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Preface

This 1s the first of two volumes that explore contemporaty issues in
information and media literacy. Undoubtedly, such forms of literacy are
current and exciting topics. As the chapters in this and the accompany-
ing volume show information and media literacy presents new and
demanding challenges to policy makers, education managers, teachers
and educational practitioners and perhaps above all, students.

Literacy, be it information, media, digital, visual or any number of a
rapidly growing forms of literacy must be understood as the result of
educational activity. Literacy comes through learnt practice and educa-
tional activity 1s the formalization of such activity. The chapters in these
volumes explore the practice, necessity and interpretation of such edu-
cation.

Information literacy and media literacy are of course distinct areas of
academic enquiry and practice with their own traditions, modes of en-
quiry and paradigms. One of the intentions I wanted to achieve with
this project was to illustrate how there are perhaps more similarities
than differences between the two. Media literacy has a long tradition of
developing defensive, coping and empowering attitudes in students.
Information literacy differs in that the techniques taught are more con-
cerned with enabling students to find, analyse and produce information.
However, as technologies evolve and content becomes less and less tied
to specific formats and the volume of media and information channels
multiple, this distinction between being skilled users of media and
skilled users of information becomes increasingly arbitrary. The two
traditions can, and certainly should, learn from each other and one of
the aims of this project was to engender such activity

A further aim was to try and encourage some form of dialogue between
those who study the activity of media and information education and
those who conduct it. At the start of this project I envisaged a small
volume bringing together a number of papers that would both examine
the issue of information and media literacy from both an analytic
standpoint and from a practical, practitioner orientated perspective. I
initially sought chapters from either an academic perspective investigat-
ing the activity of information and media literacy or from the angle of
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practitioners who could document educational activities. The result of
the call for papers was overwhelming. Over 60 chapters were proposed
and those that have been selected were chosen as they offer a consider-
able breadth and depth of interest to both the practitioner and analytic
reader. The division of the texts into the two volumes was a hard task
and the split used was one of many possible and there were innumer-
able other ways in which the chapters could have been grouped (many
of which I tried out only to reject as they did not quite offer an equal
balance).

While the accompanying volume, Education Practice and Pedagogy, is con-
cerned with how media and information education can be conducted,
this volume is broadly concerned with criticism, history and policy and
again the title chosen 1s but one of many that could have been used.
This volume brings together accounts that examine the development
and implementation of media and information education in a number
of different settings and the chapters come from authors in many dif-
ferent countries and I am particularly proud of the diversity of the
chapters included here. Furthermore, in some instances the chapters
presented here are the first real attempt in English to detail the devel-
opment of media and information literacy i particular locations.

We start in Section One with two chapters that examine the theories
and ideas of media education. The first is a chapter concerning the
theories that have informed media education. In this chapter I seek to
examine some of the basic ideas behind the activity of media education,
the rationale for it. In Chapter Two Nuna Ussitalo examines the man-
ner in which media education may be considered a technology of citi-
zenship. Ussitalo explores the construction of media literacy as a civic
competence and questions the degree to which media education can
lead to the automatic creation of citizens.

Section Two broadly examines media literacy in relation to public pol-
icy and how politics has impacted upon and shaped media education.
In Chapter Three Yasmin Ibrahim looks at the ‘change-over’ from an
analogue to digital signal in the UK. Ibrahim examines the cultural
construction of ‘television literacy’ in relation to technological and so-
cial change. In doing so Ibrahim explores how the idea of media liter-
acy 1s continually shaped and transformed by political and social pres-
sures. In Chapter Four attention turns to media education in Taiwan.
Tzu-Bin Lin examines the construction of media education in publicy
policy and by stakeholders in Taiwan. Tzu-Bin pays particular attention

X
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to the relationship between media education and new media in both
policy documents and in a series of interviews with key stakeholders.
In Chapter Five Kirsten Kozolanka focusses upon the intersection of
media / inofrmation education and the new right political administra-
tion in Ontario, Canada. Kozolanka makes use of Gramscian and Fri-
erian conepts to examine how the discourse of public policy gradually
shifted.

In Section Three attention is paid to how media education can be de-
veloped and practiced. Chapter Six is concerned with a critical evalua-
tion of media education activities in Turkey. The authors, Mine Gecel
Bek and Mutlu Binark provide both a critical examination of current
practice and some strong suggestions for how the current system may
be improved. In Chapter Seven Joseph Borg and Mary-Anne Lauri
consider media education in the Maltese educational system. Borg and
Lauri identify a number of different influences upon the nature of me-
dia education including the Catholic church and UNESCO. In Chapter
Eight Mira K. Desai and Geeta Seshu reflect upon the divergent man-
ner in which information and media education is manifest in India.
They note the neccesity of mformation and media education pro-
grammes to match the considerable increase in volume of media and
information.

In Section Four the authors deploy a more historical approach. Edu-
ardo Villanueva Mansilla examines the historic and curtrent situation of
media education in Peru in Chapter Nine. Villanueva Mansilla notes
how previous Marxist inspired ideas of media literacy have resulted in a
media literacy programmes being regarded in a largley negative manner.
Such taininting has resulted in their relative paucity in contemporary
times despite the obvious need for such programmes. Chapters Ten
and Eleven both consider media education in Russia. In Chapter ten
Alexander Fedorov provides a history of the development of media
education from Communist times to the present in Russia. In Chapter
Eleven Jiwon Yoon examines recent media education both in terms of
its own internal development but also condiering external efforts from
international bodies.

In Section Five we turn in a different direction with a Chapter Twelve
in which Teun Velders, Roberto Muffoletto, Sjoerd de Vries and Piet
Kommers propose a new interdisciplinary perspective for visual liter-
acy. This new perspective offers a broader and stronger position from
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which to examine visual literacy and the chapter concludes with the
details of an extensive case study.

Marcus Leaning
Swansea, UK
Jannary 2009
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Chapter 1

Theories and Models of Media Literacy
Marcus Leaning

Introduction

As numerous scholars have argued, literacy 1s a contested term (Christ
and Potter, 1998). In the most widespread, reportive (how it is used)
sense literacy denotes possession of a skilled competence. This inter-
pretation is slightly at odds with the etymological, formal and prescrip-
tive use found in dictionaries in which it refers specifically to textual
competence; the degree to which an individual is competent in the skills
of reading and writing of a particular language. A literate person is,
therefore, someone who possesses theses skills to a certain degree.
However, literacy as a term has moved away significantly from refer-
ring only to textual understanding (Kress, 2003) and now many forms
of literacy can be identified and measured: visual literacy; information
literacy, media literacy, multimedia literacy and many others (the analy-
sis of some of which can be found in this and the accompanying vol-
ume).

In this chapter I am concerning myself with the idea of media (another
contested term) literacy; to be media literate is to be conversant with
media. Furthermore, literacy usually refers to a set of acguired knowl-
edge and skills, it 1s the result of a process of education that provides
knowledge and introduces and hones the skills that allow that knowl-
edge to be applied. We are not born literate, while we may have certain
natural abilities and competencies that allow us to apply knowledge in a
particular way and develop certain skills, we accept that the knowledge
must be learnt and the skills must be developed through practice. Me-
dia literacy is thus widely understood to be a particular body of knowl-
edge and set of skills that has been acquired through a process of tar-
geted media education (Buckingham, 2003, p.4).

In several large studies and reviews of the literature of media literacy
there has been a conscious decision to demarcate the possible recipi-
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ents of media education by age. Thus media literacy has been examined
in relation to: young children (e.g. Rideout et al., 2003); children (e.g.
Marsh et al., 2005); young people (e.g. Buckingham, 2005); youths (e.g.
Craig, 2003) and adults (e.g. Livingston et al., 2005). Other authors (e.g.
Penman and Turnbull, 2007) have regarded media literacy without re-
striction to age. The approach adopted here is similar. While children
have been the topic of far more media literacy research and comment
than adults (Dennis, 2004) many of the ideas explored in relation to
children have also been applied to adults. As has been pointed out,
many of the fears associated with children being exposed to and nega-
tively influenced by media have also been applied to other groups, such
as certain sections of the adult working class (Buckingham, 1997;
Petley, 1997). Here I want to explote a number of models of media
literacy that have been used and applied to both adults and children.

In examining these models I want to ‘step back’ from looking at what
wotks best or what we should be doing to encourage media literacy.
Instead I will look at the 7dea of media literacy, what it 1s and what con-
cerns lay behind it. The chapter will consist of three linked sections;
first I will look at the idea that the media can cause change; this will
explore whether the media should be examined in terms of its ‘form’ or
its ‘content’ and whether it can actually cause change. Second, I want
to examine how media education and literacy programmes have been
deployed and I will briefly look at five different models of deployment.
Third, I will look at different ideas of what media education pro-
grammes should do and why they should do them, here I will look at a
three different models of media education; the inoculation /protection
approach; the cultural / demystification approach and the participatory
approach, that have and continue to hold sway in media education
programmes.

The Media: Form, Content and
the Power to Cause Change

What is meant by ‘media’» Can it cause changes in or affect the audi-
ence? Are some media more influential than others? Such questions,
along with many others, are the standard topics of debate in media
literacy circles and despite considerable research we still seem a long
way from finding definitive answers to even the most fundamental of
questions (Hobbs, 1998). Media, particularly when coupled with liter-
acy, is a contested term (Christ and Potter, 1998). As noted above,
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literacy in its most precise usage refers to the possession of skills of
textual competence; accordingly media literacy should refer to a compe-
tency in the media. However, media refers to multiple forms of com-
munication and one key debate that has taken place in media literacy
circles is the prioritisation of certain forms of media over others. When
teaching media, which ‘form’ or media technology should we be look-
ing to examine? Buckingham proposes an approach to media education
that he argues can be applied to the “whole range of media — from big
budget blockbuster movies to snapshot photographs that people take in
their daily lives” (2003, p.4). However a number of other authors have
argued that the differences between media, particularly the qualities of
new media may necessitate a new approach to media education (Gaunt-
let, 2007; Merrin, 2008).

The issue is complicated further when we consider the difference be-
tween media forms and media texts. Media forms include radio, televi-
sion, web technologies, and computer games consoles, various types of
mass circulation print media such as newspapers and magazines, and
many others. Media zexts usually refer to the content that is made avail-
able by the media forms such as the content of documentaries, anima-
tions, web pages, blogs, radio plays, print adverts and actual computer
games.

Much media theory has been divided over a key argument related to the
power of the media, as both a form and a text, have upon the experi-
ence of the audience. One school of thought takes its lead from the
wotk of Marshall McLuhan who proposed that the ‘form’ of the media,
and the senses used in the consumption of that media, result in consid-
erably different audience experiences and even different types of soci-
ety (McLuhan, 1962, 1964; McLuhan and Fiore, 1967). McLuhan was
primarily concerned that literate, or book based culture had resulted in
a decline in the use of senses; text based culture required only the use
of the sense of vision. This lack of use of the other senses lead to a
‘spiritual impoverishment’ of the individual. Fortunately, the electronic
age offered hope as multi-media would require use additional senses to
vision to engage with it. The more senses we use to engage with a me-
dia the fuller our experience and the more spiritually fulfilled we will be.
Thus it is the form of media rather than its specific content that has the
power to structure relations and human action. New forms of media
bring about new forms of interpersonal interaction. Against this posi-
tion a second tradition drawing upon the insights of Raymond Williams
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(1974). Williams® key work in this field, Teletision: Technology and Cultural
Form (1974), 1s primarily sociological, in contrast to McLuhan’s spiritual
or psychological orientation. Deploying what became known as his
‘cultural materialist’ approach he focuses attention upon the social con-
ditions of technological and mediatic development and use. Three key
aspects of Willlams® work are of particular interest. Firstly, in opposi-
tion to the McLuhanite position that media technology changes man-
kind, Willlams proposes that technologies take forward existing prac-
tices: ‘all technologies have been developed and improved to help with
known human practices’ (Williams, 1974, p.129). Secondly, technologi-
cal development does not exist in a vacuum, rather it is tied to socially
conceived goals — Williams proposes a ‘social history’ of technology as
opposed to a purely technical account (Williams, 1974, p.14). Thirdly,
the speed and direction of technological development is determined by
the specific interest of certain groups; ‘intention corresponds with the
known or desired practices of a particular social group, and the pace
and scale of development will be radically affected by that group’s spe-
cific intentions and its relative strength’ (Williams, 1974, p.129). Thus,
where McLuhan stresses the importance of technology in structuring
human life, Williams proposes that nothing in a particular technology
preordains its use or effects.

Reviewing this debate Bolter argues that academic attempts to explain
new media, what is often termed ‘new media theory’ can be divided
into two broad camps: ‘formalist’ approaches — theories that ‘appear to
focus on ‘internal’ or even ‘inherent’ characteristics of the media’ — and
‘culturalist’ approaches — theories that focus on ‘characteristics that are
‘external” (Bolter, 2002, p.77). I have argued elsewhere that this debate
is tied to conceptions of how we understand media (and in particular
new media) and that we must be wary of viewing media technology as
in some way outside of society yet influential to it (Leaning, 2009).

A third position focuses more upon the content of the media than its
form. Here the basic premise is that media content will in some way
affect the audience — the media effects model. Attention is directed at
how media content influences behavior, a particular and perennial con-
cern being how certain ‘new’ content, for example ‘video-nasties’ or
certain computer games result in negative and often violent behavior.
This position 1s underpinned by a positivistic approach to studying and
researching media. The media and people’s response to it can be meas-
ured and interpreted using scientific methods drawn from the natural
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sciences. Research in this area uses scientific discourse in its formula-
tions and seeks to establish causal links between exposute to or use of
particular media content and specific behavior. While this approach has
been subject to considerable criticism (Barker and Petley, 1998) it is
still a very influential position and informs much popular comment and
popular understanding of the media and, as will be noted below, is very
influential in informing certain media literacy campaigns.

Against this view are positioned many academic arguments that chal-
lenge the power of the ‘media effects’ proposition. These arguments are
made in academic texts from within the disciplines of media and cul-
tural studies. While not receiving anywhere near the same amount of
popular coverage as the media effects accounts (Batker, 1997) these
ideas are quite influential, historically at least in media literacy circles,
particularly in the UK.

Table 1 illustrates the relationship between the four positions against
the axes of form and content and the power to change behavior.

Table 1 — Media Form and Content — the power to cause change
Attention should focus on. ..
Form Content
Media McLuhan — differ- Content effects; e.g.
] technology | ent media will cause | media violence
Changes in different effects, causes real violence
bebavior are media determinacy
cansed by or Wider Williams — media Media / cultural
related to. .. . .
changes in forms are part of studies
society society

It 1s between these four poles or conceptions of the media that numer-
ous debates concerning media literacy take place.

Modes of Deployment of Media Literacy Programmes

Programmes in media education are usually initiated with a perceived
reason. Media education and the resultant desired state of media literacy
are consciously and purposively developed to deal with specific per-
cetved threats (Penman and Turnbull, 2007). Media literacy activities
may arise in response to the introduction of new technologies or new
forms of content. Likewise they may occur due to a percetved ‘lack’ or
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recognition that some form of social behaviour that is desired is not
occurring (or that some behaviour is occurring and it 1s undesired) and
the reason that this is happening is tied to the media. Moreover, such
fears are not new or a particular characteristic of our time; as Schwartz
(2005) points out Socrates / Plato feared writing would damage our
ability to memorize. Thus media literacy is a way of achieving a particu-
lar goal, of getting an audience (often children or youth) to behave in a
particular manner. Media literacy programmes are therefore firmly situ-
ated in the history and time of their deployment and use — they are
developed to respond to particular issues that have become apparent at
specific times and places. Indeed, they provide an interesting way to
‘read’ the concerns of a society, they offer a window into common
fears. Ironically, threats to the status quo identified with the media are
often brought to the attention of most people through the mass media;
media reporting the perceived effects of media. Furthermore, it is
worth noting that media literacy programmes are one of several strate-
gies commonly deployed in the face of a perceived threat upon the
status quo by either content or technologies and forms of media.
Other strategies have included the state censorship of content (Er-
molaev, 1996), licensing and or sanctioning the ownership and / or use
of media technology (see for example the restriction of photocopying
machines in the USSR during the 1970s and 1980s (Yarim-Agaev,
1989)).

Patterns of media literacy programmes occur for different reasons and
are implemented by different agencies in different countries. However,
despite this heterogeneity it is possible to discern five very broad pat-
terns:

First, in many developing countries little if any organised media
education occurs (Domaille and Buckingham, 2001). What in-
stances of media education that do occur either take place on
an ‘ad-hoc’ basis and are usually the result of a conscientious
teacher or group of locally organised activists. In many in-
stances media education takes place outside of formal school-
ing and non-governmental organisations may seek to assist in
the development of programmes, for the most part these pro-
grammes are akin to those mentioned below in the third cate-

gorty.
Second, media education emerges from associations and non-
hierarchical ‘grass-roots’ organisations of teachers. These tend
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to be horizontal organisations of practitioners who come to-
gether to share practices and materials and who in certain in-
stances make modifications to the curriculum so as to incorpo-
rate elements of media literacy. The key defining instance of
such groups is that they tend to be organised outside of formal
education yet because the participants are practicing teachers
the influence tends to be strong. Such a model is very evident
in Australia, Canada and New Zealand (Tyner, 1998). Such
groups also play a considerable part in interpreting the subject
and may challenge centrist policy and curriculum changes.

Third, a model that is very evident in the US is the ‘top down’
approach. Here pressure groups such as church groups, televi-
sion and media regulatory groups, media access groups and
professional associations advocate and organise media literacy
activities. It is important to note that such activities are often
organised to further the interest of the pressure group — they
organise media literacy activities so as to achieve their religious,
moral, political or professional goals (Tyner, 1998). However
as Piette and Giroux (2001) note the situation is not historically
static and as policies and technologies change so do the re-
sponses of pressure groups.

The fourth model may be referred to as ‘curriculum centred’.
Here the school curriculum either explicitly includes media
education or it is afforded a space wherein media education
can be taught, such as social studies or the Japanese model of a
‘Period for Integrated Study’ (Domaille and Buckingham,
2001). In the UK the formalisation of media education in
schools has reached such a degree that it can be one of the
subjects taken for school leaving and university entry examina-
tions by students. In such instances media education has been
recognised as of importance in educational practices and has a
highly structured curricula. However the reasons for including
media education in the syllabus may be varied (Edith, 2003). A
further point in relation to the incorporation of media educa-
tion into the school curriculum is that the location in the cur-
riculum may impact considerably upon the type of media edu-
cation that is taught. For example where media education is lo-
cated in a personal or health development section of the cur-
ricula it tends to be of the inoculatory or protectionist model;
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when it 1s in the language or social studies field it tends to be
of the more evaluative approach (Kubey, 2003)

The fifth model can be understood as a government initiated
but ‘hands off approach. Here guidance, materials and assis-
tance is made available by government agencies, such as the
British Office of Communication and / or other national and
international agencies such as the Council of Europe. The
guidance and materials are made available either directly or
through agencies to the public. This can then be used directly
by individuals or by parents and guardians of children to
‘equip’ them with the means to engage with the media in a
non-detrimental manner.

It 1s important to note that these models are not mutually exclusive.
Public policy in general and media education in particular are far from
static. As noted by a number of authors in this volume, media educa-
tion policies have changed considerably in recent years and not always
in a positive direction.

Models of Media Literacy

Running across the varied patterns of deployment are differing models
of what media literacy should actually do and why it should do it. These
are also historically situated and are tied deeply to academic trends and
ideological arguments. Distinct trends and traditions in media education
have been identified by a number of authors (Masterman, 2001). Here
I will focus upon three key perspectives that influence media education.
It i1s important to note that while the development of media literacy is
often seen as a linear process — slowly developing and improving — it
has been argued that media literacy responds to wider cultural shifts.
Indeed, Edith (2003) argues that media education operates in a manner
that is antithetical to a linear progress with teachers interpreting and
often challenging curriculum models that are in turn responding to
developments in academia. While the three perspectives examined here
did emerge and become dominant in a roughly chronological order; the
protectionist perspective in the 1960s, the demystification perspective
in the 1980s and the participatory perspective in the mid 1990s (Frau-
Meigs, 20006) all three are to a degree still evident in media education.

One of the first instances of specific media education is the establish-
ment of a Film School in Moscow in 1919 and in 1926 the establish-
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ment of the Soviet Cinema Friends Society (Fedorov, this volume).
Both of these activities, and numerous others in the USSR during that
period, were intended as devices by which communist ideology could
be disseminated and the communist systems of government legiti-
mated. The media were envisioned as vehicles through which commu-
nist 1deology could be propagated. Interpreting the media in this way
was not limited to the Soviets however and the media’s propensity to
contribute to the dissemination of a particular ideology or value system
was noted by commentators from the right as well. From this perspec-
tive, education about the media was something that could be used to
protect a population from alien and damaging media. In many mnstances
the media were conceptualised as a ‘disease’ or illness that would infect
a population. In the vernacular, media education could then serve as a
form of ‘inoculation’ and protect the population from such insidious
and damaging forms of communication.

The ‘Inoculation’ / Protectionist Model

The eatrliest example of this ‘inoculation’ model of media literacy is
most often thought to be F.R. Leavis and Denys Thompson’s 1933
work Culture and Environment: The Training of Critical Awareness. The in-
tention of this volume and Thompson’s follow up work with the jour-
nal The Use of English was the protection of high cultural literary tradi-
tions from what they thought was ‘mass culture’ (Buckingham, 1998).
Collins (1976) regards such efforts at media education as a response to
a perception that media were somehow alien to culture. Mass media
would lead people away from more difficult or challenging yet reward-
ing cultural pursuits. Thus people must be taught how to discern ‘good’
high culture from ‘bad’ mass culture (Masterman and Mariet, 1994).
Media education in this model was a form of protection against media,
what contemporary critics and historians identify as a notion of ‘inocu-
lation’ or protection against the disease of media (Buckingham, 2003:
7). It was not just academics and literary theorists advocating this view
however and the UK government’s Spens report of 1938 which inves-
tigated education in the UK similarly regarded mass media as detrimen-
tal: “The pervading influences of the hoarding, the cinema, and a large
section of the public press, are (in this respect as in others) subtly cot-
rupting the taste and habits of the rising generation.” (Board of Educa-
tion, 1938, p. 222).
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Running alongside this conservative interpretation of the media, the
Marxist orientated work of members of the Frankfurt School also
warned against the threat of the media. In this interpretation the media
wete considered as part of the ‘culture industry’ and while the rationale
for resistance to this was very different to that of the Leavisite tradi-
tions the resultant approach — a fear, skepticism and characterization of
the media as manipulative — had much in common with that of the
Leavisites.

This form of media education advocated a defensive approach to ex-
amining media texts. Media texts would be examined in educational
settings primarily to build in students a defence against them. The me-
dia was considered alien and dangerous and the role of media education
was to instruct students in how to defend themselves against its perni-
cious effects. Thus, as Masterman says, this version of media education
was “education ggainst the media” (2001, p.20, italics in original).

In 1t important to note that such a model is still very evident in many
media literacy programmes today. As Kubey (2003) notes, in the US
there s still a strong emphasis upon ‘protecting’ children and others
from ‘harmful’ media content. Drawing heavily upon the ‘effects theo-
ries” a considerable body of research is produced by members of the
health, psychological and psychiatric professions related to the detri-
mental effects of media upon children and adults. Much of this re-
search identifies negative effects upon children following their being
exposed to too much media, the incorrect form of media or mappro-
priate media. A further explanation for the longevity of this approach is
the importance it places upon teachers. Masterman (2001) notes that
teachers are accorded a position of considerable cultural significance
within the model. Accordingly the model receives considerable support
from practitioners and media studies teachers.

Demystification Model

Drawing upon a range of developments in media and cultural studies
that made use of advances in the fields of social theoty, literary theory,
linguistics and semiotics an alternative approach to inoculatory media
literacy began to emerge in the 1960s and reached its zenith in the
1980s. This approach was heavily influenced by the critical theories of
Marxism, feminism, post-colonial theory and a strong dose of counter-
cultural activism. At core was a concern that much mass-media content
is in essence ideology and that the audience uncritically consume such
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content (Penman &Turnbull, 2007). The role of media education was
to show the ideological premises behind media messages, to lay bare
the political messages that were transmitted by the media. In identifying
such messages the media would be ‘demystified’ and shown to be the
biased, ideological text it is.

It would be erroneous to see the transition between the inoculation
model and the demystification model as being a sudden and discrete
shift in approaches. Much of the early work of the demystification
model was derived from developments in film theory articulated
thought the journal Cashiers du cinéma. Film studies was engaged in a
struggle to legitimate itself as an academic field and in seeking to depict
film as a worthy art form seemingly replicated many of the earlier ar-
guments concerning the value of popular culture as opposed to high
culture (Masterman, 2001).

Masterman (2001) identifies the developments in theories of semiotics
and ideology in the early 1970s as a key turning point in the media edu-
cation. The translation of Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks in 1971 offered a
new direction for the study of ideology that was not as ‘closed’ as the
Althussarian model had been. Semiotics similarly made a substantial
contribution to media education. Masterman (2001) contends that
Barthes’ Mythologies (1957) made two substantial contributions to the
development of media education. First, Barthes’ work raises the issue
that media do not directly report the wotld, rather they can only offer a
representation of it. The media are not a transparent lens through
which we view the world, rather they mediate it. This approach lead to
a strong tradition in media studies of examining the nature of the repre-
sentations and the manner in which particular ideas, people and events
are constructed i the media. Second, Barthes’ work challenges the
distinction between high and popular culture, a prejudice that under-
pins much of the protectionist model. Barthes was of course not alone
in attacking this model of culture and his work is part of a broadly left-
wing class based model of cultural value (see Williams, 1958). This
approach advocated a broadening of analysis, focusing on popular as
well as high texts. Furthermore, Barthes’ work targeted items that had
not previously been considered ‘texts’ or subjects of analysis; wrestling,
cars, toys and the faces of film stars. These topics underpin the central
idea that the subject of study should not only be high art but all culture
as lived by people. Only by expanding the scope of analysis can we
begin to see the myriad of ways in which ideology flows though culture
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and the many ways in which it affects and impacts upon us. Such an
emphasis afforded media education a link to the far broader remit of
cultural studies that was emerging in the 1970s. The application of the
critical tools developed within literary and cultural studies once applied
to media resulted in the development of an approach to media educa-
tion that was subsequently recognised as a form of ‘critical literacy’
(Kellner, 1998). This ‘critical dimension’ within media education has
been recognised as of considerable importance (Livingstone, et. al).
This approach received and continues to receive much support from
teachers of media education. It allows teaching to be seen as an activity
that empowers students in the face of ideological forces and endowed
teaching with a political function. It is still popular in many areas of
media education, is closely tied to cultural studies and similar humani-
ties orientated subjects and 1s strongly present in older more established
university departments.

However, the approach also resulted in media education becoming a
‘bette-noir’ for neo-conservative pundits and policy makers who rose to
the political ascendancy in the 1980s and 1990s in many countries.
Conservative critiques of media education programmes often draw
upon eatlier Leavisite ideals of culture and are consequently are dismis-
stve of the attention paid to popular culture. Additionally such critiques
are also wary of the left wing critical ‘bias’ in media education pro-
grammes. The inherent ‘critical’ aspects of media studies that challenge
existing readings of texts and practices and seek to identify alternate
ideological narratives are not popular with more traditional interpreta-
tions (see Kozolanka this volume). A further critique is that the demys-
tification approach does not equip students with the skills necessary to
produce media content. Industry friendly pundits criticized media edu-
cation courses for not teaching the actual media production skills nec-
essary to wotrk in industry.

Participatory Model

Both the inoculatory and demystification models of media literacy had
at core a fear of the mass media impacting upon an unprepared popu-
lace and both systems resulted in various strategies to assist users de-
fend themselves against the negative effects of mass media. However
three notable changes have taken place that have resulted in a gradual
shift and move away from these protectionist approaches.
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First, there has been a dramatic change in the way media consumption
is theorised. Where previously the consumers of media were under-
stood as ‘passive’, developments in psychology and cultural studies
indicated that audiences should be considered more ‘active’ in their
understanding of texts (Buckingham, 1998, p. 37). Audiences were
found not simply to be passive in their consumption of media, rather
media audiences are conceptualised as being far more sophisticated in
their interpretation of media texts. The viewer or reader does not pas-
sively consume media, taking in all the messages the media promote.
Instead research showed how audiences selectively and actively engage
with media content. They seek out certain types or genres of media,
identify with characters and generally integrate media content their lives
in a way that earlier effects based theories could not adequately explain.

Second, developments in pedagogic practice and specifically the emer-
gence of ‘constructivist’ theories of learning indicated that media educa-
tion could be better facilitated by encouraging students to explore me-
dia production activities themselves. Constructivist theories posit learn-
ing best occurs through practice. The best way to learn an activity is to
engage in that activity rather than to learn ‘about’ it in an abstract man-
ner. Within the field of media education the emphasis should be upon
students’ experiences of media and most specifically through engaging
with the activities of media production, even in its most rudimentary
form. In engaging with activities of media production students will be
faced with the same decisions and choices that media producers face.
In encountering such decisions the students will begin to see how exist-
ing media texts have dealt with issues of representation. In turn this will
allow the students to develop a more critical attitude towards media
texts.

Third are the vast changes in media technology tesulting from digitisa-
tion and the growth of computing technology and the accompanying
transformation of the way in which people approach media. The rise of
digital media and its widespread use has undoubtedly had a consider-
able effect upon how people regard and interact with media. Initially
this impact was theorised as a contest between different forms of media
technology with digital media gradually replacing existing media
(Gilder, 1994; Negroponte, 1996). An alternate and more measured
view holds that new digital technologies are shifting the manner in
which people encounter and use media. This interpretation regards the
media landscape as a mixed environment of new and old media, digital
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media have bought about a new ‘ecosystem’ of media forms (Naugh-
ton, 2007). In this new environment the audience becomes far more
active, the various communicative channels facilitated by new media
mean that audiences not only engage in consumption of media forms
but also in production. Jenkins (2006) notes the many ways in which
audiences now refashion, expand upon and re-circulate media content.
Audiences can no longer be considered passive consumers but must be
considered as active elements of the ecosystem themselves.

Against the back drop of these three changes the participatory model of
literacy sees the role of media education as one of facilitating engage-
ment with media through both critical and creative practice. As reports
from Livingstone, et al. (2005) and Penman and Turnbull (2007) note,
media literacy education is now often geared towards the development
of skills to encourage the engagement with and production of media
content. Media literacy from this perspective is concerned with allowing
audiences to engage with and participate in media culture and not to be
a victim of it.

Concluding Remarks

It 1s important to note that the gradual transformation in tone and ap-
proach from protectionism to a more engaged and active vision of the
audience 1s only the most current turn in media education’s long his-
tory. While the current model s particularly suited to contemporary
media and technological practices in certain environments it must also
be understood to reflect certain, current ideological concerns. As noted
above developments should not be regarded in a progressive manner,
the shifts in focus owe as much to gradual transformations in ideologi-
cal dominance as they do to advances in pedagogical practice. The ear-
lier rationales for media education still inform much practice and it
would be erroneous to regard these as in some way deficient; they indi-
cate supportt for alternate ideological belief systems, not faulty practice.
Furthermore, future changes in the political landscape may well result
in new pressures and new imperatives upon media educators. What
today seem like the best practices and perfectly legitimate approaches
may well not be suited for tomorrow’s media education needs.
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Chapter 2

Media Education as a Technology of
Citizenship

Niina Uusitalo

Introduction

Media education has recently been included in projects of active citi-
zenship in many European countries. Underlying this development 1s
the vast interest in education for citizenship in western democracies
from the 1990’s on (Gilbert, 1997). In public discussion there has been
an almost celebratory view of the potential of media education to em-
power individuals and encourage them to take part in societal matters.
Media literacy has accordingly been designated an essential civic com-
petence that is hoped to boost democratic participation in all age
groups and walks of life. Media literacy refers here to the knowledge
and skills learners acquire through media education (Buckingham,
2003). The media literacy skills needed for ideal citizenship in the in-
formation society have been defined in media education research, state
politico-administrative texts and school curricula (For example Mas-
terman & Mariet, 1994). Even academic literature has seldom ques-
tioned media education as a tool of empowerment (Critique by Buck-
ingham, 2003).

The appearance of media literacy as a civic competence is understand-
able in mediatized western societies, where young people are more than
ever involved with new media technologies, producing contents online,
often out of the reach of parental guidance. The high rate of media
consumption by individuals, the influence of the media as conscious-
ness industries, the growth in the management and manufacture of
information and pressures to treat information as a commodity have
also enhanced claims for the importance of media education since the
1980’s (Masterman & Mariet, 1994). Media literacy as a civic compe-
tence 1s defined not only as the ability to critically assess media contents
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but also the capability to take action and communicate effectively
through media (Masterman & Mariet, 1994.).

Media education can undoubtedly benefit individuals by imparting
necessary skills, new perspectives and feelings of empowerment. How-
ever, the aim of this chapter is to critically evaluate the assumption that
media education can automatically create citizenship, and that this
process 1s natural and straightforward for all concerned. My methodo-
logical standpoint is to view media education as a ‘technology of citi-
zenship’, a term coined by Barbara Cruickshank. This means that media
education is a tool for governing individuals towards citizenship. To be
specific, media education can be used in a varety of technologies of
citizenship, taking place in different social settings and involving differ-
ent modes of governance. The outcomes of governance are never cet-
tain and foreseeable, as the chapter will show.

Furthermore, in this chapter I analyse the construction of media literacy
as a civic competence. Actually media literacy 1s no more a ‘natural’ part
of citizenship than any other civic competence, such as social knowl-
edge, political skills or commitment to democratic principles (See Engle
& Ochoa, 1988). Citizenship is always a constructed concept, as are the
competencies attached to it. There are also power-related and discur-
sive reasons for designating media literacy as an essential civic compe-
tence. Using the term ‘media literacy’ is actually based on an analogy
between the competencies which apply in relatively new, controversial
or low-status areas (in this case, media) and those which apply in the
established, uncontroversial, high-status area of reading and writing.
The analogy 1is used to support claims for the importance and respect-
ability of the new area of study (Buckingham, 2003). Using the term
‘media literacy’ is especially understandable in the case of citizenship
education, as literacy per se is unquestionably seen as a basic civic com-
petence (See Levine, 1996).

I begin the chapter with an overview of how technologies of citizenship
can govern individuals towards citizenship. I then proceed to look at
how media literacy is discursively constructed as a civic competence in
technologies of citizenship. Lastly I view how technologies of citizen-
ship function on different levels of society through goal-setting, transla-
tion and interpretation.
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Technologies of Governance

The term ‘technologies of citizenship’ may sound unfamiliar and ob-
scure, but 1n fact these technologies exist everywhere in society in vari-
ous forms. According to Cruickshank, technologies of citizenship can
be discourses, programs or other tactics aimed at making individuals
politically active and capable of self-government. Examples can be
neighborhood organizing campaigns, an empowerment program, safe-
sex education or social service programs promoting self-help, to men-
tion a few (Cruickshank, 1999). In my view, too, technologies of citi-
zenship always aim to construct self-governing subjects, but the goal
need not be politically active citizens. Media education could, for in-
stance, be used to construct individuals who are capable of coping in
the information age.

In my view technologies of citizenship can be based on liberal, com-
munitarian or republican views of citizenship. The liberal view focuses
on the individual role of a citizen in the political system. The communi-
tarian view focuses on citizenship as membership of a community en-
tailing a juridical status. The republican view sees citizenship as a mode
of social agency within the context of pluralistic interests. All views
have different implications for citizenship education (Dahlgren, 2006;
Gilbert, 1996). Citizenship is here used in the broad sense of member-
ship of a society.

Technologies of citizenship are produced on different levels of society,
for instance in state strategies, educational institutions and projects
promoting active citizenship. Technologies are based on wide-ranging
citizenship discourses, which are then formulated into specific pro-
grams with the aim of empowering or subjectifying a certain group of
people. Technologies in turn may further strengthen and propagate the
underlying citizenship discourses. The common denominator is that all
technologies of citizenship aim to promote a certain mode of citizen-
ship; they specify methods of attaining this goal and they are aimed at
specific subjects. In this paper I concentrate on media education as a
technology of citizenship. This means that media education is seen as a
means of creating citizenship and furthermore media literacy is seen as
an integral part of ideal citizenship.

Technologies of citizenship can also be called technologies of govern-
ance. At its most general , the term ‘governance’ is used as a kind of
catch-all phrase to refer to any strategy, tactic, process, procedure ot
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program for controlling, regulating, shaping, mastering or exercising
authority over others in a nation, organization or locality (Rose, 1999).
Different authors use the terms ‘government’ or ‘governance’. In this
chapter I use the term ‘governance’ for the sake of textual clarity. I
define governance to mean forms of action and relations of power that
aim to guide and shape (rather than force, control, or dominate) the
actions of others or oneself (See Cruickshank, 1999; Rose, 1996). Gov-
ernance 1s not limited to programs conducted by the liberal state, for
governance can also involve internal and voluntary relations to rule, the
ways we act upon ourselves (Cruickshank, 1999). The study of govern-
ance 1s close to the study of policy as a process, which concentrates
beyond the formal machinery of official policy making, for instance on
teachers and pupils as policy makers (Ozga, 2000).

Technologies of governance are those technologies imbued with aspira-
tions for the shaping of conduct in the hope of producing certain de-
sired effects and averting certain undesired events. Rose terms them
‘human technologies’ in that, within them human capacities are to be
understood and acted upon by technical means. According to Rose a
technology of governance is an assemblage of forms of practical
knowledge, with modes of perception, practices of calculation, vocabu-
laries, types of authority, forms of judgement, architectural forms, hu-
man capacities, non-human objects and devices, inscription techniques
and so forth, traversed and transacted aspirations to achieve certain
outcomes in terms of the conduct of the governed. (Rose, 1999) In my
understanding specific technologies of citizenship may utilize several
modes of governance. Taking school media education as an example,
one can find different forms of governance used to achieve educational
goals. Forms of governance can for example be pedagogical knowledge,
buildings of a certain design, techniques such as the timetable for orga-
nizing bodies in space and time and playgrounds to allow the observa-
tion and moralization of children (Rose, 1999).

The aim of technologies of citizenship 1s to instill a certain way of act-
ing into individuals, who then uphold these modes of action in their
own lives. In other words people are objectified into subjects (See Al-
hanen, 2007). Technologies of citizenship do not cancel out the auton-
omy and independence of citizens, but are modes of governance that
work upon and through the capacities of citizens to act on their own
(Cruickshank, 1999). Individuals are thus required to assume the status
of being the subjects of their lives (Burchell, 1996). Through technolo-
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gies of citizenship individuals are persuaded to choose certain modes of
action from a multitude of options. They may also feel empowered in
their ability to choose and act. One must note that the relationships
between techniques of the self and techniques of government are not
necessarily harmonious or mutually reinforcing (Burchell, 1996). There-
fore it cannot be assumed that technologies of citizenship will produce
a certain type of citizen subject.

Constructing Citizenship Ideals

Technologies of citizenship involve ideals of citizenship; they introduce
tools for achieving those goals and they are aimed at a certain group of
people. Focusing on this idea, I wish to look at media education as a
tool of producing citizenship and media literacy as an ideal civic com-
petence. Constructing citizenship ideals involves a discursive process of
governance, which I call goal-setting. According to Rose, governing
individuals becomes possible only through discursive mechanisms that
represent the domain to be governed as an intelligible field with specifi-
able limits and particular characterstics, and whose component parts
are linked together in a systematic manner by forces, attractions and
coexistences (Rose, 1999, draws on Miller and Rose, 1990). This is a
matter of defining boundaries, rendering that within them visible, as-
sembling information about the things included and devising tech-
niques to mobilize the forces and entities revealed (Rose, 1999). Fol-
lowing Rose’s thoughts, before one can seek to manage a domain like
citizenship, one must first conceptualize a set of bounded entities and
relations as citizenship which is amenable to management. This concep-
tualization is never neutral, for defining citizenship means either implic-
itly or explicitly constructing ideals of citizenship.

In my understanding, technologies of citizenship govern by setting
three kinds of ideals: a) they define the attributes of ideal citizenship, b)
they define the subjectivities and subject positions of ideal citizens in
society, and c) they define what societal problems or challenges ideal
citizenship could solve. The same three ideals underlie all purpose-
oriented citizenship programs and can also be found in texts promoting
media education as a technology of citizenship. Technologies of citi-
zenship are based on ideals of citizenship (for example the ideal of
active citizenship) and they can also further strengthen these ideals
through their functions. In this process technologies of citizenship also
take part in reprehending current modes of citizenship. Individuals
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lacking the desired skills are seen as somewhat inadequate citizens, who
can be made ‘proper citizens’ with additional technologies. This is not
only a feature of our current times. Cruickshank finds that participatory
and democratic schemes for correcting the deficiencies of citizens are
endemic within liberal democratic societies (Cruickshank, 1999).

Let us now look at how media literacy is constructed as an ideal in
technologies of citizenship. Firstly technologies of citizenship specify
media literacy as an integral competence needed for ‘proper’ citizen-
ship. This means that the discourses specify what kinds of media liter-
acy citizens should ideally possess, and at the same time what some
citizens are lacking. Having a certain competence (for instance the abil-
ity to use the Internet fluently) makes an individual a proper citizen,
and not having the competence makes a person inadequate in terms of
citizenship. Even a person who has “adequate” media literacy skills is
defined only in relation to a specific competence, forgetting other ways
of being a citizen. Thus defining civic competencies leads to the defini-
tion of ideal citizenship as well as the reprehension of current modes of
citizenship.

Secondly media literate citizens are offered ways of being and acting as
citizens: they may be expected to vote, to take part in public discussions
or to use media literacy skills in their work careers. One can say that
discourses formulate an array of subject-positions that are available to
citizens. The positions of the subject are defined by the situation that it
is possible for him to occupy in relation to the various domains or
groups of objects (Foucault, 1989). Thus by acquiring media literacy an
individual can optimally find wotk, partake i political discussions and
on-line voting and stay in touch with friends and family. At the same
time media literacy skills can be seen as important competencies of
global citizens and a global workforce. In addition to creating subject
positions, discourses enforce subjectivities. This means that citizens are
urged to become self-observing, self-governing and self-learning sub-
jects, which makes them adaptable to new social circumstances and
subject positions.

Thirdly the actions of media literate citizens are endorsed as solutions
to societal challenges of political apathy, unemployment, loneliness or
even globalisation. Governments seek to use education as a means of
improving economic productivity, as workforce training and as a sort-
ing and selection mechanism for distributing opportunities (Ozga,
2000). Educating media literate citizens is thus not only a goal in itself,
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but also a means of achieving societal objectives. The whole chain of
thought goes as follows: a) attaining media literacy b) will enable people
to take desired subject positions in society ¢) which in turn will solve
societal problems. These statements may be exptessed in discourses
explicitly or implicitly.

By viewing the process of governance one can gain critical conscious-
ness regarding the ideal image that by taking part in media education
participants automatically become active citizen-subjects. The discur-
sive construction of citizenship begins to look more like a utopian view
of producing citizens. However, one cannot totally overlook the per-
suasive power of technologies of citizenship. In the last part of my
chapter I will look at how technologies of citizenship wotk on different
levels of society through the processes of goal-setting, translation and
interpretation. The final outcomes of technologies of citizenship de-
pend on the process of subjectification which takes place on the indi-
vidual level of interpretation.

Three Levels of Governance

Technologies of citizenship come to life on different levels of society.
One can specify three levels of governance which can be called goal-
setting, translation and interpretation. First of all goal-setting refers to the
discursive objectives that are formulated by authorities. In the case of
technologies of citizenship this means defining what kinds of compe-
tencies citizens should have, how they should be and act and what so-
cietal problems are hoped to solve through their activities. The process
of goal-setting was illuminated in the previous part of the chapter.

The second level of franslation nvolves processes which link up the
concerns elaborated within general and wide-ranging political rationali-
ties with specific programs for the governance of a specific problematic
zone of life (Rose, 1999). In other words, translation involves defining
the means of reaching citizenship goals, which in this case refers to
media education.

The third level of iuterpretation refers to the process of subjectification,
where individuals negotiate their subjectivities in relation to technolo-
gies of citizenship. Needless to say, the goals and programs set by au-
thorities can never penetrate society unchanged. Even implementation
of exact education policies can never be achieved in a vacuum. Since
policies are part of a social environment, they can be expected to be
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ignored, resisted, contested or rearticulated to suit local circumstances.
(Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, & Henty, 1997) The same goes for more non-
specific texts.

To give a clearer picture of the workings of technologies of citizenship,
I llustrate them using the educational field as an example. This field is
particularly interesting in relation to technologies of governance, be-
cause educational practices constitute a core domain of linguistic and
discursive power and of the engineering of discursive practices (Fair-
clough, 1995). First consider the level of goalsetting in the educational
field. The media literacy objectives for public education or governmen-
tal projects are specified in law texts, state politico-administrative
documents and national curricula. Beyond formal official discourses,
the media, associations, economic actors and academic researchers
influence definitions of citizenship. In all these discourses, ideals of
citizenship are constructed and media literacy is defined as a civic com-
petence.

Second, in the dynamics of translation, alignments are forged between
the objectives of authorities wishing to govern and the personal pro-
jects of those organizations, groups and individuals who are the sub-
jects of government (Rose, 1999). In the field of education this means
that individual school principals, teachers and educators have the task
of interpreting and enforcing certain citizenship goals set by authorities.
Translation is also formulated on the state level in the writing of project
plans or curricula. Translation is, of course, an imperfect mechanism
which is subject to innumerable pressures and distortions: it is not a
process in which rule extends itself unproblematically across territory
(Rose, 1999). Those working in schools are not merely passive recipi-
ents and implementers of policy decisions (Bell & Stevenson, 2000).
Educators may, for instance, accentuate certain media literacy goals and
utilize specific modes of governance in their teaching. They may em-
phasize certain citizenship ideals based on their own associations in
organizations or influenced by predominant discourses in the public
sphere. Furthermore, educational institutions have their own specific
surroundings, emphases on teaching and ways of action, which formu-
late or even distort the original goals set for governance.

Third, students interpret the educational contents they are faced with.
They also enforce certain modes of citizenship in their own lives, per-
haps taking some guidelines from the technologies of citizenship they
have taken part in. This is to say that the ‘governed’ negotiate their
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subjectivity in relation to technologies of citizenship. Technologies of
citizenship are by no means the only settings of subjectification. Ad-
ministrative and legal discourses, as well as popular culture, provide a
range of ways of thinking and talking about oneself as a citizen (Fair-
clough, Pardoe, & Szerzynski, 2006). At any one time human beings are
subject to a variety of distinct practices of subjectification in different
places and spaces (Rose, 1999). As stated eatlier, the process of subjec-
tification is never completely lacking in autonomy. Nor is it entirely free
from the power-struggles of governance. In fact one can identify a dual
structure of power in technologies of citizenship. Technologies of citi-
zenship can be seen to be both enabling and constraining for the proc-
ess of subjectification. The discourses, practices and materialities of
governance inevitably make available to people a range of resources out
of which specific instances of ‘citizenship’ can be assembled (Fair-
clough, Pardoe, & Szerzynski, 2006).

Technologies of citizenship do not rely on institutions, organized vio-
lence or state power but on securing the voluntary compliance of citi-
zens (Cruickshank, 1999). The discursive power of technologies of
citizenship is based on persuading people that the ideals in technologies
are in their best interests. According to Foucault, subjects never abso-
lutely control the discourse in which they operate, but the regularities of
discourse direct their actions (Alhanen, 2007; Foucault, 1989). Subjecti-
fying people into thinking of themselves as citizens is accomplished
when people internalise discursive practices. Through established prac-
tices, people form a certain way of perceiving the world and them-
selves. At the same time practices regulate more complex ways of
thinking by defining ways of perceiving, structuring and conceptualiz-
ing the world (Alhanen, 2007).

In offering resources to construct citizenship, discourses of governance
also tie people to a certain range of options. This makes technologies
simultaneously voluntary and coercive; the actions of citizens are regu-
lated, but only after the capacity to act as a certain kind of citizen with
certain aims 1s instilled (Cruickshank, 1999). In Cruickshank’s wozrds,
the discourses of democratic citizenship tend to foreclose the ways it is
possible to be a citizen rather than seeking to place the question of
citizenship within the reach of ordinary citizens. Individuals may thus
come to think that they cannot act as citizens without certain citizen-
ship competencies. On the other hand possessing these competencies
may give them feelings of empowerment.
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It is important to note that even possessing ‘civic competencies’ such as
media literacy, does not automatically mean that individuals will step
into the desired subject positions. They may well realize that they are
taking part in a technology of citizenship that is promoting certain ide-
als of citizenship. They may also decline to be subjectified in terms of
the offered citizenship ideal, and rather use media literacy for their own
ends, such as consumption, entertainment and non-political socializing.
The question then becomes whether definitions of citizenship are too
rigid 1f they cannot include activities that people voluntarily partake in,
but qualify these actions as non-civic.

Conclusion

It can be mvigorating to take a critical view of oneself and anatomize
one’s own subjectivity as a citizen. We undoubtedly learn citizenship
from our parents, kindergarten, school, media and by taking part in
organisations, institutions and in working life. We have learnt from
innumerable discourses and practices what kinds of competencies citi-
zens should have and how they should act. Looking at the history of
our own citizenship, it becomes clear that in fact our freedom to act as
citizens 1s an accumulation of subjectifications.

In this chapter I have attempted to take a critical view of the process of
creating citizens. By viewing media education as a ‘technology of citi-
zenship’, one takes distance from the assumption that media education
can automatically create citizenship by generating media literacy skills in
individuals. The analysis of how media literacy is constructed as part of
citizenship ideals helped dispel the glorification of media literacy as the
saviour of citizenship. As stated in this chapter, governing citizens
comes to life through the processes of goal-setting, translation and
interpretation. The thought of individuals being inevitably governed
towards citizenship may seem simplistic, but in fact individuals do not
lose their autonomy and freedom in this process. They are able to make
choices, even though technologies of citizenship may present them
with certain desirable modes of action. This means that the outcomes
of governing people are never certain or predictable.

Aiming to empower citizens through media education sets ideals of
citizenship. Defining which skills are important for fully-fledged citi-
zenship 1s a process of inclusion and exclusion. Some types of compe-
tencies and some types of individuals are seen as inadequate measured
against the picture of ideal citizenship. Therefore it is imperative to
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realize that media literacy is no more a ‘natural’ part of citizenship than
anything else. There is perhaps nothing ‘natural’ about even being a
citizen. As Nikolas Rose puts it, all the essential, natural and defining
conditions that tend to be ascribed to the human world — such as forms
of subjectivity, conceptions of agency and will, and the ethics of free-
dom itself — are not antithetical to power and technique but actually the
results of specific configurations of power, certain technological inven-
tions, certain more or less rationalized techniques of relating to our-
selves (Rose, 1999). Identifying and analyzing these processes need not
be disenchanting, but can on the contrary be empowering and refresh-
ing. Transilluminating the process of citizenship construction may in
fact be a true source of individual empowerment.
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Chapter 3

The Analogue to Digital Switchover:
Media Literacy in the Context of Change

Yasmin Ibrahim

Introduction

How we use, consume and interact with new media platforms is an
integral part of media literacy in contemporary societies and cultures.
The concept of media literacy can mean different things in different
times. The switchover from analogue to digital marks a seminal mo-
ment in the broadcasting history of the UK where the imminent trans-
formations in the broadcasting landscape politicises the issue of media
literacy through the context of this change. The digital switchover is the
phased switch-off of the analogue terrestrial television network and its
replacement with a new fully digital terrestrial network that involves
converting the current broadcasting network as well as encouraging
everyone to convert or upgrade their TV, radio and recording equip-
ment to receive digital broadcasting (Iosifidis, 2007). The Switchover
entails every household going digital, region by region between now
and 2012, and 1n October 2007 Whitehaven, Cumbria became the first
place in the UK to lose its analogue signal (Beaumont, 2007). Signifi-
cantly the discourse of the switchover is closely connected with infor-
mation and communication technology) (ICT) skills which are seen as
vital to a person's participation in modern society whether it be in the
workplace, public sphere, domestic spaces or education (Livingstone,
2003). It underscores how convergence has equated media literacy with
a body of skills which will be required to move between the technolo-

gies.

According to an OFCOM Media Literacy Audit (2006, p. 11), despite
variations in the use and perceptions between digital platforms, televi-
sion remains the ‘dominant platform in terms of people’s knowledge
and mterest’. This highlights the importance of television i people’s
lives as well as the social implications for the digital conversion and the
significance of literacy i defining proficiency both in terms of con-
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sumption of programmes as well as people’s participation in society
through the provision of information and services through the digital
platform. The television viewer, then, approprates the role of con-
sumer-citizen in policy dialogues concerning the switchover.

Television consumption is about an ‘everydayness’ which signifies an
intimacy with television technology and content which is central to
people’s everyday lives and rituals. The consumption of television then
conveys a media literacy that is shaped and informed by both the tech-
nology and its domestication in the home (cf. Silverstone and Hirsch,
1992). The conversion to a digital platform firstly breaks a long rela-
tionship with analogue television where the interface between audience
and content did not involve the technological interactivity which the
digital platform emphasises with its ‘red button’ connectivity. Media
literacy in terms of digital television is built on not just the gaining of
new skills but perhaps the need to change a relationship and way of
thinking that has existed for a long time with the analogue platform.
This change applies especially to older viewers for whom television
represents the recording and narration of national events and a national
consciousness shaped through time.

Beyond the home, the policy arena on television literacy provides a
framework for analysing the politics surrounding the switchover. An
ongoing narrative describes the changing relationship between technol-
ogy and society which stresses the cultural and political factors that
mediate the taking posession of, use, and spread of technologies. Im-
plicit within the terminology of the switchover is change. While the
change i itself is not a contentious issue, the degree to which it i1s ex-
pected to alter the ways 1n which people consume television politicizes
the issue of media literacy. Also, the gaining of new skills by people to
engage with new platforms may also mnfluence wider political debates
on technological determinism, citizen empowerment, and nationalism.
Moreover, new divisions and vulnerabilities may also be created.

As Hilde Van den Bulck (2007, p. 34) points out, the discourse of tech-
nological determinism often associated with ICTs is also complemented
by a degree of ‘technological nationalism’. This means that the ‘efforts
of the government to promote digital convergence via public service
broadcasting (PSB) is inspired not just by an urge to increase the poten-
tial of PSB and the welfare and well-being of citizens but also to im-
prove economic investments and political prestige” Van den Bulck
(2007, p. 34) aptly asserts that new digital media leads to the creation of

32



The Analogne to Digital Switchover

a society in which the ‘old grounding of people and culture in time and
space disappears to be replaced by an interactive and selective global
citizen-consumer who has the power to shape his or her identity and
social life across old boundaries’. Such a transition from push to pull
technology, she argues, implicitly demands new forms of literacy that
can enable citizens to move easily across the boundaries between con-
sumer and citizen and to give them more autonomy, freedom of choice,
and opportunities.

This chapter examines the cultural construction of television literacy
through the context of technological and social change. More impor-
tantly, it provides a narrative of how the concept of media literacy itself
is being continually shaped by our political and social context. And it
broadens the definition of literacy beyond its simple meaning to em-
brace different forms of engagements and understanding, thus linking it
with wider issues of inclusion, age divide, citizen rights, the changing
role of PSB and the transformations within broadcasting in Europe.

Defining Literacy

The abundance of literature on the concept of literacy indicates that it
is a problematic term and has been viewed from different perspectives,
from library sciences and education to media studies. Its flexibility in
terms of its standard definition can be explained by variations in our
understanding of the nature of knowledge but equally by its contin-
gence upon the cultural and social contexts in which it is discussed.
This makes literacy a relative and elastic concept (McGarry, 1993)
which has evolved through time. As Martin and Grudziecki (2006) put
forward, while technology does not create social order it is complicit in
soctal change. And while social change itself can be driven by various
factors, technology can be a tool, a medium, and a mirror that reflects
these changes. Livingstone (2004) discusses the role of history, culture
and social forces in defining literacy in different eras. According to
Livingstone (2004, p.12), literacy “concerns the historically and cultur-
ally conditioned relationship among three processes”. Firstly, “the sym-
bolic and material representation of knowledge, culture and values”.
Secondly, “the diffusion of interpretive skills and abilities across a
population”, and thirdly, “the institutional especially the state manage-
ment of the power that access to and skilled use of knowledge brings to
those who are ‘literate”. The definition of literacy as such has been
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transformed from the ability to read and write to mean the ability to
understand information in the digital age (Lanham, 1995).

In our era the term has been associated with other forms of literacy
including ‘digital literacy’, ‘multimedia literacy’ and ‘information literacy’
(Bawden 2001), highlighting not just the impact of technology in shap-
ing the concept of literacy but also the value societies place on informa-
tion as a social capital. The term 'digital literacy' has been used by a
number of authors throughout the 1990s to refer to the ability to read
and understand hypertextual texts (i.e., those found on the Internet and
accessed by a computer) and multimedia texts (i.e., those which involve
a combination of text, still images, animation, audio, and video)
(Bawden & Robinson, 2002). Thus, in the digital age, an information-
literate citizen is one who is able to acquire and use information which
is appropriate for any situation.

Digital literacy and multimedia literacy require more from those who
consume new media technologies. While literacy in itself entails under-
standing information, however it is presented, digital literacy involves
the skills of understanding images and sounds, etc, as well as text. This
highlights the key distinction between print and digital literacy. The
latter can encompass new forms of presentations and perhaps new
forms of engagements (Lanham, 1995), a distinction that leverages on
the idea that engagement with different information in different media
varies according to individual traits and learning styles. Bawden and
Robinson (2002, pp.297-98) assert that information literacy and indeed
digital literacy can encompass a broad form of literacy which can in-
clude all the skill-based literacies but it cannot be restricted to them nor
can it be restricted to any particular technology or set of technologies,
and understanding, meaning and context which are central to it.

In specific reference to the digital switchover, the term 'media literacy'
needs to be defined and, as Martin and Grudeziecki (20006) assert, it is
focused mote on the nature of various genres of media and the ways in
which messages are constructed and interpreted. According to Bawden
(2001, p. 225), media literacy as a term 1s used to imply critical thinking
in assessing information gained from the mass media and the Internet,
and as such is seen as a component of information literacy. Information
literacy itself then alludes to a broader skill base which requires ‘the
ability to access, retrieve and evaluate information in the midst of the
information explosion’ (cf. Bawden, 2001, p. 243). For Livingstone
(2004, p. 8), a skill-based approach to new media literacy would then
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include four components: access, analytical competency, evaluation (or
the ability to discern and bear judgement), and content creation. Digital
television requires new types of skills and engagements but also an
understanding of how mnformation can be used for different transac-
tions, transactions which can re-configure audiences as consumers and
citizens. Thus the issue of access goes beyond the upgrading of hard-
ware and must entail a satisfactory engagement with symbolic texts
through the cultivation of analytical skills (Livingstone, 2004, p. 6).

The UK’s National Institute of Adult Continuing Education (NIACE,
2004) acknowledges that ‘media literacy is taking its place in the array of
literacies increasingly recognised as necessary for not just day-to-day life
but also for participating actively in democracy.” In the policy arena,
media literacy 1s linked not just with issues of access but also the chang-
ing political economy of broadcasting and equally with the changing
role of PSB and its justifications for continued public funding. Accord-
ing to the then UK Minister for Culture, Media, and Sport, Tessa Jowell
(Jowell, 2006), ‘PSB 1s becoming public service communications. This
means serving citizens and consumers in new ways.” It is this dimension
of literacy which goes beyond the functionalist model that is vital to the
discussion of media literacy in the context of change. Whilst the func-
tionalist perspective is preoccupied with the range and levels of profi-
ciency with regard to cognitive skills, the socio-cultural model premises
literacy as being relevant and defined by the social context, and it is in
this sense that literacy is ideological (cf. Martin and Grudziecki, 2000,
p-250)

The Changing Role of PSB

Historically, Public Service Broadcasters in Europe have been entrusted
with the core responsibilities of education, information and entertain-
ment. Beyond these key responsibilities, PSBs rely on public funds and
enjoy relative autonomy and monopoly in national broadcasting which
are endorsed by the government. These characteristics are key parts of
PSBs, where serving the public 1s the most important goal and provid-
ing open access to information is fundamental. However, the secure
position of PSBs has been increasingly threatened in recent years. As
Collins (2004, p. 34) points out, ‘with the introduction of new informa-
tion and communication technology, satellite television in Europe in
the early eighties provoked debate that the end of spectrum scarcity

35



Criticism, History and Policy

seemed to delegitimise political intervention in broadcasting markets.’
Collins argues that new possibilities and services often put the focus
and attendant criticism in terms of cost and programming back on
public service broadcasters’ performance. The changes in terms of
technology, emphasis on commercialisation, and the need in the policy
arena in Burope to assert consumer choice, led to PSBs losing a clear
definition of their mission and function in soctety in the 1980’s. While
the 1990's saw a reaffirmation of the continued support of these institu-
tions by both the European Union and national governments, there
was nevertheless a desire to review the role of PSBs in a changing social
and technological context.

The prom