three faculty 

members who specifically addressed teaching about media postproduction, and these 

were the same three faculty members – Steve, Anthony, and Melinda – who also taught 

about preproduction and production. There were no data to suggest that any other 

faculty members taught about any aspect of media postproduction in their classes.   

Thus, it is apparent that students and faculty both perceive that, with the 

exception of PowerPoint-related lessons, media creation is rarely addressed in college 

classes. Having considered both the dimensions of media creation and the media which 

are most often addressed in college classes, it is also important to consider the 

similarities between faculty and student responses regarding the third research question. 
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Research Question Twelve 

Regarding RQ12 (What similarities and differences exist between faculty and 

student perceptions of the importance of including course content related to media 

creation in higher education?) 

Faculty and student data suggest that faculty and students both generally 

consider media education to be important.  Students responded in agreement with the 

importance of media creation education (M=2.0, SD=0.9). Similarly, faculty comments 

frequently supported media education and stressed its importance in the modern age. 

However, both faculty and student responses indicated that there were limits to 

the ways in which both populations considered media education to be important. First, 

while no faculty participants suggested that media in general, or media creation, was not 

important to address at the college level, not everyone felt that they should be the one to 

teach it. While some faculty members considered media education important and 

included it within their classes, others considered it important but avoided teaching 

about it for personal reasons and others considered it important but avoided teaching 

about it for systemic reasons. 

Second, while student questionnaire data overwhelmingly suggested support for 

media education at the college level, student comments suggested two categories of 

support: some students feel media education is important overall, and some students 

feel that media education is important only for students studying certain media-related 

topics.  

Regarding the theme that media are important for all college students to learn 

about, some students wrote:  
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Our culture is increasingly media-bound.  Media competency and 
ownership of its productive skills provide a person with the ‘language’ 
skills to speak and interact with the larger entity of Society. 
 
It's very simple-we're [sic] now living in a digital age. We have 
discovered that using multimedia can be a highly effective way to deliver 
information. By implementing multimedia in college courses, it is my 
belief that the course will become more beneficial to the students in it 
and that they call and will, ultimately get more out of the course. 
 
The media is becoming increasingly important. Now, and in the future, it 
will become more commonplace for everyone to develop their own 
media, professionally or otherwise. 
 
Regarding the theme that media education is important for only certain majors, 

some students wrote:  

Its good to learn this in order to get your message out in the world to 
express your potential. but [sic] i dont think its necessary for everyone to 
do so. Only those who are intrested in becoming authors or movie 
makers and computer people someday. 
 
only [sic] specific to your major  biology degree students do not seem 
that they would need to have the ability to make the video presentations 
because there is very little need for that 

 
In order to more fully explore this topic, it is important to consider faculty 

interview and student questionnaire data related to the variables of preproduction 

importance, production importance, and postproduction importance. 

Preproduction Importance 

Faculty and student data suggest that both populations consider media 

preproduction to be a topic that is important to consider in college classes. Students on 

average responded with strong agreement regarding the importance of media education 

related to media preproduction (M=1.9, SD=0.9). 
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Similarly, preproduction was an area that faculty especially emphasized in their 

comments as being important to discuss in classes. For instance, Sarah noted that a 

special focus should be placed on preproduction abilities to help students become 

thoughtful media creators, saying,  

The preproduction phase is just critical, and I think that we do emphasize 
that not as much as we should. The idea of thinking through a project 
before we execute it, giving critical thought to what all is coming and 
how we can anticipate problems rather than just kind of diving into it is 
maybe a skill that isn’t emphasized as much as it should be. 

 
Similarly emphasizing the importance of activities related to preproduction, 

Laurie said,  

You really can’t do one without the other. You need to learn your 
purpose for creating it, you need to learn your audience, you need to, 
before you create something, you need to analyze your sources. . . . And 
think about where you are putting it out. . . . 

 
Accordingly, both students and faculty perceive that media preproduction is 

important to learn about in college classes. 

Production Importance 

Student and faculty data both suggest support for the importance of learning 

about media production in college classes. Regarding student perceptions, there was 

clear support for learning about media production; on average, students responded in 

agreement with the importance of media education related to media production (M=1.9, 

SD=0.8). While no faculty members suggested that media production was more 

important to learn about than any other dimension of media creation, all faculty 

members voiced support for media creation in general, and some specifically addressed 
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media production in their comments. For instance, when referring to what she terms a 

“digital evolution,” Sarah said,  

With the power of YouTube we have millions of creators with very, very 
few people viewing what is created. . . . And there are very, very few 
consumers, at least compared to what we had in the past with different 
types of media format. So I think that is going to be a curious evolution 
for the next stage because it has become less about receiving messages 
and more about everyone creating content. 

 
Accordingly, both faculty and students again expressed support for learning 

about media production in college classes. 

Postproduction Importance 

Faculty and students both expressed support for learning about media 

postproduction in college classes. As we saw in Chapter Nine, when looking at mean 

scores across the four items related to postproduction on the Media Education 

Importance Scale, students on average responded with agreement regarding the 

importance of media education related to media production (M=2.0, SD=0.9). 

Faculty participants did not differentiate postproduction activities as being more 

important than either media preproduction or media production activities. However, 

faculty members did often group media postproduction together with other dimensions 

of media creation, and express the belief media creation in general is important for 

students to learn about. As Sarah said,  

I think it is a learned discipline, a self discipline. And then 
postproduction, again, I think that once we put down the camera or 
conclude the interview, a lot of the fun, cool interactive work ends and 
then it might be a little more taxing to force ourselves to focus on 
bringing a project to fruition. 
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Accordingly, data suggest that both faculty members and students consider it 

important to learn about media creation. However, as discussed in Chapter Seven, 

faculty members feel that they face various obstacles to actually teaching about media 

creation.  

Summary 

The answers to the final three research questions posed by this study could be 

summarized as follows: while university students seldom either engage in or learn about 

media creation, both faculty members and students feel that media creation is important 

to learn about in college.  The final chapter will elaborate on this summary conclusion, 

providing short answers to each research question, and a discussion of key findings. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 
CONCLUSION 

 
Media education is important in the modern world. Today’s undergraduate 

student body is comprised of a mix of individuals, ranging from traditional college 

students to mid-career professionals working to launch a second or third career, and 

coming from a mix of socioeconomic, cultural, and geographic backgrounds. Yet one 

thing will be important for all of these students: they will need to learn to live, work, 

and communicate in the world of the future. This world of participatory media culture 

will require not just the ability to use technological devices, but an understanding of 

how to create media in a broader context. It will involve taking steps to bridge what 

Jenkins (2006) termed the “participation gap,” and learning how to adapt to meet a 

changing communication environment which one faculty participant in this study 

described, saying: 

I think about 2000 years ago it was novel to have written word and 
people would travel for hours and hours and days and days to see 
hieroglyphics and the Rosetta stone and something that had actually been 
written down. And then we got to mass production and printing presses, 
and now I think that . . . the Internet . . . has kind of completely reversed 
the way that people consume or create media.  So I think that is going to 
be a curious evolution for the next stage because it has become less 
about receiving messages and more about everyone creating content. 

 
If today’s students are to successfully learn to survive this “curious evolution” 

and become participants in the modern world of media convergence, it will be important 

to help students develop the media competencies they need within educational 

institutions at all levels. Such competencies do not develop spontaneously. Nor do the 

majority of students seek out such knowledge on their own (Vaidhyanathan, 2008). 

Because of this, it is important for educators to appropriately judge what media 
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competencies students have, what competencies students need to develop, and how 

these can best be taught. 

However, it is impossible to make wise decisions regarding what should be 

taught – and at what level – without first understanding the ways in which media are 

currently addressed. While earlier research has considered many aspects of media 

literacy in the K-12 setting, and despite a growing recognition of the importance of 

media literacy for college students and adults (Christ & Potter, 1998; Duran, Yousman, 

Kaitlin & Longshore, 2008), very little research exists regarding the extent of college 

students’ media literacy competencies. In part this is because media literacy education 

and competencies are difficult to study in higher education. First, there are very few 

measures of media literacy competencies which have been developed for college-age or 

adult populations. Additionally, it can be difficult to study because elements of media 

literacy competencies are sometimes addressed in an interdisciplinary fashion across the 

various departments and programs of a college or university. 

However doing this very thing – learning about and presenting a picture of the 

media education landscape at one university – is the purpose of this research study. 

Overall, findings from this study suggest that there continues to be an important need to 

further address media creation within higher education. Indeed, the media education 

picture includes two groups of students. The larger group consists of students who 

frequently use media technologies (Salaway et al., 2006), yet seldom engage in media 

creation. On those occasions when they do engage in media creation, they often are 

involved only in basic creation activities, involving simple PowerPoint creation. The 

other group, which is much smaller, consists of a minority of students who both seek 
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out opportunities to learn about media creation and who engage in media creation. Yet, 

there is one commonality which unites the students who frequently create media, the 

students who infrequently create media, and the faculty members who teach them. 

Namely, all three groups recognize that it is important to learn about media creation at 

the college level. 

 But, this snapshot picture of the media education environment can be considered 

in more detail, by answering the research questions posed by this study and then 

exploring key findings. By looking into these findings, it will be easier to understand 

specific details about the media education environment in higher education. First, a 

brief answer to this study’s twelve research questions will be presented. 

The Research Questions 

 Faculty interview data were considered in detail in Chapter Seven, student data 

were considered in detail in Chapter Nine, and a comparative analysis of the similarities 

and differences between faculty and student data was presented in Chapter Ten. Thus, 

having already presented detailed data from both populations, brief answers to the 

twelve research questions can be provided.  

RQ1: What Media Creation Competencies do Faculty Members Perceive as Being 

Important for College Students? 

 Faculty members identified a variety of activities related to media creation as 

being important for college students. PowerPoint design was clearly identified most 

often by faculty members as being an important media creation activity. However, 

faculty members also suggested that it is relevant for students to develop competencies 

related to group collaboration, media research, audience analysis, script writing, 
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storyboarding, image composition and filming, film and image editing, Web page 

design, posting, and maintenance, music creation, Smartboard content design, and blog 

posting. 

RQ2: How do University Faculty Members Perceive Student Media Literacy 

Competencies Related to Media Creation? 

Faculty members generally perceive that students engage in very little media 

creation. However, while faculty participants generally suggested that students would 

only rarely engage in media creation activities, faculty participants did suggest that if 

they were to engage in any such activities, they would be least likely to engage in 

preproduction or postproduction activities, and most likely to engage in production.   

RQ3: What Perceptions do University Faculty Members Hold Regarding the Extent of 

their Inclusion of Course Content Related to Media Creation? 

Faculty members across all three disciplines generally perceive themselves as 

discussing media creation in class on an infrequent basis. Further, while faculty 

members rarely identified themselves as teaching about media preproduction, faculty 

members did frequently state their perception that media preproduction is important for 

students to learn about at the college level. Accordingly, it appears that faculty members 

generally perceive that there is very little learning about media creation that takes place 

in college classes.  

 On the occasion that media creation is addressed in classes, faculty data suggest 

that it frequently involves PowerPoint design, with media creation being taught for the 

purpose of helping students develop multimedia teaching or presentation aids. 
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RQ4: What Perceptions do Faculty Members Hold Regarding the Importance of 

Including Course Content Related to Media Creation? 

Faculty participants consistently expressed the belief that learning about media 

creation is important for college students today, despite the fact that they also often 

expressed that they were personally hesitant to teach about media creation, for both 

personal and systemic reasons. Faculty support for media creation education was 

widespread and not limited to individuals with any particular disciplinary or 

paradigmatic preference. 

RQ5: What Approach do Faculty Members Take when Addressing Media within their 

Classes? 

Faculty comments generally suggested that there are disciplinary differences 

between the approaches taken toward media education in media-centered classes, but 

that most often media are taught without an apparent theoretical position. Specifically, 

the educational technology perspective is common among education courses which 

involve media, a perspective which draws on the three paradigms of education exists 

within communication courses, and the critical cultural perspective involving media 

analysis is favored by English faculty. However, overall, an unclassified perspective 

towards media is the most common way in which media are taught across the 

disciplines.  

RQ6: To what Extent do University Students Possess Media Literacy Competencies 

Related to Media Creation? 

Student questionnaire data suggested that students are infrequently involved in 

media creation activities. Further, contrary to faculty perceptions, students reported that, 
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while all media creation activities were infrequent, preproduction was the most common 

media creation dimension. However, even levels of student involvement in 

preproduction activities were low, indicating that students only infrequently engage in 

media creation. Data also demonstrate that PowerPoint creation is the most common 

media creation activity for students to engage in.  

RQ7: What Perceptions do University Students Hold Regarding the Extent of their 

Exposure to Course Content Related to Media Creation? 

Students report the perception that they have learned little about media 

production or postproduction, but that they have learned about media preproduction in 

classes. Accordingly, students perceive that there is very little learning about media 

creation that takes place in college classes, and that when media creation is addressed in 

classes, it frequently involves PowerPoint design, with media creation being taught for 

the purpose of helping students develop multimedia teaching or presentation aids. 

RQ8: What Differences Exist between Students of Different Academic Majors Regarding 

Media Creation Competencies, Exposure to Media Education, and Perceptions of the 

Importance of Media Education? 

There were slight differences between students based on their academic major. 

Communication majors were more likely to engage in media preproduction and 

production activities than were students of other majors. Yet English majors were most 

likely to rate media education as important, while also scoring the worst on the Media 

Vocabulary Knowledge Scale. 
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RQ9: What Perceptions do Students Hold Regarding the Importance of Learning About 

Media Creation in College Classes? 

Like faculty members, students also consider it important to learn about media 

creation, and especially PowerPoint, in college classes.  However, students do not feel a 

preference regarding the discipline in which media education should be addressed, or 

the paradigmatic perspective that should be taken.  

RQ10: What Similarities and Differences Exist Between Faculty-Perceived and Self-

Reported Student Media Literacy Competencies Related to Media Creation? 

Faculty members generally perceive that students engage in very little media 

creation, and students similarly report very little involvement in media creation 

activities. However, while faculty participants generally suggested that students would 

only rarely engage in media creation activities, faculty participants did suggest that if 

they were to engage in any such activities, they would be least likely to engage in 

preproduction or postproduction activities, and most likely to engage in production. 

Student data did not support this, with students reporting that, while all media creation 

activities were infrequent in nature, preproduction was the most common media 

creation dimension. 

However, even levels of student involvement in preproduction activities were 

low, indicating that students only infrequently engage in media creation, and suggesting 

that faculty members generally accurately perceive the lack of student involvement in 

media creation activities. Data from both faculty members and students also 

demonstrate that PowerPoint creation is the most common activity for students to 

engage in.  
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RQ11: What Similarities and Differences Exist Between Faculty and Student Perceptions 

of the Extent of their Involvement with Course Content Related to Media Creation? 

Faculty members generally perceive themselves as discussing media creation in 

class on an infrequent basis, and this perception matches with the average student 

perception that they have learned little about media production or postproduction. 

Students do, however, report learning about media preproduction in classes. While 

faculty members rarely identified themselves as teaching about media preproduction, 

faculty members did frequently state their perception that media preproduction is 

important for students to learn about at the college level. Accordingly, it appears that 

faculty and students generally both perceive that there is very little learning about media 

creation that takes place in college classes.  

 On the occasion that media creation is addressed in classes, both faculty and 

student data suggest that it frequently involves PowerPoint design, with media creation 

being taught for the purpose of helping students develop multimedia teaching or 

presentation aids. 

RQ12: What Similarities and Differences Exist Between Faculty and Student Perceptions 

of the Importance of Including Course Content Related to Media Creation in Higher 

Education? 

Faculty and students generally agreed about the importance of discussing media 

creation in college courses. While faculty members often expressed that they were 

personally hesitant to teach about media creation, for both personal and systemic 

reasons, faculty participants consistently expressed the belief that learning about media 

creation is important for college students today. Students similarly expressed that they 
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considered it important to learn about media creation, and especially PowerPoint, in 

college classes.  

Thus, having now considered summary answers for the research questions posed 

by this study, it is now possible to consider this study’s important findings and 

suggested directions for future research and instructional practice. 

Important Findings 

There are several important findings that can be gleaned from the data collected 

within this study. Figure 11.1 shows how these findings pertain to the central issues of 

student media creation competencies, media education exposure, and media education 

importance. These important findings are a synthesis of key ideas gleaned from both 

qualitative and quantitative data which transcend the original research questions, and 

provide further detail regarding the state of media literacy education at the college level.  

Key Findings Regarding Student Media Creation Competencies 

Three key findings relate to the issue of student media creation competencies. 

Each of these findings will now be discussed. 

Faculty Understand Student Media Creation Competencies and Educational Exposure  

While there were some notable exceptions (e.g. extent of involvement in 

preproduction-related learning and activities), faculty perceptions of student media 

competencies and exposure to course content related to media creation matched with 

student responses. This demonstrates that faculty members are in touch with the student 

body, and do not overestimate the digital savvy of younger students. This is an 

important recognition, which disproves some existing literature which suggested that  
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students are a homogenous group of digitally savvy individuals (Katz, 2006) and that 

faculty overestimate student comfort with media technology (Caruso & Salaway, 2007). 

Accordingly, this fact bodes well for the development and future relevance of 

higher education, by further demonstrating that professors are in touch with what 

students can, and cannot, do competently. However, this also raises a concern because, 

while faculty members recognize that students lack certain competencies, interview data 

suggested that there is little currently being done to address such deficiencies either 

individually or systemically. Indeed, faculty members rarely expressed that they 

planned to change anything in their courses despite this recognition. 

Preproduction is the Most Common Media Creation Activity in which Students Engage 

While students were not frequently involved in any dimension of media 

creation, preproduction was the most common dimension for students to engage in. This 

trend is especially surprising because it shows that students in general do not find 

production to be “sexy and fun and cool,” as had been suggested by one faculty 

member, but rather are more likely to engage in preproduction planning activities.  

This finding further emphasizes that today’s college students do not have a 

particular interest in media production, or in using digital devices to create media (as 

suggested by faculty participants in this study and by Katz, 2006), and are frequently 

not the early adaptors (Jenkins, 2006) which some might assume them to be. 

Similarly, students perceived learning more about media preproduction than any 

other dimension of media creation in college classes. Likely, there is a link between 

both; student involvement in preproduction activities may be related to the fact that they 
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have learned about preproduction in classes, and students likely engage in such 

activities in related class assignments or projects.  

Students who are Involved in Media Creation also Learn About Media Creation in 

Classes 

The same individuals who are engaging in media creation activities are also 

learning about media creation in the classes they take. This study shows that students 

engaging in media creation may, indeed, be a self-selected group of students who have a 

particular interest in media creation.  

This may also suggest that students who engage in media creation often do so 

for purposes related to the classes they take. With both explanations, however, it is clear 

that media creation is not a popular activity for students in general, but that there is a 

small proportion of students who are both engaging in media creation activities and 

taking classes that involve media creation. 

This finding confirms the conclusions of Kennedy, Krause, Judd, Churchward, 

and Gray (2007) and Vaidhyanathan (2008) who suggested that there are widespread 

disparities between the media competent and incompetent, and that students who 

possess media creation competencies are often grouped together by academic majors or 

career interests, and not spread among the general student population. Accordingly, 

students who are knowledgeable about media creation are a self-selecting minority of 

students who have media interest, access, and competencies. 

Key Findings Regarding Student Media Education Exposure 

Six key findings relate to the issue of student media education exposure. Each of 

these findings will now be discussed. 
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Dominance of PowerPoint 

One key finding relates to the dominance of PowerPoint as the most important 

medium for college students and faculty. The importance of PowerPoint is highlighted 

by the fact that PowerPoint was: (1) by far the most common type of media production 

activity engaged in by students, (2) identified by both faculty and students as being the 

most frequently used or taught within a classroom setting, and (3) is considered by 

students to be the most important type of media creation to learn about.  

Specifically, as discussed in Chapter Nine, the largest majority of students have 

both created and learned about creating basic PowerPoint slides (with text). Smaller 

majorities of students have both created and learned about creating intermediate 

PowerPoint slides (with images or hyperlinks), and advanced PowerPoint slides (with 

videos or animation). Accordingly, it is clear that basic PowerPoint is most frequently 

addressed in classes. Further, students feel that PowerPoint is among the most important 

media production activities to learn about.  

Similarly, as discussed in Chapter Seven, faculty participants indicated that 

PowerPoint was the medium most often included in classes (either as a media 

technology used or taught by the instructor). The communication faculty placed a 

special emphasis on the importance of PowerPoint in their courses, with all five 

Communication faculty participants indicating that they discuss PowerPoint within their 

courses. Additionally, several faculty participants stated that PowerPoint was the only 

type of media ever addressed in class.  
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The dominance of PowerPoint in this setting has several implications. First, it 

demonstrates the extremely limited view of media held by both faculty and students. To 

many faculty participants interviewed, the term “media” was synonymous with 

PowerPoint; the two terms went hand-in-hand. This can be especially limiting to 

students because, if professors consider media education to be important (as everyone in 

this study indicated), but consider PowerPoint to be the central media to be addressed, 

then this would suggest that the goal of most faculty members is only to increase 

teaching regarding PowerPoint creation. This indicates that, even if media creation 

education grows, it would likely remain limited to a very specific activity and not 

expand to cover broader issues. 

It is important to recognize that familiarity with PowerPoint represents only a 

very narrow portion of overall media creation competencies. Further, PowerPoint 

creation is platform-specific, and an argument can be made that developing the ability 

to create a PowerPoint slide better indicates the mastery of a computer program than the 

development of a broader media creation competency. Accordingly, this shows that 

even students who engage in some media creation involving PowerPoint are really only 

developing competencies related to a very narrow portion of the broader media creation 

environment.  

Thus, the risk exists that, by focusing so narrowly on PowerPoint, students and 

faculty might be convincing themselves that they are addressing broader media creation 

competencies while, in fact, they are only addressing very narrow aspects of media 

creation.  
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Students Have More Exposure to Media Creation in High School than College 

As data presented in Chapter Nine show, fewer students create video or Web 

pages in college than high school. Similarly, fewer students use video or the Web in 

college than high school.  

While more students engage in media analysis in college, these numbers still 

give cause for alarm. Even if college is effectively meeting the goal of promoting 

critical thinking, it is difficult to imagine why it would be appropriate to ignore media 

use or creation. Indeed, knowledge of the processes involved in production is necessary 

for effective analysis, yet such processes are being neglected at the college level. 

This trend towards emphasizing analysis while deemphasizing creation is 

partially recognized in faculty comments as well. For instance, English faculty members 

did at times suggest that their classes would include media analysis, but would not 

include media creation.  

The suggestion that students are exposed to more course content related to 

media creation in high school than in college is not surprising. Media creation is a 

popular subject for inclusion within the high school curriculum, and is often 

incorporated into elective or vocational classes. Hobbs (2004a) noted: “There are more 

than 10,000 high school journalism teachers and more than 1,500 

media/communications specialists in K-12 schools in the United States…. Since the 

1980s, media production facilities have been present in nearly half of American high 

schools” (p. 50). 

Nevertheless – while not surprising – this trend is alarming because students 

who learn about media creation in high school may lose these competencies if they are 
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not reinforced in college. Thus, despite the efforts of educators at the K-12 level to 

promote media literacy and engage students in the type of new media creation that will 

be important for the future, these competencies may be lost by students who are not 

encouraged to use them during their college years. Such findings also confirm the 

conclusions previously reached (Aufderheide, 1993; Brown, 1991), and articulated by 

Wulff (1997): “In higher education the progress towards the incorporation of media 

literacy as an essential ability in higher education appears minimal” (p. 124).   

The Course Educational Technology Integration is Frequently Mentioned but is being 

Eliminated as a Graduation Requirement for Education Students 

The course Educational Technology Integration was identified by both faculty 

members and students more often than any other course as the place where students 

were learning about media creation. According to comments provided by faculty 

members and students, Educational Technology Integration is a course, offered by the 

College of Education and rooted in the educational technology perspective, that 

involved teaching students about new media creation, and which covered issues related 

to preproduction, production, and postproduction. According to faculty comments 

gathered in this study, Educational Technology Integration was the only course that 

covered media creation in a systematic and extensive way and which, as a general 

education requirement for all Education students, reached a sizeable amount of the 

student body.   

Nevertheless, despite comments which present Educational Technology 

Integration as a main venue for media education at this University, the education course 
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requirements will change starting in 2010 and this course will no longer be required of 

Education students.  

This will undoubtedly result in fewer students ever taking a course that covers 

media creation. This is a point that one faculty member acknowledged, saying,  

There is a lot of discussion that other faculty members will just be able to 
integrate what we do [with media education] into their own classes, and 
in some ways I’m like, wow that’s great, let’s go for that, that’s 
wonderful. . . . But I’m not convinced that that is happening. . . . Maybe 
there are pockets, one faculty member here or one faculty member there 
is doing some really cool new media stuff, but it’s rare. 

 
Accordingly, as limited as student exposure to course content related to media 

creation currently is at this university, it is likely to become even more limited in the 

future as well. This change to the course requirements speaks to a larger issue, namely, 

a prevalent assumption that media are addressed in many courses, and as such do not 

need to be focused on in a designated class taught by a trained specialist. However, data 

from this study demonstrate this to be a flawed assumption: media are not addressed to 

a meaningful extent across the curriculum. Instead, media are currently only addressed 

in designated courses, like Educational Technology Integration. If designated courses 

like this one are eliminated, media education is likely to become even more 

marginalized.  

It is possible that this shift indicates an effort by the Education faculty to move 

towards a multidisciplinary perspective on media education, and not away from media 

education in general. If this is the case, it should be noted that a multidisciplinary or 

cross-curricular approach to media literacy education can be a useful model for helping 
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to develop cross-curricular connections and logical associations between media and 

other subject matter (Considine, 1995; Greenway, 1997; Masterman, 1997). 

However, West Chester University faculty have not yet developed a coherent 

multidisciplinary media education plan. Instead, it appears that in the future, whatever 

media-related courses are offered will take the form of elective courses offered in 

various departments. By having a handful of faculty members who address media 

scattered across different disciplines, departments, and colleges at a university, it is 

difficult to create a systematic, planned approach to teaching media. While such an 

unplanned multidisciplinary approach to media might give everyone the opportunity to 

teach about media within their own disciplinary context, in practice it often means that 

nobody teaches about media because they expect that it would be better covered by 

someone else, in some different setting.  

Unfortunately, data from this study suggest that such a multidisciplinary 

approach will have limited efficacy due to lack of coordination and communication 

between the many departments and faculty members on campus. As one faculty 

member pointed out, there is a lack of coordination about such efforts, saying simply, 

“Who knows what other people do in their classrooms.”  

Indeed, media creation is addressed infrequently. Further, faculty members who 

will continue to teach about media creation lack the forum to coordinate efforts or 

develop more comprehensive plans because they are not within the same organizational 

umbrella; each individual who teaches about media answers to separate department 

chairs, committees, and deans. In such a situation, it is difficult – if not impossible – to 

preserve or strengthen media curricula. If this is the case, then media creation education, 
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and media literacy education in general, at the college level may face the same issues of 

marginalization or isolation that media literacy education faces in K-12 systems were 

the skills are expected to be integrated into existing subjects (Hobbs, 1998).  

Students Learn About Preproduction Activities in a Traditional Media Context 

Preproduction is the only element of media creation that undergraduate students 

feel they have learned about in college, yet most faculty members do not feel that they 

have taught about such topics. Likely, this is because there is a perceptual difference 

between the two groups and that students are, in fact, learning about preproduction 

activities, but in the context of traditional, not new, media. 

 Students recognize the transferability of preproduction competencies, such as 

outlining or brainstorming, which apply to a wide range of composition processes. 

Students may understand that such competencies can be adapted to a new media 

context, even if they are taught in a different context. Yet, the transferability of such 

competencies is likely not understood by faculty, who appear to have a tendency to 

separate media activities from traditional classroom activities. This disconnect speaks to 

a broader issue: the inability of faculty members to make the link between existing 

classroom topics and new media creation competencies. This issue presents a challenge 

to the success of an interdisciplinary model of media literacy education. While it 

appears that this university is moving towards a multidisciplinary media education 

model, in which students are expected to learn about media in a variety of disciplinary 

contexts, it appears that the faculty does not understand how to make connections 

between their existing course material and new media applications of such concepts. If 
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such connections are not made, faculty will likely not find new ways to integrate media 

into their classes, and media will not be addressed across the curriculum. 

Such challenges are not unique to higher education. Similar challenges have 

been faced at the K-12 level when media education is approached in a cross-curricular 

fashion, without specialized media classes. Goodman (2003) highlighted this challenge:   

The interdisciplinary nature of media education classes makes it difficult 
for schools to departmentalize the work. . . .  The limited time and funds 
for professional development in most school districts undercuts the 
ongoing support that they need to develop a broad repertoire of group 
facilitation and counseling, social journalism, and technical video skills. 
(p. 101) 

 
Additionally, the focus placed by faculty members on preproduction may 

suggest that faulty members have a limited level of comfort regarding media education. 

Because media preproduction activities can be so similar to preproduction activities 

associated with traditional media (e.g. storyboarding, script writing), it may be that 

faculty members focus on this dimension of media creation because these are the only 

areas which they feel qualified to teach.  

Approaches to Media Education Vary by Discipline, yet Many Courses Address Media 

without a Theoretical Perspective 

There is a long history of research regarding media effects, media criticism, and 

media as an educational technology. It appears that, in courses specifically focused on 

media topics, there is theoretical grounding. Specifically, education media courses 

approach media from the educational technology perspective, English film courses 

approach media from a critical cultural perspective, and communication media courses 

approach from a perspective that draws on multiple paradigms of media education. 
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Such a finding matches what the literature suggests would be found in a media class in 

each of these disciplines. Because a professor teaching media in a communication 

department would likely have academic training in mass media theory, it is logical that 

their class would similarly approach media from a perspective that draws on the 

tradition of media research and incorporates the element of media creation (Rowland, 

1998) which is a long-standing part of many media programs which developed with 

professional ties. Similarly, a professor teaching media in an English department would 

likely have academic training in textual or critical media analysis (Hobbs, 2004a), and 

might be influenced by the multiliteracies movement which emphasizes discussing 

popular culture texts (Alvermann, Moon, & Hagood, 1999). This emphasis on 

deconstruction and analysis would, in turn, logically continue to be the focus of media 

classes (Buckingham, 2003; Postman, 1961). Finally, an education professor who 

teaches about media would likely have learned about media themselves from an 

educational technology perspective which emphasizes media use and creation for the 

specific purpose of developing teaching tools, while deemphasizing media analysis. In 

turn, it would be logical that they would continue to focus on teaching media creation as 

a form of educational technology to be used in a classroom setting (Saettler, 1990).   

However, when media are addressed in other courses (which they are, albeit to a 

limited extent), or by professors without media expertise, media are most often taught 

without any classifiable or discernable theoretical perspective. Accordingly, while a 

handful of media classes address media in a systematic fashion from a theoretical 

perspective associated with their disciplinary location, in all other courses media are 

addressed only occasionally or in an unfocused fashion. This suggests that, while the 
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large body of media research may shape the perspectives taken by faculty members 

with training in critical studies, media studies, or educational technology, other faculty 

who may have cause to teach about media creation in their classes approach this topic 

from a utilitarian perspective that is not guided by any theoretical perspective.  

This may demonstrate that college professors lack training or expertise 

regarding media, media education, or media theory. Such a point would indicate that 

college professors are, in this respect, facing challenges which are similar to those faced 

by high school teachers. Hart (1998), who reviewed studies of high school teachers 

regarding media education, similarly found that: 

Nearly all of the teachers in each of the studies registered a desire for 
more and better training.  Specifically, most of them pointed to the need 
for both a more systematic theoretical foundation within which they 
could work and for greater opportunities for practical or professional 
experience in the media industries. (p.175) 

 
This conclusion was mirrored by several faculty members. As one faculty 

member said, “When I went through grad school, when I was trained, it was based on 

the book, on the written word. . . . Most of us didn’t come through [graduate school] 

with that [media training].” Or, another faculty member noted, “We should do lifelong 

learning, we should be taking classes and workshops, and do what it takes to stay up to 

date and stay relevant.” 

Accordingly, this suggests that it would be useful to consider the development 

of interdisciplinary media programs which would provide faculty the opportunity to 

collaborate and coordinate on such courses, thus developing more systematic 

approaches to teaching students across a university about media. 
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No Discipline Involves Significantly More or Less Course Content Related to Media 

Creation 

Neither English, communication, nor education include significantly different 

amounts of coursework related to media creation within their classes. Each discipline 

considered offers some courses related to media creation. Yet, no discipline has 

established media creation as an integral part of its core curriculum, nor will any 

discipline require students in the future to take a course that focuses on media creation. 

Accordingly, evidence does not suggest that any particular discipline is especially 

focused on addressing media creation or other, broader, media literacy competencies 

within their course offerings.  

Key Findings Regarding the Perceived Importance of Media Creation Education 

Two final key findings relate to the issue of the perceived importance of 

teaching and learning about media creation. These two findings will now be discussed. 

Many View Media Creation as Important, yet Few are Involved 

Media creation education was recognized as important by an overwhelming 

majority of faculty members and students. This is encouraging, considering the 

widespread acknowledgement in literature of the importance of developing such 

competencies for the modern world (Holland, Jenkins, & Squire, 2003; Jenkins, 2006; 

Sefton-Green, 2006; Snyder & Beavis, 2004). Additionally, this confirms findings of 

Salaway and colleagues (2006) that students desire additional instruction in information 

technologies.  

However, it is also clear from this study that students generally do not engage in 

media creation activities. Further, students and faculty members report that students do 
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not learn about media production or postproduction in college classes. Accordingly, a 

disconnect clearly exists. Students and faculty members feel it is important to learn 

about media creation. Yet, students neither engage in such activities (for curricular or 

extracurricular reasons) nor learn extensively about media creation in their classes. 

Accordingly, it is important to focus on teaching students to develop the competencies 

that they consider important, and which they are not currently learning about. 

Despite the fact that faculty members overall expressed widespread support for 

learning about media exposure, there are several barriers to faculty involvement: lack of 

media qualifications, lack of time for planning and implementation, limiting course 

guidelines, and the perception that such learning would be better located in another 

class. In many ways, it is this final aspect that is most alarming.  

Several faculty members suggested that media education is important, but 

should be addressed elsewhere. However, because the data show that very little media 

education is, in fact, taking place, it is possible to draw the conclusion that if a large 

enough portion of faculty members feel media should be taught elsewhere, then it ends 

up not be taught anywhere. 

Accordingly, this suggests that there truly is a need to develop a comprehensive 

way of integrating media education into the college curriculum. Clearly, because so 

many faculty participants stated that they feel they cannot teach about media creation in 

their classes – despite their belief that it should be taught – it is not enough to just 

assume that someone else will teach it. If such assumptions continue to be made, media 

education is likely to continue to be neglected. 
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However, as critical as this situation may be, related data also present some 

positive news. First, the faculty’s support for media education and ability to accurately 

perceive the lack of student media creation competencies suggests that faculty members 

are not aloof when it comes to the issue of student media literacy. Instead, faculty 

members do seem to recognize that: (1) media literacy is important and that (2) students 

lack basic media creation competencies. Second, the widespread faculty support of 

media creation education suggests that media creation education could be integrated 

into the college curriculum if an appropriate plan was developed.  

Accordingly, additional research is needed to consider the ways in which faculty 

members believe that media creation education, and media literacy education could best 

be integrated into the curriculum. This study suggested that several faculty members 

believed media education should be handled at the departmental level, while others 

suggested it could be a general education course offered by the Communication Studies 

or Computer Science departments for all university students. Leadership at the 

university or departmental level will be essential in exploring possibilities for change. 

Perceptions of Importance Lack any Clear Ties to Paradigmatic or Theoretical 

Preferences 

There is strong faculty support for media creation education within the college-

level curriculum. This widespread support for media creation education was the case 

among the faculty members whose comments evidenced a clear paradigmatic or 

theoretical position. Faculty members who approach media education from a particular 

paradigmatic position tend to be those who also have the most training in media, and are 

similarly those who teach about media most directly. As such, faculty members who 
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teach students about media and who have media expertise tend to be both guided by a 

paradigmatic or theoretical preference and strongly in support of media creation 

education. This support exists across the different disciplines and paradigms.  

Similarly, faculty members who teach very little about media, have little media 

expertise, and are not guided by any theoretical or paradigmatic preference are also in 

support of media creation education. Accordingly, there is no reason to believe that 

paradigmatic or theoretical background necessarily influences the perceived importance 

of addressing media creation at the college level. While differences may exist between 

the extent to which the theoretical position of an individual influences their perception 

of other dimensions of media literacy education (media use or media analysis), support 

for the media creation dimension exists across different schools of thought. 

Thus, having now considered the answers to the research questions and the key 

findings of this research, it is useful to consider the strengths and limitations of this 

study and directions for future research and instructional practice.  

Strengths and Limitations of the Research 

This research study describes undergraduate media creation competencies and 

media creation education within higher education. As such, it presents new data which 

build on existing research to present a more detailed view of some of the challenges 

currently facing media educators in higher education. By considering both faculty 

members and the students they teach within one university, different perspectives within 

a single educational setting were considered, allowing for a well-rounded, detailed 

understanding of the way in which media creation is addressed. Furthermore, gathering 

data from these populations allowed for a consideration of the ways in which 
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disciplinary affiliations and paradigmatic or theoretical preferences do, or do not, affect 

the way media are addressed in college classes. Finally, this method made it possible to 

conduct a comparative analysis in order to discover area of similarities and differences 

between faculty and student perceptions and competencies. However, while this 

methodology offered some unique advantages, and data presented from this research 

offers new insight into this topic, there are several limitations associated with this study 

as well. 

First, this study recruited participants from both faculty and student populations 

within one university. This research design offered many benefits, and allowed for an 

analysis of the similarities and differences between these two groups which are involved 

in the media education process. However, there are ways to improve both samples in 

future research. One limitation of this study is that some majors were represented in 

very small numbers in the student sample, thus limiting my ability to make 

generalizable conclusions regarding differences in competencies and perceptions 

between majors. In this study, 6.6% (n=27) of participants majored in Communication 

Studies, 3.2% (n=13) majored in English, and 26.2% (n=107) majored in an Education-

related field. This does not render data gathered for this study irrelevant; more students 

are enrolled in education-related majors at this university than either Communication 

Studies or English. This sample was representative of the overall general student 

population at the university included in this study. Yet, the small sample size of 

Communication Studies and English majors limited my ability to make valid, 

generalizable comparisons between majors. A larger sample size could have allowed for 
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the collection of data from more students from all majors, including the smaller English 

and Communication Studies majors. 

Another limitation of this study relates to the faculty sample. This study focuses 

specifically on communication, English, and education faculty. This decision was made 

because of the strong historical associations between these three disciplines and media 

education in both practice and research. However, by limiting my study to include only 

these disciplines I ignored the perspectives of, or teaching done by, faculty members in 

other disciplines or departments. Another limitation of this faculty sample is that only 

permanent faculty members were considered in this study. This was an appropriate 

choice, because permanent faculty members are long-term members of the university 

community and have knowledge about the institution, students, and policies. Yet, only 

interviewing permanent faculty members means that this study ignored the perspectives 

of the adjunct and temporary faculty members who teach a significant number of 

courses.  

An additional limitation exists regarding the faculty sample, and relates to the 

fact that some faculty members might have declined to participate because they may 

have felt their participation could have a negative impact on their career. As one faculty 

participant noted, “I wouldn’t be talking to you if I didn’t have tenure.” In fact other 

participants did participate even though they had not yet been tenured, and I believe that 

my sample presented an appropriate mix of faculty members from different stages in 

their career. However, because younger faculty may be more inclined to integrate media 

into their courses, and because younger faculty members are less likely to be tenured, 
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the exclusion of any such faculty members may have skewed the sample in some 

unknown way.  

Another limitation of this research relates to the fact that this study focuses on 

only the media creation dimension of media literacy. Again, this decision was made 

intentionally; awareness of media creation is important to the development of overall 

media literacy competencies (Jenkins, 2006, 2008; Messaris, 1998; Potter, 2004; 

Salaway et al., 2006), yet had not previously been studied at the college level. Further, 

because media literacy education is a broad topic with many objectives, goals, and 

styles of implementation, it is impractical to attempt to consider all aspects of media 

literacy from multiple perspectives within a single study.  Thus, my narrow focus on 

media creation allowed me to look into more depth at one specific dimension of media 

literacy. Yet, this focus also prevented me from gathering data regarding other key 

aspects of media literacy, specifically those related to media use or analysis.  

 Additionally, this study only involved participants from one university. This was 

an appropriate population for this study for several reasons.  First, there have not been 

any similar studies conducted among a university population up to this point.  Second, 

studying one university allowed for the development of a methodology could be used in 

additional settings in future research.  Third, a single school or university is a logical 

unit of analysis within educational research, as policies, styles, and standards often are 

different from institution to institution.  Accordingly, this study’s research design 

intentionally limited its breadth (in terms of variables and population), in order to 

provide more depth of analysis, and a more detailed, comprehensive picture. Yet, it 
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lacks the generalizability that could be obtained by sampling participants from 

numerous colleges and universities. 

  A final limitation of this study is that it did not directly measure student media 

competencies. Instead, competencies were measured by self-report by considering 

frequency of involvement in media creation activities. A direct measure of actual 

student competencies, involving an experimental or survey design, could yield even 

stronger data regarding the extent of student media creation competencies.  

Directions for Future Research 

This study provides an important picture of the involvement of college students 

in media creation activities. Results from this study build on existing studies (Salaway 

et al., 2006) to demonstrate that while students of the Net Generation are frequently 

engaged in basic uses of media-related technologies, they are infrequently involved in 

more complex media creation activities. Now that levels of usage have been established, 

future research can focus on directly testing actual student competencies. While this 

study uses vocabulary knowledge and self-report of involvement in media creation 

activities to gauge student competencies, new direct measures of actual media creation 

skills can be developed and administered to college student populations. 

This study also provides information regarding faculty perceptions of student 

media competencies, the extent to which they teach about media creation, and the 

importance of addressing media creation at the college level. Because data suggest that 

faculty members (1) do not commonly teach about media creation yet (2) perceive 

media creation as a topic that is important for students to learn about, it would be useful 

to develop a measure based on this study’s findings to determine what specific ways 
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faculty members would consider it most beneficial to address media creation at the 

college level.  

Further, because this study focuses on the media creation dimension of media 

literacy, it would be useful to conduct further research that would gather faculty and 

student data related to all three dimensions of media literacy, namely use, creation, and 

analysis. Such research would present a more complete picture of media literacy 

education and competencies in higher education.  

Finally, this study provides information about students and faculty at one four-

year college. Now, it would be beneficial to expand this study to include a larger 

population. By expanding the population, and developing a faculty questionnaire, 

quantitative data could be gathered from faculty and students at multiple colleges or 

universities to develop a regional or national sample. Additionally, a faculty 

questionnaire could serve the additional purpose of encouraging more young, non-

tenured faculty members to participate, as they may consider a survey to be more 

anonymous than an interview. 

Directions for Instructional Practice 

Data from this study demonstrate that there is a need to address media creation 

more extensively in college classes. Few students report learning about media creation, 

even though both faculty and students agree that media creation is important to learn 

about at the college level. Similarly, it is important to recognize that more students are 

exposed to course content related to Web and video creation in high school than in 

college. This clearly demonstrates that this important aspect of literacy is neglected at 

the college level. Yet, because both students and faculty perceive media creation as 
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important, new programs need to be developed to better address such competencies at 

the college level.  

This study also demonstrates that faculty members need to be guided by a more 

coherent theoretical premise when media are addressed. This could involve the type of 

continued professional development that one faculty member spoke about, saying:  

We talk about lifelong learning here in the College of Education, and I 
don’t think we do a particularly good job of modeling that. We should do 
lifelong learning, we should be taking classes and workshops, and do 
what it takes to stay up to date and stay relevant.  
 
If faculty members are encouraged to address media from coherent theoretical 

perspectives, students will be more likely to learn about the power of media – even 

basic media platforms like PowerPoint – instead of just viewing media as tools that can 

be used in narrow contexts. 

Finally, it is important to develop a more systematic way of addressing media in 

college classes. This study demonstrates that many faculty members believe that media 

creation is important for students to learn about. Yet there is a void when it comes to 

addressing new and visual media. As one faculty member noted, “At this university, 

English is a written medium and communication is an oral medium. The visual medium, 

the turf hasn’t been battled out, right?” It is likely that the “turf” of visual media also 

has no disciplinary or departmental location in many similar universities that lack a 

broadcast or mass media department.  In such situations, institutions could do well to 

consider Blanchard and Christ (1993) and Tan (1999), who suggested developing an 

integrated communication major, which incorporates both mass media and speech 

communication together. Such a model could help to ensure that students develop a 
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more well rounded education that touches on competencies related to communication 

and media. 

Optimally, such a major could involve creating a new course designed 

specifically to address the competencies related to media literacy. However, even if a 

new course is not added to existing course offerings, current upper and lower level 

communication courses could be adjusted to incorporate dimensions of media literacy. 

For instance, basic courses frequently offered – such as Introduction to Communication, 

Introduction to Interpersonal Communication, or Public Speaking – could all be 

adjusted to also include a focus on competencies related to media literacy.  

While the purpose of this research is not to propose specific adjustments to the 

curricular policy of West Chester University, an example of how this could be 

accomplished can be provided by looking at the Communication Studies department at 

this university. It would possible to adjust the competencies of Public Speaking, a 

course required of all Communication Studies majors and which fulfills a general 

education requirement for all students at the University. As Rubin and Daly (1999) 

noted, “Public speaking is more often mediated than not” (p. 36). Accordingly, Public 

Speaking could house discussions related both to traditional rhetoric and its application 

within the contemporary world of media convergence.  As is demonstrated in Table 

11.1, it is possible to adjust the existing competencies for Public Speaking in order to 

also address the six key concepts of media literacy education identified by NAMLE 

(National Council, 2007). Similar adjustments could be made to other courses in order 

to insure that students develop a broad base of communication competencies, including 

media literacy competencies, while taking required courses.  
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Indeed, there are other ways of addressing media literacy competencies within 

higher education as well. Furthermore, the solution to this problem may vary from 

institution to institution, based on faculty expertise, existing course offerings, resources, 

and organization structure. Continued research into the topic, and discussion among 

faculty in higher education, is important. However, regardless of the specific model that 

is adopted, it is important to recognize that it will be important to group media 

educators together organizationally in order to allow for the development of more 

systematic programs of media study that can assist more students with a theory-based 

approach to education.  

Accordingly, it is clear that media creation is an important dimension of media 

literacy. It has been recognized as important by researchers, as well as by teaching 

faculty and students. Yet, despite the importance of media creation in the modern age, it 

continues to be an area largely neglected by college educators and by students. 

However, if steps are taken to coordinate media education at the college level, and 

accurately assess existing student competencies and student needs, then today’s colleges 

and universities can better meet the educational needs of students moving into the 

media-rich world of the future.
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Table 11.1. 

Sample Competencies for a Public Speaking Course which Incorporates a Media 
Literacy Component  
 
 
Competencies for Public Speaking at 
West Chester University (as of 2009) 
 

 
Proposed Adjustments to Public 
Speaking Competencies  
 

 
To identify the principles of the 
communication process 

 
To identify the principles of the 
communication process as they apply 
to speech in a public or media setting 

 
To demonstrate the ability to assess 
audience and situation, and to 
appropriately adapt communication 
to both   

 
To demonstrate the ability to assess 
audience and situation, and 
appropriately adapt communication to 
both in a public or media setting 

 
To demonstrate an effective 
presentation by applying theory and 
the underlying principles of public 
speaking such as organization, 
evidence, and delivery in a public 
setting 

 
To demonstrate an effective 
presentation by applying theory and 
the underlying principles of public 
speaking such as organization, 
evidence, and delivery in a public or 
media setting 

 
To demonstrate the ethical use of 
rhetoric to inform and influence an 
audience  

 
To understand the relevance of 
communication in a public or media 
setting within the democratic process 

 
To demonstrate information literary 
– the array of knowledge and skills 
necessary to identify the 
information needed for a task and to 
locate, understand, evaluate, and 
use that information efficiently and 
effectively within appropriate 
ethical and legal limits 

 
To demonstrate media literacy – to 
use, create, and analyze a variety of 
media 

 
To identify through critical analysis 
the communication strategies and 
tactics in messages created by 
public persuaders 

 
To develop critical listening and 
viewing skills involving the ability to 
identify target audience and points of 
view of a message 
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Table 11.1. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Competencies for Public Speaking at 
West Chester University (as of 2009) 
 

 
Proposed Adjustments to Public 
Speaking Competencies  
 

  
To develop competencies related to 
creating new media which can be used 
to enhance public presentations 
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APPENDIX A 
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

 
Explanation 

 
There is a growing acknowledgement that there are multiple literacies in the 

modern media saturated world. One central idea of multiple literacies is literacy today 

involves the ability to both read and write, or understand and create, new media – 

including multimedia, digital, and video technologies.  Such media literacy might 

involve the ability of students to use media, create media, and analyze media. I’m 

interested in your comments on any of these dimensions, so please feel free to comment 

about any of them. However, I’m especially interested in your feedback regarding the 

competencies that you believe today’s students have regarding their ability to create 

new media products in multimedia, digital, or video formats. I’d like to discuss the 

specific areas that students today are or are not competent when it comes to media 

creation. I’m interested in any and all comments you may have along these regards.  

Background Questions 

1. What department do you teach in? 

2. What classes do you teach? 

3. How long have you been on the faculty at West Chester University? 

4. How long have you been teaching at the college level? 

5. Age? 

6. What is the highest degree you have earned? 

7. To what extent do you think students today engage in media creation, involving any 

or all of those phases I just mentioned, either for personal or academic purposes? In 
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short, is this something that students today do? And, if so, what types of media do 

students today create?  

8. If you had to make a list of the most important competencies for students regarding 

media creation today, what would you include on that list?  

9. If you had to make a list of the media creation skills students have and do not have, 

what would this include?  

General Questions 

1. To what extent do you think students were effective in their media creation abilities 

before they entered this university, either because of their individual experiences or 

exposure to media education in K-12 schooling? 

2. To what extent do you think that students learn about media creation in the courses 

they take? 

3. Where do you think students pick up their knowledge about media creation? 

4. To what extent do you think that it is important to take a course that teaches how to 

read and write media, much like students take courses that teach how to read and write 

printed language? Why or why not? 

5. If such a course existed, what discipline do you think it would be best suited to? 

6. How do you see media education developing over the next ten years, if at all? 

Perception of Student Media Creation Competency Questions 

1. To what extent do you think students have the ability to effectively engage in creating 

a media project (for example, making videos, editing videos, creating multimedia 

projects, editing images or graphics, animation)? 
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2. (Preproduction) To what extent do you think that students are competent regarding 

their ability to plan for a project - preproduction? (identifying target audience, 

storyboarding, creating visual maps for projects, or writing scripts)  

3. (Production) To what extent do you think that students are competent regarding their 

ability to produce a project? (using software associated with video editing or 

multimedia presentations, filming, or having a knowledge of associated terminology 

and vocabulary) 

4. (Postproduction) To what extent do you think that students are competent regarding 

their ability to publish, or sharing on the Web, new media projects? 

5. What are some of the specific media creation competencies that you think students 

possess?  

6. What are some specific media creation competencies that you think students do not 

possess?  

Involvement in Media Education Questions 

1. To what extent do you think you include course content related to media creation in 

your classes? What types of activities do you engage in? 

2. Why do you have this perspective? 

3. (Preproduction) To what extent do you ever have students complete assignments that 

involve planning for a media project, such as conducting an audience analysis, creating 

a visual map or storyboard? 

4. (Production) To what extent do you ever have students engage in projects that 

actually involve producing a media project (such as video editing, filming)? 
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5. (Postproduction) To what extent do you ever have students engage in publishing or 

distributing media creations? 

6. Of those activities you do engage in during your classes, why do you consider it 

important to address these issues in your class? Why do you avoid addressing other 

issues in your class? What do you see as your goal when addressing media in your 

class? 

Media Creation Education Importance Questions 

1. To what extent do you think it is important for students to have these media creation 

skills? 

2. (Preproduction) To what extent do you consider it important that students learn in 

college how to plan for creating media by analyzing their target audiences, 

storyboarding, etc.? 

3. (Production) To what extent do you consider it important that students actually learn 

in college how to produce a new media project, by filming, editing, animating, etc.? 

4. (Postproduction) To what extent do you consider it important that students actually 

learn in college how to share/distribute/publish media? 

5. Overall, to what extent do you think we should be addressing media creation at the 

university level? Is it important for us to address today? 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
1. Informed Consent 

2. Age  

3. Sex (Male, Female) 

4. Year in College (First-Year, Sophomore, Junior, Senior) 

5. What is your major (if undeclared, please type "Undeclared") 

6. I have taken a class that required accessing or using video content in college. (Yes, 

No) 

7. I have taken a course that required accessing or using Web content in college. (Yes, 

No) 

8. I have taken a class that required accessing or using video content in middle school or 

high school. (Yes, No) 

9. I have taken a class that required accessing or using Web content in middle school or 

high school. (Yes, No) 

10. I have taken a class that required creating video content in college. (Yes, No) 

11. I have taken a class that required creating Web content in college. (Yes, No) 

12. I have taken a class that required creating video content in middle school or high 

school. (Yes, No) 

13. I have taken a class that required creating Web content in middle school or high 

school. (Yes, No) 

14. I have taken a class that required media criticism or media analysis in college. 
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15. I have taken a class that required media criticism or media analysis in middle school 

or high school. (Yes, No) 

16. In the past year, when planning to create a video, multimedia, or Web based project, 

how often did you (Never, Once per Year, Once per Semester, Monthly, Weekly, 

Several Times per Week, Daily): 

Collaborate with others to develop ideas or brainstorm 

Write a script  

Outline, visually map out, or storyboard 

Identify a target audience, or consider the characteristics of a target audience 

Engage in research or content gathering 

17. In the past year, how often did you (Never, Once per Year, Once per Semester, 

Monthly, Weekly, Several Times per Week, Daily): 

Film an original video  

Edit video using computer software (e.g. using Movie Maker, iMovie, Final Cut, or 

other similar programs) 

Use computer software to manipulate digital images or create graphics or (e.g. using 

Photoshop, Flash, or other similar programs) 

Use computer software to edit or mix digital audio recordings (e.g. using Soundbooth, 

ProTools, Audition, or similar programs) 

Design content for use with a Smartboard 

Create a PowerPoint slideshow that includes text 

Create a PowerPoint slideshow that includes components such as hypertext, graphics, or 

images 
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Create a PowerPoint slideshow that includes components such as video or animation 

Design a Web page (e.g. using FrontPage, Dreamweaver, or other similar programs) 

18. In the past year, how often did you (Never, Once per Year, Once per Semester, 

Monthly, Weekly, Several Times per Week, Daily): 

Publish or upload a Web page to a Web server 

Upload a video you filmed/edited to a Web site (e.g. You Tube, Google Videos, or 

other Web sites) 

Upload a PowerPoint slideshow you created to a Web site (e.g. 

Slideshare or other Web sites) 

Post text or video blogs  

19. Please describe any video, multimedia, or Web-based media that you have created 

in the past year. 

20. Regarding video, multimedia, or Web-based projects, at this university I 

have learned about (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) . . .  

Collaborating with others to develop ideas or brainstorm 

Outlining, creating a visual map, or a storyboard 

Writing a script  

Identifying target audience, or considering the characteristics of a target audience 

Researching or gathering content 

21. At this university, I have learned about (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, 

Strongly Disagree) . . . 

Identifying or using camera angles or framing camera shots filming a video 
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Editing video using computer programs (e.g. Movie Maker, iMovie, Final Cut, or other 

similar programs) 

Creating graphics or manipulating digital images (e.g. using Photoshop, Flash, or other 

similar programs) 

Using computer software to edit or mix digital audio recordings (e.g. using 

Soundbooth, ProTools, Audition, or similar programs) 

Designing content for use with a Smartboard 

Creating a PowerPoint slideshow that includes text 

Creating a PowerPoint slideshow that includes hypertext, images, or graphics 

Creating a PowerPoint slideshow that includes video or animation 

Designing a Web page (e.g. using FrontPage, Dreamweaver, or a similar program) 

22. At this university, I have learned about (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, 

Strongly Disagree) . . . 

Publishing or uploading a Web page to a Web server 

Posting video I filmed/edited to online video hosting Web sites (e.g. You Tube, Google 

Videos, or other Web sites) 

Posting a text or video blog 

23. Please describe the extent to which you have been taught about creating video, 

multimedia, or Web-based media while in college? 

24. Regarding video, multimedia, or Web-based projects, I think it is important to learn 

how to (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) . . . 

Conduct an audience analysis, identify a target audience, or the characteristics of a 

target audience 
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Collaborate with others to develop ideas or brainstorm 

Outline, create a visual map, or storyboard 

Write a script  

Conduct research or gather content 

Develop competencies related to planning 

25. Regarding video, multimedia, or Web-based projects, I think it is important to learn 

(Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) . . . 

How to edit video/images 

About camera angles or framing camera shots 

How to film a video  

How to edit video using computer programs (e.g. Movie Maker, iMovie, Final 

Cut, or other similar programs) 

How to create graphics or manipulate digital images (e.g. using Photoshop, Flash, or 

other similar programs) 

How to use computer software to edit or mix digital audio recordings (e.g. using 

Soundbooth, ProTools, Audition, or similar programs) 

How to use computer software to edit or mix digital audio recordings (e.g. using 

Soundbooth, ProTools, Audition, or similar programs) 

How to design content for use with a Smartboard 

How to create a PowerPoint slideshow that includes text 

How to create a PowerPoint slideshow that includes hypertext, images, or 

graphics 

How to create a PowerPoint slideshow that includes video or animation 
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How to design and build a Web page (e.g. using FrontPage, Dreamweaver, or other 

similar programs) 

To develop competencies related to filming, editing, or 

26. Regarding video, multimedia, or Web-based projects, I think it is important to learn 

(Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) . . . 

How to publish or upload a Web page to a Web server 

How to upload video I film/edit individually or as part of a group to online video 

hosting Web sites (e.g. You Tube, Google Videos) 

How to post a text or video blog 

To develop competencies related to media sharing or distribution using the Internet 

27. For me, it is NOT important to (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly 

Disagree) . . . 

Learn about planning video, multimedia, or Web-based projects 

Learn about designing or producing video, multimedia, or Web-based media 

Learn about sharing or distributing new video, multimedia, or Web-based media I create 

Discuss media in my classes 

28. Please elaborate on why you do, or do not, consider it important to learn about 

video, multimedia, or Web-based media creation in college courses. 

 

Please match the following images with the term that best describes them. 

29. Long Shot 

30. Medium Shot 

31. Close-up 
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32. Extreme Close-up 

33. Tilted 

34. Birds-Eye 

6. Section V 
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APPENDIX C 
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 

 
Media Creation Involvement Scale 

 
Table C.1. 
Frequency of Student Preproduction Involvement (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 

 
Once 
Per 
Year 

 
Once Per 
Semester 

 
Monthly 

 
Weekly 

 
Several 
Times 
Per 
Week 
 

 
Daily 

 
Collaborate/ 
Brainstorm 
n=408 

 
33.3 

 
10.8 

 
18.0 

 
9.9 

 
14.8 

 
10.8 

 
2.5 

 
Write a 
Script 
n=408 

 
53.2 

 
15.3 

 
14.8 

 
7.1 

 
4.9 

 
4.2 

 
0.5 

 
Outline, 
Map, 
Storyboard 
n=402 

 
42.5 

 
13.0 

 
16.5 

 
11.8 

 
9.5 

 
5.3 

 
1.5 

 
Audience 
Analysis 
n=406 

 
34.7 

 
13.4 

 
17.5 

 
11.9 

 
11.4 

 
8.4 

 
2.7 

 
Research or 
Content 
Gathering 
n=405  

 
28.8 

 
9.7 

 
15.6 

 
13.2 

 
15.1 

 
11.2 

 
6.5 

 
Average for 
Pre-
production 
Involvement 
 

 
38.5 

 
12.4 

 
16.5 

 
10.8 

 
11.1 

 
7.9 

 
2.7 
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Table C.2. 
 
Frequency of Student Production Involvement (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 

 
Once 
Per Year 

 
Once Per 
Semester 

 
Monthly 

 
Weekly 

 
Several 
Times 
Per 
Week 
 

 
Daily 

 
Film an 
Original 
Video 
n=407 

 
62.7 

 
19.7 

 
11.8 

 
3.9 

 
1.7 

 
0.2 

 
0.0 

 
Edit Video 
n=407 

 
63.9 

 
13.5 

 
13.0 

 
4.9 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.7 

 
Manipulate 
Digital 
Images 
n=406 

 
39.7 

 
11.8 

 
17.7 

 
17.0 

 
7.4 

 
4.4 

 
2.0 

 
Edit/Mix 
Digital Audio 
n=403 

 
65.5 

 
9.9 

 
9.9 

 
7.9 

 
3.0 

 
2.2 

 
1.5 

 
Design 
Smartboard 
Content 
n=405  

 
77.5 

 
5.7 

 
6.9 

 
5.7 

 
2.5 

 
1.5 

 
0.2 

 
Create 
PowerPoint 
with Text 
n=404 

 
8.9 

 
8.7 

 
30.2 

 
39.1 

 
8.2 

 
5.0 

 
0.0 

 
Create 
PowerPoint 
with Images/ 
Hyperlinks 
n=404 

 
12.4 

 
9.2 

 
29.2 

 
37.9 

 
6.9 

 
4.2 

 
0.2 
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Table C.2. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 

 
Once 
Per Year 

 
Once Per 
Semester 

 
Monthly 

 
Weekly 

 
Several 
Times 
Per 
Week 
 

 
Daily 

 
Create 
PowerPoint 
with videos/ 
Animation 
n=400 

 
37.5 

 
12.0 

 
21.3 

 
22.5 

 
3.8 

 
2.8 

 
0.3 

 
Design a 
Web page 
n=406 

 
69.7 

 
13.5 

 
9.9 

 
3.2 

 
2.0 

 
1.0 

 
0.7 

 
Average for  
Production 
Involvement 
 

 
48.6 

 
11.6 

 
16.7 

 
15.8 

 
4.2 

 
2.6 

 
6.2 

 
Average for 
Production 
Involvement 
Without 
PowerPoint 
 

 
63.1 

 
12.3 

 
11.5 

 
7.1 

 
3.1 

 
1.8 

 
0.8 

 
Average for 
Production 
Involvement 
without 
PowerPoint 
or Digital 
Images 
 

 
67.8 

 
12.4 

 
10.3 

 
5.1 

 
2.2 

 
1.3 

 
0.6 
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Table C.3. 
 
Frequency of Student Postproduction Involvement (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
Never 

 
Once 
Per 
Year 

 
Once Per 
Semester 

 
Monthly 

 
Weekly 

 
Several 
Times 
Per 
Week 
 

 
Daily 

 
Publish/ 
Upload a Web 
page 
n=407 

 
72.0 

 
11.3 

 
6.9 

 
5.2 

 
1.7 

 
1.0 

 
2.0 

 
Upload an 
original video 
to a Web site 
n=406 

 
62.6 

 
12.8 

 
13.1 

 
9.1 

 
1.2 

 
0.7 

 
0.5 

 
Upload a 
PowerPoint to 
a Web site 
n=406 

 
78.6 

 
6.7 

 
6.7 

 
5.7 

 
2.2 

 
0.0 

 
0.2 

 
Post text or 
video blog 
n=405 

 
57.3 

 
8.4 

 
9.6 

 
9.1 

 
6.2 

 
4.9 

 
4.4 

 
Average 
Postproduction 
Involvement 
 

 
67.6 

 
9.8 

 
9.0 

 
7.2 

 
2.8 

 
1.6 

 
1.7 
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Media Education Exposure Scale 
 
 
 
 
 
Table C.4. 
 
Preproduction Media Education Exposure (%) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
SA 
 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 

 
Learn about brainstorming 
ideas for media projects 
n=404 

 
18.8 

 
35.6 

 
25.0 

 
8.20 

 
12.4 

 
2.6 

 
2.0 

 
1.2 

 
Lean about outline or 
storyboarding for media 
projects 
n=405 

 
13.8 

 
27.9 

 
27.3 

 
13.9 

 
14.4 

 
2.8 

 
3.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about writing a 
script 
n=403 

 
7.5 

 
20.3 

 
31.0 

 
21.1 

 
19.8 

 
3.2 

 
3.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about audience 
analysis for media projects 
n=404 

 
21.0 

 
31.7 

 
25.2 

 
8.4 

 
13.6 

 
2.6 

 
2.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about researching 
for media projects 
n=404 

 
30.2 

 
31.4 

 
20.0 

 
6.7 

 
11.6 

 
2.3 

 
2.0 

 
1.2 

 
Average for preproduction 
media education 
 

 
18.6 

 
29.3 

 
25.7 

 
11.6 

 
14.3 

 
2.7 

 
2.4 

 
1.2 
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Table C.5. 
 
Production Media Education Exposure (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 
 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 
 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Learn about camera angles 
or framing shots 
n=404 

 
5.0 

 
10.6 

 
26.0 

 
23.0 

 
35.4 

 
3.7 

 
4.0 

 
1.1 

 
Learn about video editing 
n=404 

 
5.4 

 
15.1 

 
25.5 

 
19.6 

 
34.4 

 
3.6 

 
4.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about creating or  
editing images 
n=405 

 
4.7 

 
15.6 

 
30.9 

 
19.0 

 
29.9 

 
3.5 

 
3.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about editing or 
mixing audio 
n=402 

 
4.7 

 
12.9 

 
28.1 

 
20.1 

 
34.1 

 
3.6 

 
4.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about designing 
Smartboard content 
n=403 

 
5.0 

 
11.9 

 
27.5 

 
21.6 

 
34.0 

 
3.6 

 
4.0 

 
1.1 

 
Learn about Creating 
PowerPoint that includes 
text 
n=400 

 
25.0 

 
34.5 

 
23.3 

 
7.8 

 
9.5 

 
2.4 

 
2.0 

 
1.1 

 
Learn about creating 
PowerPoint that includes 
graphics or hyperlinks 
n=402 

 
22.6 

 
34.8 

 
24.1 

 
8.0 

 
10.4 

 
2.4 

 
2.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about creating 
PowerPoint that includes 
videos or animation 
n=403 

 
16.9 

 
24.3 

 
26.1 

 
15.1 

 
17.6 

 
2.9 

 
3.0 

 
1.3 
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Table C.5. 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 
 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 
 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Learn about designing a 
Web page 
n=403 

 
5.2 

 
11.2 

 
28.5 

 
20.3 

 
34.7 

 
3.6 

 
4.0 

 
1.2 

 
Average of production 
media education exposure 

 
10.5 

 
18.9 

 
26.6 

 
17.1 

 
26.6 

 
3.3 

 
3.3 

 
1.2 

 
Average without 
PowerPoint items 
 

 
5.0 

 
12.8 

 
27.7 

 
20.6 

 
33.7 

 
3.6 

 
3.8 

 
1.2 
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Table C.6. 
 
Postproduction Media Education Exposure (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 
 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 
 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Learn about publishing a 
Web page to a server 
n=404 

 
6.9 

 
12.1 

 
23.5 

 
23.0 

 
34.4 

 
3.6 

 
4.0 

 
1.3 

 
Learn about posting 
videos online 
n=402 

 
5.5 

 
15.7 

 
27.1 

 
18.2 

 
33.6 

 
3.5 

 
4.0 

 
1.2 

 
Learn about posting a blog 
n=405 

 
6.4 

 
13.6 

 
29.9 

 
19.0 

 
31.1 

 
3.5 

 
4.0 

 
1.2 

 
Average of postproduction 
media education exposure 
 

 
6.2 

 
13.8 

 
26.8 

 
20.0 

 
33.0 

 
3.6 

 
4.0 

 
1.2 
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Media Education Importance Scale 
 
Table C.7. 
 
Preproduction Media Education Importance (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 
 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Important to learn about 
audience analysis 
n=405 

 
41.5 

 
37.5 

 
16.0 

 
2.7 

 
2.2 

 
1.8 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to learn about 
brainstorming 
n=405 

 
41.2 

 
39.5 

 
16.3 

 
1.2 

 
1.7 

 
1.8 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
storyboarding or outlining 
n=406 

 
34.2 

 
42.6 

 
19.0 

 
2.2 

 
2.0 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
script writing 
n=405 

 
22.7 

 
40.0 

 
28.1 

 
4.0 

 
3.2 

 
2.2 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to learn about 
researching 
n=404 

 
50.0 

 
35.1 

 
11.9 

 
1.0 

 
2.0 

 
1.7 

 
1.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
competencies related to 
planning 
n=401 

 
35.2 

 
41.1 

 
19.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Average of Preproduction 
Importance 
 

 
37.4 

 
39.3 

 
18.5 

 
2.18 

 
2.18 

 
1.9 

 
1.8 

 
0.9 
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Table C.8. 
 
Production Media Education Importance (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 
 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Important to learn about 
editing video/images 
n=407 

 
36.4 

 
42.8 

 
17.2 

 
2.5 

 
1.2 

 
1.8 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
camera shots 
n=407 

 
26.8 

 
41.3 

 
27.5 

 
2.5 

 
2.0 

 
2.1 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
filming a video 
n=404 

 
33.2 

 
41.1 

 
22.3 

 
2.2 

 
1.2 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
editing video with 
software 
n=405 

 
37.0 

 
39.3 

 
19.3 

 
3.0 

 
1.5 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to learn about 
editing images digitally 
n=405 

 
33.3 

 
42.5 

 
20.5 

 
2.5 

 

 
1.2 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn to 
edit/mix audio 
n=405 

 
29.6 

 
41.7 

 
22.2 

 
5.2 

 
1.2 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to learn to 
create Smartboard content 
n=405 

 
27.9 

 
35.1 

 
28.9 

 
6.4 

 
1.7 

 
2.1 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to learn to 
create PowerPoint with 
text 
n=406 

 
51.0 

 
33.0 

 
13.1 

 
2.2 

 
0.7 

 
1.6 

 
1.0 

 
0.8 
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Table C.8. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 
 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Important to learn to 
create PowerPoint with 
images or hyperlinks 
n=407 

 
49.9 

 
32.9 

 
14.5 

 
2.0 

 
0.7 

 
1.7 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn to 
create PowerPoint with 
video or animation 
n=404 

 
46.8 

 
34.9 

 
15.1 

 
2.2 

 
1.0 

 
1.7 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn to build 
a Web page 
n=405 

 
31.1 

 
41.2 

 
23.0 

 
2.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to develop 
competencies related to 
filming, editing, producing 
n=401 

 
28.9 

 
40.6 

 
25.7 

 
3.0 

 
1.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Average of production 
importance 
 

 
35.9 

 
38.8 

 
20.7 

 
3.0 

 
1.3 

 
1.9 

 
1.9 

 
0.8 
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Table C.9. 
 
Postproduction Media Education Importance (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Important to learn about 
publishing a Web page 
n=406 

 
30.0 

 
43.3 

 
22.2 

 
2.7 

 
1.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
uploading original video 
to Web sites 
n=403 

 
28.5 

 
45.7 

 
21.1 

 
2.7 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Important to learn about 
posting a blog 
n=406 

 
25.4 

 
41.4 

 
25.4 

 
5.4 

 
2.5 

 
2.1 

 
2.0 

 
0.9 

 
Important to develop 
competencies related to 
media sharing 
n=399 

 
29.3 

 
42.2 

 
24.8 

 
2.0 

 
1.5 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 

 
Average of postproduction 
importance 
 

 
28.3 

 
43.1 

 
23.3 

 
3.2 

 
1.9 

 
2.0 

 
2.0 

 
0.8 
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Table C.10. 
 
Negatively Phrased Questions (%) 
 
 
Item 

 
SA 

 
A 

 
N 

 
D 

 
SD 

 
Mean 

 
Median 

 
Std. 
Dev. 
 

 
Not important to learn 
about planning media 
n=404 

 
8.3 

 
16.5 

 
26.7 

 
33.6 

 
10.4 

 
3.2 

 
3.0 

 
1.1 

 
Not important to learn 
about creating media 
n=404 

 
9.0 

 
17.5 

 
27.7 

 
30.0 

 
11.3 

 
3.1 

 
3.0 

 
1.1 

 
Not important to learn 
about sharing or 
distributing media 
n=402 

 
9.2 

 
18.0 

 
27.4 

 
29.8 

 
10.6 

 
3.1 

 
3.0 

 
1.1 

 
Not important to discuss 
media in class 
n=403 

 
8.0 

 
14.4 

 
27.5 

 
30.3 

 
20.1 

 
3.4 

 
2.0 

 
1.2 

 
Average of negatively 
phrased questions 
 

 
8.6 

 
16.6 

 
27.3 

 
30.9 

 
13.1 

 
3.2 

 
2.8 

 
1.2 
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APPENDIX D 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENT ACADEMIC YEAR 

 
 
Table D.1. 
 
Differences between Student Academic Year 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

2 

 
Involvement in script writing 

 
2.20 

 
0.01 

 
First-year students (M=2.4, SD=1.4) * 

  

 
Juniors (M=1.8, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Involvement in filming original video 

 
3.98 

 
0.03 

 
First-year students (M=1.9, SD=1.2) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=1.5, SD=0.8) 

  

 
Seniors (M=1.5, SD=0.8) 

  

 
Involvement in editing video 

 
3.44 

 
0.03 

 
First-year students (M=2.1, SD=1.4) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=1.5, SD=0.9) 

  

 
Seniors (M=1.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Involvement in Web page design 

 
2.00 

 
0.01 

 
First-year students (M=1.8, SD=1.2) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=1.3, SD=1.1) 
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Table D.1. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

2 

 
Learned about basic PowerPoint design 

 
2.93 

 
0.02 

 
Seniors (M=2.2, SD=1.2) * 

  

 
First-year students (M=2.7, SD=1.0) 

  

 
Learned about camera angles and shots 

 
6.93 

 
0.05 

 
First-year students (M=2.1, SD=0.9) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.9, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Juniors (M=2.8, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.7, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Learned about editing video 

 
5.45 

 
0.99 

 
First-year students (M=3.1, SD=0.9) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.9, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Learned about editing images, photos 

 
5.32 

 
0.04 

 
First-year students (M=3.0, SD=1.0) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.7, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.5, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.61, SD=1.124) 
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Table D.1. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

2 

 
Learned about editing or mixing audio 

 
6.91 

 
0.05 

 
First-year students (M=3.1, SD=0.9) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.9, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.6, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.7, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Learned about designing Smartboard content 

 
4.54 

 
0.03 

 
First-year students (M=3.1, SD=0.9) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.8, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.6, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.7, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Learned about designing a Web page 

 
5.88 

 
0.04 

 
First-year students (M=3.1, SD=1.0)* 

  

 
Sophomores (M=4.0, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.7, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 
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Table D.1. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

2 

 
Learned about uploading/posting a Web page 

 
6.54 

 
0.05 

 
First-year students (M=3.1, SD=1.0) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=4.0, SD=1.9) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Learned about uploading original video to the Web 

 
6.26 

 
0.05 

 
First-year students (M=3.0, SD=0.9) * 

  

 
Sophomores  (M=3.8, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 

  

 
Learned about posting a video or text blog 

 
3.44 

 
0.03 

 
First-year students (M=3.1, SD=0.9) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.6, SD=1.3) 

  

 
Juniors (M=3.6, SD=1.1) 

  

 
Seniors (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 
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Table D.1. 
 
(Continued) 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
η

2 

 
Importance of learning about editing video/images 

 
2.78 

 
0.02 

 
Juniors (M=2.1, SD=0.9) ** 

  

 
First-year students (M=1.7, SD=0.7) 

  

 
Sophomores (M=1.7, SD=0.9) 

  

 
Seniors (M=1.8, SD=0.8) 

  

   
 
(Neg.) Not important to learn about postproduction 

 
2.28 

 
0.02 

 
Juniors (M=2.9, SD=1.2) * 

  

 
Sophomores (M=3.3, SD=1.1) 

  

 
(Neg.) Not important to discuss media in class 

 
2.74 

 
0.02 

 
First-year students (M=3.0, SD=1.3) 

  

         
Sophomores (M=3.6, SD=1.2) 
 

  

 
* Indicated sig. higher ratings for this item, p>.05 
** Indicated sig. lower ratings for this item, p>.05 
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APPENDIX E 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENT AGE GROUP 

 
 
 
 
 
Table E.1. 
 
Differences between Student Age Group 
 
 
Item 
 

 
F 

 
Η

2 

 
Involvement in posting text or video blogs 

 
2.46 

 
0.02 

 
41-50 years of age (M=4.6, SD=1.5) * 

  

 
51 years of age and older (M=1.0, SD=0.0) 

  

   
 
Learned about posting original video to Web pages 

 
1.63 

 
0.02 

 
18-22 years of age (M=3.5, SD=1.2) * 

  

 
23-30 years of age (M=3.6, SD=1.1) * 

  

 
31-40 years of age 40 (M=3.8, SD=0.9) * 

  

         
51 years of age and older (M=1.5, SD=0.7) 
 

  

 
* Indicated sig. higher ratings for this item, p>.05 
 
 
 

 
  

 


