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This thesis argues that teaching about newspapers is problematic. Problems arise out of the
range of publications currently sold as newspapers, the diversity of text types to be found
within each newspaper, and the lack of consensus amongst the English teaching community as
to the value in and purpose of studying newspapers. The thesis concentrates specifically on
the 14 to 16 age group, that is, those pupils who are studying within United Kingdom schools
at Key Stage 4, and for whom study of the media, within the National Curriculum for English,
is mandatory.

The thesis begins by exploring the constraints on and opportunities for
teaching about newspapers in the English curriculum. The curriculum is defined by the
government agency, the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, and mediated by the
General Certificate of Secondary Education English examination syllabuses and examination
papers arising from them. The thesis moves on to examine published educational research for
an overview of what is known about current practice with regard to teaching about the media,
about news and about newspapers.

Empirical evidence on the current situation is then offered. Through
interviews with teachers in eleven schools and observation of eleven Media lessons, it
explores the curricular, institutional and interpersonal contexts in which teachers of English
currently operate. This research also considers how teachers” own views about the media and
about Media Education might helpfully be described within three Media/English paradigms.

Arguing that the resulting newspaper curriculum is too narrow, the thesis
discusses how a broader curriculum might be possible. Chapter 4 explores issues of craft
knowledge in teaching and considers the circumstances that might be necessary for curricular
change to take place. Chapter 5 moves the discussion from what is taught and what
determines what is taught to a consideration of what textual and socio-cultural theories (in
particular, Critical Discourse Analysis) might be brought to bear in attempting to broaden our
understanding of how newspapers function. Chapter 6 focuses on audiences rather than
texts, considering what one might learn about how newspapers are read from Market
Research, Reader-Response Theory, and Media Studies or Audience Theory.

The final chapter revisits the text and audience theories of chapters 5 and 6 in
order to draw from them some pedagogical implications. It examines ‘theory into practice’.
In doing so, it examines how notions of subtext, intertext, intratext, and context might
usefully inform a study of newspapers within the current curriculum for English.
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Introduction

The Media curriculum and the curriculum for English: a place for

newspapers?

Current, common approaches to teaching about newspapers are exemplified by the attitude of
The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA). In 1999, it circulated for consultation a
scheme of work for English at Key Stage 3, consisting of 15 units designed to exemplify the
new ‘year 2000” National Curriculum. This scheme of work aimed to reflect the new
emphases in the revised National Curriculum for English, including a slightly stronger position
for Media Education. One of those units places newspapers at the centre of the Media study;
and that unit is based on a comparison between the language and content of tabloid
newspapers and the language and content of broadsheets. This is problematic in three
respects. Firstly, the focus of this unit is entirely predictable; comparison between tabloid and
broadsheet is almost certainly a classroom cliché, representing a lesson taught at one time or
another by the vast majority of teachers of English. Secondly, unless handled very carefully,
the outcome of such a unit may lead to denigration of tabloids, the [popular] culture chosen
by the parents of many of the pupils. Thirdly, the amount of time spent engaged in such a
unit may not be justified by the limited learning outcomes. If pupils simply learn that
broadsheets use long sentences and formal language, while tabloids use short, sometimes

verbless sentences with a preponderance of “slang’, then they are ‘learning’ very little indeed.

As an example of the limited expectations that teachers have of journalism in general and
newspapers in particular, I offer a personal experience as an Inspector for English. Having
watched able boys in a grammar school skilfully deconstruct literary texts, referring in detail
to a wide range of rhetorical devices, I then watched the same pupils ‘analyse’ and compare
the front pages of a tabloid and a broadsheet newspaper. The linguistic, analytical skills
demonstrated in the literature lessons were not called upon. Instead, the boys spent 45

minutes measuring the size of headlines and counting words to discover that The Sun uses



fewer words and larger fonts than 7he Guardian. Both teacher and pupil expectations of the

texts were low, and understanding of linguistic features of newspaper prose superficial.

Part of the problem seems to reside in the fact that newspapers uncomfortably straddle the
Media and English curricula. (Throughout this thesis, without a capital letter media can be
taken to refer to the [mass] media, including print and the moving image. With a capital
letter, Media is used as a form of abbreviation for Media Education, Media Studies or Media
Literacy - as in “students involved in Media work’.) Although newspapers share the
characteristics of other media texts, they lack the more exciting elements of those texts,
including sound, music, moving image and fictional narrative. ‘Media teachers’ may choose
more ‘sexy’ media to make their lessons attractive and, in any case, might shy away from the
perceived aridity and complexity of institutional and ownership issues which must arise when
teaching about newspapers. On the other hand, ‘English teachers’ may instinctively reject the
transience of newspapers in favour of familiar, fictional narratives with their well-rehearsed
analyses. Furthermore, the very different texts that constitute newspapers vary so much
between publications and within editions that it is difficult for the teacher of English to locate
the rationale for teaching about newspapers in the first place. For the teacher of English,
newspapers are most likely to enter the curriculum where they touch on traditional concerns,
including literary writing and the rhetoric of bias and persuasion. Beyond those areas, matters
are much less clear: what do teachers of English do with local newspapers, with ‘personal
ads’, with television listings, with the latest ‘soap’ news, with the lives of celebrities, and with

cartoons and cartoon strips?

One is tempted to ask, ‘so what?’ If newspapers are rarely addressed or inadequately
addressed within the curriculum for English then who will suffer? However, it is surely
inconcetvable that, in a democratic society, young people will not study those texts that
appear, in one form or another, in most homes or workplaces in the country. Despite the
advance of radio and television news, and the advent of the Internet as a major source of
information, the newspaper remains a significant mediator of news and cultural events. If the
curriculum for English does not address newspapers then it is difficult to see where in the

school curriculum newspapers might feature. And if the argument for newspapers in school is
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won, then what will be needed is a rationale, or a theory for teaching about newspapers which
takes into account Media and English concerns, but has its own imperatives and internal

logic.

The Media Studies curriculum, at present, though strong on the visual ‘grammar’ of texts,
places very little emphasis on verbal grammatical constructions — an essential element in
understanding the ideology of newspapers. In any case, the Media Studies curriculum is
optional: most of the school population do not choose it. On the other hand, the curriculum
for English, though statutory, does not have a discourse for dealing with newspapers as
collections of disparate texts produced and distributed in an ideological context. This is not
to argue for a new ‘subject’ in the school curriculum, one entitled, ‘Newspapers’, but it is to
suggest that both Media and English curricula need to encompass a broader and more

coherent model for teaching about newspapers; such a model first needs to be devised.

Yet, before that can happen, it is necessary to consider in more detail the context in which
current teaching about newspapers takes place. One can hardly advocate a new approach to
teaching about newspapers without first exploring in considerable detail those imperatives
and/or constraints that make ‘newspaper teaching’ the way it currently is. So, the basic
research question is, “What determines what is taught when teachers teach about newspapers
and how might theories [of texts, contexts and readers] contribute to a broader, more
coherent approach?” In relation to who rather than what is taught, my research concentrates
specifically on the 14 to 16 age group. There are two reasons for this. The first is that my
concern is with the experiences of the majority of the secondary school population: beyond
16 the study of English (and the study of Media within English) is not compulsory. The
second reason is that only at 16 are pupils statutorily required to be assessed on their Media
understanding within English. Pupils at 11 and 14 are also, in Key Stage 3 tests, assessed for
their understanding of texts; some of them may contain extracts considered to be ‘Media

Texts’, but such assessment experience is not statutory.



The research question

The first part of the question (“What determines what is taught?”) will be addressed via four

types of empirical evidence:

1.

An analysis of the National Curriculum for English, including the amendments that
inform teaching at the start of the millennium; those General Certificate of Secondary
Education (GCSE) syllabuses and examination papers deriving from the National
Curriculum that drive the Key Stage 4 curriculum for English;

A consideration of teaching materials about newspapers from which teachers might
draw;

A review of appropriate research literature related to teaching about Media and/or

newspapers,

4. Detailed empirical evidence from fieldwork.

The second part of the research question (“How might theories [of texts, contexts and

readers] contribute to a broader, more coherent approach?”’) will also consist of four main

elements:

1.

A review of linguistic and semiotic theories (verbal and visual) that help to uncover
the ideology of [newspaper] texts;

A review of socio-cultural and socio-economic understandings of how newspapers
function;

A review of understandings of readers and audiences - of media texts and literary
texts;

Synthesis of 1 to 3, leading to a coherent approach to the analysis of newspapers.

This introduction goes on to consider in general terms the sorts of constraints that determine

the ‘newspaper curriculum’, and suggests theoretical perspectives that might inform a broader

curriculum.

Constraints on teaching about newspapers - anecdotal evidence

Three anecdotes follow and illustrate the limited expectations that some teachers have of

newspapers. Each illustrates a particular teacher prejudice or preconception. The first relates
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to narrow perceptions of what constitutes an appropriate newspaper for pupils to study. The
second relates to narrow teacher perceptions about the nature of journalistic prose. The third

relates to narrow perceptions of pupils as newspaper readers.

Anecdote 1

Some newspapers are ‘better’ than others.

I was invited to take part in the writing of the Key Stage 3 English tests for 1996. In the
advice offered by the Midland Examining Group, advisers were asked to consider for these
tests suitable sources of non-fiction, including, “Newspaper articles” [especially The
Education Guardian and The Times Educational Supplement]. Given the limited circulation
of these two newspaper sources, one can be reasonably confident that both are normally read
by very few children or adolescents; use of the term, “articles” conveys a sense of what some
educators at least perceive newspapers to be about: reflective, literary, personal prose. But,
“Journalists do not write articles. They write stories” (Bell, 1991, p. 147). In short, it seems
that a narrow, literary view of newspapers underlies criteria for selection of texts suitable for

schoolchildren to read in a school/examination context.

Anecdote 2

‘Good’ prose is essentially literary prose.

An experienced teacher of English with whom I worked was once involved in a “Newspapers
in Education’ project. The local newspaper had worked with most secondary schools, each
school publishing its own supplement of school-based stories, articles and features. In
practice, it is often difficult to gather enough copy to fill the supplement, and so, the teacher
wrote an article himself but omitted to sign it, offering it instead as a pupil contribution. The
article was rejected as being much too wordy and slow to get to the point. Although teachers
of English may sometimes encourage pupils to write ‘journalism’, in some cases their teaching
is inhibited by a failure to recognise the conventions of and value in the sort of ‘punchy’
writing that makes many tabloids so successful. Whilst teachers encourage well-constructed
paragraphs around a topic sentence and conservative use of conjunctions, tabloid [and
broadsheet] journalists subsist on one-sentence paragraphs, often beginning with ‘and’ or

‘but’. Teachers overtly encourage ‘appropriate’ use of register in pupils’ own writing, but
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frequently mark and assess according to a very narrow set of criteria, at the heart of which is

a formal, essay-based, standard English.

Anecdote 3

Adolescents don’t read newspapers

A colleague whom I respect, an experienced Head of English in a secondary school with a
strong interest in Film education, told me that his department no longer teaches about
newspapers in Media Studies lessons. His perception is that his students (age 14 to 16) don’t
read newspapers because media products (e.g. magazines) have more relevance and,
therefore, merit more teaching time. There are obvious inconsistencies in his position.
Children and young students rarely choose to read poetry, but my colleague does not argue
for its omission from the curriculum for English. Also, although newspaper sales are in
decline, it is probably still reasonable to say that today’s adolescents will be tomorrow’s

purchasers of newspapers.

There is no evidence that the anecdotes so far cited in any way reflect ‘typical’ teaching about
newspapers. However, if they did, then one might tentatively suggest that teachers use
newspapers within ‘English’ lessons in a limited number of ways. It is possible that:

e Teachers treat newspapers (mainly selected from broadsheet publications) as
information texts studied for their bias or persuasion rather than the information they
convey,

e Tabloid and broadsheet are often compared for treatment of one story to ascertain
their comparative ‘truthfulness’ or ‘quality’ (tabloids are rarely studied in their own
right);

e Teachers examine newspaper ‘genres’ (sports, fashion, letter page etc.) as models for
children to imitate in writing their own, class ‘newspapers’;

« Teachers offer pupils the shape (columns) and style of news stories as a form in which
to reshape an already existing literary narrative (e.g. ‘The Verona News’ as a response

to ‘Romeo and Juliet”).



Anecdotal evidence also suggests it may be less common for teachers of English to offer
children opportunities to:
e Examine newspaper images and presentational features (the ‘look” of a paper);
o Consider verbal text for its grammatical constructions (e.g. the significance of the use
of the passive in newspaper headlines);
e Consider the professional practices of journalists and how they might contribute to
what is published;
e Study the political and economic implications of patterns of ownership in newspapers
- apart from obvious references to party political support;
e Read newspapers for pleasure as part of a programme of wider reading (as novels are
currently used);
e Respond personally to newspapers in a reading log, journal etc., as might be typical

for response to story or poetry.

If the practices and omissions described above are in any way representative of teaching
about newspapers in UK secondary schools, then one might conclude that:
e Newspapers that are legitimised by teacher use in the classroom are not the
newspapers (local and tabloid) that children read;
e Those sections of newspapers that are legitimised by teacher use in the classroom are
not necessarily those sections that schoolchildren choose to read;
e Newspapers in schools have low status when compared to ‘Literature’;
e Newspapers have low status when compared to television news; they are regarded by
teachers with suspicion. School use of them centres on determining the degree to

which and the methods by which they distort ‘reality’.

If only a part of the above is true, then it is important that a debate about the role of
newspapers in the lives of children and in the school curriculum should at least begin.
Regular moral panics about the effects of the media on young people, or “declining standards’
in reading, rarely include newspapers; newspapers are, in fact, often the originators or
reporters of such phenomena. (It would be interesting to consider how The Sun would react,

say, to the appropriateness of one of its own articles being included in a Key Stage 3 test.)
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Indeed, the absence of a debate about newspapers and children is not surprising, since who

but the newspapers themselves are in a position to sustain it?

Concern about the press, such as we can gather from radio, television and those newspapers
that will honestly reflect on their own position, tends to focus on two main issues. One is
about monopoly ownership, the other about press intrusion into private lives, the need for an
act of parliament guaranteeing privacy for the individual. Though both issues impact on
children and young people in different ways, children themselves are tangential to such

debates.

Young people as readers of newspapers

To theorise about the most appropriate approach to teaching about newspapers, one needs to
consider the ‘target’ audience. As indicated earlier, this research considers as the audience
for teaching, those children in secondary school aged 14 to 16 (Key Stage 4). The little
research that exists suggests fourteen is the age when a more consistent newspaper reading
habit is likely to develop: “By the time children move into the ... age bracket (9 - 11) a
majority think of themselves as occasional readers... By the age of 12 and 13 the proportion
of ‘yesterday’ readers has grown by over one half;, it plateaus among the 14 to 17 year olds”
(Bogart, 1989, p. 112).

In the paragraph above, and throughout this research, reference will be made to ‘reading’
newspapers and ‘teaching” about newspapers. Though the significance of reading theory and
pedagogy will be considered in detail later, it might, at this stage, be useful to clarify precisely

what might be meant by reading and feaching in this context.

Reading newspapers

Reading of newspapers (or any text) may be considered in terms of reading behaviour,
reader response, and reader interaction. In addition, readers engaged in responding to or
interacting with newspapers will do so in relation to their own “reading positions, reading
profiles and reading histories” (Buckingham and Sefton-Green, 1994, p.100). So, any

reference to readers or reading will assume that:
8



Reading behaviour refers to why reading takes place, where reading takes place,
which papers are read, which sections are attended to and in what order;

Reader response describes what is happening inside the reader’s head, what readers
‘make’ of what they read,

Reader reaction and interaction considers how readers interpret and define their
responses through social interaction with other readers;

Reading position describes the position habitually adopted by a given reader; for
example, a reader’s aesthetic ‘position’ may be described as detached or involved,
while a socio-political position may be described as left or right;

Reading profile describes the reader’s current reading repertoire, or the sort of
reader that one is (in terms of texts chosen) at a given moment in time;

Reading history describes the route by which the individual has come to be the sort
of reader she/he now is, from earliest influences in childhood, to the texts read at the

breakfast table that day.

Teaching about newspapers

Teaching adolescents to read newspapers will need to take account of all these reading

constituents, recognising that no reader comes to any text with a “clean slate’; that each

reader, gives to or takes from the text what she/he needs; and that each reader (especially of

newspapers) is likely to share their response with other readers. Teaching about newspapers

will also need to take into account pedagogical factors, including:

1.

Teaching aims - e.g. is the teacher working primarily within a Media Studies or
English curriculum paradigm?

The selection of papers - tabloid or broadsheet, national or local, current or
historical?

The selection of the elements within the newspaper - front page or inside page,
‘hard’ news or ‘soft’; editorial or advertising copy?

Prior learning - what assumptions can be made about pupils’ previous experience of

newspapers, collectively and individually; how can the teacher gather such evidence?



5. Learning objectives - what activities are pupils engaged in and for what purposes;
what reading skills are assumed, implied in the [reading or writing] activities, or
explicitly taught?

6. Learning outcomes - what are the learning ‘traces’ of the activity - what do pupils
understand more about, what written examples of news texts are produced?

7. Assessment criteria - how do teachers evaluate ‘successful” reading of newspapers;

what constitutes ‘successful’ reading?

Teaching about newspapers: empirical evidence

Four main sources of evidence are offered to explore what actually happens when teachers
teach about newspapers. These include the National Curriculum and related GCSE
examination syllabuses; relevant commercially published educational resources; published

research; and my own fieldwork.

Any exploration of teaching about and responding to newspapers will need to take into
account the National Curriculum for English and the Examination Board chosen by the
school, for they are likely to affect significantly the model of Media Education adopted.
These are considered in Chapter 1. Chapter 1 also considers the ways in which ‘commercial’
publications related to teaching about newspapers might influence what is taught within the
curriculum for English. In particular, it concentrates on two institutions and their
publications. One is ‘Newspapers in Education’; this body has a very specific function, which
is to encourage young people to become readers of newspapers. The other institution is the
‘English and Media Centre’, the body responsible for the publication and distribution of
teaching materials produced by the influential National Association of Teachers of English

(NATE).

In examining appropriate published educational research, Chapter 2 draws on three main
sources: The British Film Institute (BFI), the London Institute of Education, and the
University of Southampton. These sources represent three rather different approaches to
researching Media Education. From the British Film Institute we have a range of large,

questionnaire-based surveys spanning the 1990s; the London Institute offers mainly
10



participant-observer studies into children’s response to the media;, Southampton offers linked

case studies relying on the systematic collection of interview and observation data.

Chapter 3 describes my own fieldwork. Adapting a research design developed at the
University of Southampton, it offers evidence from interviews with 11 teachers and

observations of one lesson from each.

Developing some theories of teaching about newspapers

Chapters 1 to 3 argue the need for a broader Media-in-English curriculum. Chapters 4 to 6
disucss the epistemological and pedagogical contexts in which such an approach might take
place. These contexts include the theoretical underpinning that might be necessary for change
to take place. To begin this section, Chapter 4 considers some of the pitfalls that exist
between theory and practice. In this sense, ‘what determines what is taught is to do with
notions of teachers’ understanding of their subject, of their own role in the institution in

which they function, and of how pupils learn.

An essentially textual approach to newspapers might tentatively be described under five broad
headings: Context, Intratext, Intertext, Subtext and Readers. At the core of this approach,
focusing on subtext, is Critical Discourse Analysis. This relies heavily on Hallidayan notions
of the functions of language (ideational, interpersonal, textual) and involves consideration of
the linguistic approaches of van Dijk (1988), Fowler (1991), and Bell (1991). To consider
the images of newspapers, Chapter 5 concentrates heavily on the work of Kress, whose
Grammar of Visual Design (Kress and van Leeuwen, 1996) inventively applies a grammatical
framework to photographs and layout. This chapter also considers the implication of
semiotic analysis of images, relying particularly on Stuart Hall’s work (1981). The notion of

Context draws on McNair’s overview of the sociology of journalism (1994).

Against this academic backdrop, Chapter 5 also explores what journalists have to say about
the construction of newspapers. In particular, it draws on the work of Keeble (1994), who
offers some insight into the institutional and ideological context in which journalists write
news. In exploring Intratext, Chapter 5 draws particularly on notions of Backcloth and

il



Traffic (Gould et al, 1984). This approach to content analysis allows a detailed consideration
of the different genres to be found operating within a given newspaper, leading to helpful
accounts of how such genres function ideologically. This is a distinction perhaps more useful
than the more usual crude division of news items into hard news (stories) and soft news
(articles). The work of Bell (as suggested above) also allows consideration of newspaper
analysis in terms of Intertext. That is, Bell offers very useful accounts of the origins of
newspaper texts, and, in particular, the heavy reliance on pre-written sources. Throughout
Chapter 5, in order to explore precisely how the above theoretical approaches might operate
in practice, each textual theory is separately considered in relation to three newspapers, The

Sun, the Western Gazette, and The Guardian.

Chapter 6 examines how audiences might respond to texts. In the field of Market Research,
the most significant contribution is the work of Bogart (1989), who is mainly concerned with
who reads, what is read, and how reading takes place (i.e. the shifting focus of attention
around the page, and through the pages). Corcoran (1992), on the other hand, offers an
excellent overview of reader-response theory, leading to consideration of Rosenblatt, Iser,
and others. In considering the implications of Audience theory, the focus turns to the work
of Buckingham (various), one of the few Media theorists to conduct research into the
relationship between adolescent reader and media text. Despite recent developments in
ethnographic Media research (which tends to concentrate on the viewer in a socio-cultural
context) there is very little that seriously illuminates what happens when children read

newspapers.

From theories to theory, and from theory to practice.

Chapter 7 examines how Critical Discourse Analysis might be adapted as a blueprint for a
‘Newspaper Curriculum’ in the classroom, and explores how each distinct element of it might
have equally distinct and specific teaching implications. Similarly, it explores how the
characteristics of reading should be taken into account in helping to make children more

engaged, more effective and more critical readers of newspapers.
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To a large degree, the text-reader theory propounded in the final chapter is one that would
encompass Media teaching in general as well as teaching about newspapers in particular. One
could go even further and argue that a well-developed pedagogical theory of [newspaper]
texts and [newspaper] readers could effectively offer a rationale for the teaching of English —
especially when one considers that no single rationale underpins current English teaching in
the UK. However, the theory outlined in the final chapter is essentially and necessarily one
about newspapers. As argued early in this introduction, the very particular features of
newspapers make them uncomfortably straddle both the English and the Media curricula. A
coherent model of newspaper teaching might well suggest a new teaching model for Media or
for English, but to attempt to produce one would be an extraordinarily ambitious venture.
The best one can hope for is that a theory about newspapers might inform the teaching of
Media and of English, and help bring them closer together both philosophically and

practically.

A note to the reader

Whilst writing a part of this thesis I was also doing funded research for Southampton
University (Hart and Hicks, 2000). The focus of the Southampton study was Media teaching
in English. My own focus is narrower, but essentially shares the same field. It was inevitable

that research for one study would, in significant ways, inform the other.

For readers who might consult both my own thesis and the Hart and Hicks publication, the
brief account below should help to clarify the relationship between the two:
¢ The Introduction and the theoretical aspects of this thesis (Chapter 4, Craft
Knowledge; Chapter 5, Theories of Texts and Readers;, Chapter 6 Readers and
Audiences; and Chapter 7, A Pedagogy for Newspapers) are entirely related to my
own study and do not appear in Hart and Hicks. Theories of Craft Knowledge in
Chapter 4 are illustrated and exemplified by revisiting some of the data arising from
the fieldwork in Chapter 3.
* Chapter 1, The National Curriculum: public examinations; commercial publications

was written specifically for this thesis. The section of it dealing with how GCSE
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English examinations treat Media was then replicated by Hart and Hicks in order to
provide additional contextual background for that study.

Chapter 2 in this thesis, the Literature Review, covers the same ground as the
equivalent review in the Hart and Hicks study, but is of a very different order in terms
of range, detail and analysis.

The most significant overlap between the two studies occurs in Chapter 3, Fieldwork.
The empirical study was conducted primarily in order to revisit Hart and Benson’s
research (1993). Its secondary purpose was to provide up-to-date evidence for my
own thesis about the Media-in-English context in which newspapers are taught at the
end of the 1990s. Chapter 3 differs from the Hart and Hicks study in that in Chapter
3, all the data were reinterpreted and re-analysed to consider the significance for
teaching about newspapers. In addition, Chapter 3 does not include the detailed data
from each of the 11 lessons and 11 interviews, but, instead, evidence from those

lessons and those interviews that focused on teaching about newspapers.
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Chapter 1
The National Curriculum; public examinations;

commercial publications

What determined what was taught: the locally situated curriculum

For the purposes of this discussion there are four broad educational eras that need to be
considered. The first era is that before the 1990s, pre-‘Cox’ (Department of Education and
Science (DES), 1989), that is, before the introduction of a National Curriculum. The second
era is post-‘Cox’ and up to 1995: this constitutes the era of the first National Curriculum.
The third era is that between 1995 and 2000, coinciding with the revised National
Curriculum. The fourth era is that beginning 1999/2000, coinciding with the second revision
of the National Curriculum. In the main, this discussion will focus upon the third era. This is
the era about which there is most evidence, the time when the National Curriculum has most
firmly been in place, impacting upon Key Stages 3 and 4 equally, and most strongly
influencing the GCSE public examinations. This is also the era that spans the writing of this
thesis. Thus, the third era reflects contemporary teaching about English, Media and

newspapers.

Before 1990, without a National Curriculum, teachers of English were free to teach, more or
less, whatever they wished. Although it is likely that more forward-thinking schools were
voluntarily creating their own agreed, coherent curriculum, it was perfectly possible for five
teachers in an English department to teach five different ‘English’ curricula. However, it is
possible to identify some trends in English teaching between 1970 and 1990. For example,
Davies (1996, p.17), in a review of English department curriculum statements in the late
1970s and early 1980s, identifies a “certain sort of non-instrumental, flexible commitment to a
personal-development-through-literature model of English.” Davies cites Holbrook’s English
Jfor Maturity and Dixon’s Growth through English as being particularly influential in fostering
such a philosophy. Of course, these philosophies and others were reflected in the commercial

text-books (and in the names of those text-books) to be found in their hundreds in most
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English departments in the country. For example, at the start of the 1970s, pupils being led
through English Through Experience might have found themselves watching the teacher set
fire to a piece of paper as they, ‘imaginatively’, in free verse, described the flames. Later
perhaps, they would have attempted to replicate models of ‘good writing’ as they worked
their way through numerous ‘worthy’ prose and poetry extracts that represented The Art of
English. Some pupils (though far fewer) would have encountered the linguistic approach of
the Language in Use project, based on Hallidayan linguistics, but the experiences of
compulsory secondary education would have been shaped, for most pupils, by their
preparation for public examinations. The grammar school ‘English’ General Certificate of
Education (GCE) Ordinary (‘O’) level examinations of the sixties would have required pupils
to précis, and to identify and name subordinate clauses; the GCSE examinations at the end of
the 1980s would, in contrast, have allowed opportunities for empathetic writing. Butin a
sense, examination papers from the 1960s and the 1990s, despite changes in teaching
philosophy, have a great deal in common. Essentially, despite the temporary influence of the
now defunct 100% coursework assessment, pupils from both eras would have needed to
respond to the literary canon, to show understanding of textual extracts (‘comprehension’)
and to write, from the stimulus of a title, a short piece of extended prose (the ‘essay’).
Between 1960 and 1990 in the English curriculum and examination systems there was little
that encouraged and nothing that required anything that might have been called Media

Education.

In this sense, before 1995/1996 what determined what was taught in relation to English,
Media and newspapers lay entirely with the life and professional experiences of the individual
teacher. For example, those teachers of English emerging from University in the 1980s,
influenced by people like Raymond Williams or Terry Eagleton, might have started to
question the notion of what constituted English as a subject or what constituted a text worthy
of study. If such teachers encountered the materials produced by the British Film Industry,
they might have been encouraged to introduce Film Studies into their English curriculum.
But, essentially, it was a matter of chance, and early influences were, no doubt, tempered (or
encouraged to flourish) by the first set of English teachers with whom they worked and by the
stock that lay in the first stock cupboard that they encountered.
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What determines what is taught: the National Curriculum for
English

Moves towards a curriculum that constrained teachers and prescribed learning experience in
the form of a National Curriculum were marked by the Her Majesty’s Inspectorate (HMI)
report, The Curriculum from 5 to 16 (DES, 1985) and the Kingman Inquiry into the
Teaching of English Language (DES, 1988). However, the National Curriculum that came
into being resulted directly from the report of the Cox committee in 1989. That report is
most famous for describing in some detail, five competing models of English teaching,
including personal growth, cross-curricular, adult needs, cultural heritage and cultural
analysis, and resulted in the first statutory National Curriculum in 1989/1990. Those
teachers of English who were also Media enthusiasts, saw in the recognition and apparent

acceptance of the Cultural Analysis model, encouragement to pursue Media Education within

English.

Yet as early as 1993, a revision of the National Curriculum led by Sir Ron Dearing had begun
(Department for Education (DFE), 1993). Principles underlying the particular revision of the
curriculum for English seemed to be influenced by right-wing fears that the curriculum had
been too liberal in its interpretations of standard English, and too light in its requirements for
pupils to experience the literary canon. Given this perceived lurch to the right in philosophy
and tone, enthusiasts for Media Education were particularly concerned to scour the new
[1995] Orders for any remaining opportunities to teach about Media. The optimist would
typically uncover any reference to ‘text’, demonstrating that most of the National Curriculum
for English could be met through Media-based activities; the pessimist would scour the same

curriculum and discover that actual, specific references to media texts were very few.

It was difficult for optimist or pessimist to be precise, because of the slipperiness of terms like
‘text’ and ‘reading’ in this context. In addition, the revised Orders (DFE, 1995) are generally
minimalistic in their approach, prescribing basic requirements that teachers must interpret and

build on. As a consequence, although there were now many opportunities to introduce Media
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into English, it was possible to identify only three significant references to Media Education,

each of which had a supplementary reference to teaching about newspapers:

1. Reading - Key Stages 3 and 4:

“Pupils should be introduced to a wide range of media, e.g. magazines, newspapers, radio,
television, film. They should be given opportunities to analyse and evaluate such material,
which should be of high quality and represent a range of forms and purposes, and different
structural and presentational devices...” (p. 20).

2. Reading - Key Stages 3 and 4:

“Pupils should be taught ... to analyse and evaluate the use of language in a variety of media,
making comparisons where appropriate, e.g. ... a comparison of a television news bulletin

with a report on the same event in a newspaper” (p. 22).
3. Writing - Key Stages 3 and 4:

“The range of forms in which they write should be extensive, e.g. ... advertisements,

newspaper articles...” (para. c, p. 23).

The first thing to note is that Media Education is firmly positioned within Reading. The
second is that all three references to newspapers are in italics, i.e. their status is advisory
rather than statutory; it was possible to fulfil the requirements of the National Curriculum and
not teach about newspapers at all. Both references to Media as Reading come as part of an
analytical/evaluative framework where pupils deconstruct texts to find out about form,
purpose, structure and presentation. The language used is markedly different from the
references to “responsive and enthusiastic readers” found in the introductory section on
literature. Newspapers, like other media, it seems, were to be studied rather than enjoyed.
The reference to media of “high quality” certainly implies broadsheet rather than tabloid. This
reference reinforces the practice of many teachers who include tabloid journalism only as a
way of highlighting, via juxtaposition, the superiority of the broadsheet. The familiar

classroom practice was legitimised.
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The writing requirement was not demanding, but the use of the term “article” is significant.
As suggested earlier, “Journalists write stories not articles” (Bell, 1991, p. 147). Articles
imply reflective essays, pieces of polemic perhaps, to be found inside rather than on the front
of newspapers. There is, perhaps, an implication that the pre-2000 National Curriculum
endorses those elements of newspaper journalism which come closest to the traditional essay.
There is much classroom talk of ‘range of purposes and audiences’, but there is strong
evidence that most classroom writing was still to be done in response to literature and for the

teacher.

Newspapers in the UK GCSE English Examinations, 1998

Background
Surprisingly perhaps, another document, GCSE Regulations and Criteria, produced by the
Schools Curriculum and Assessment Authority (SCAA, 1995) has had a more direct impact
than the 1995 National Curriculum itself or its revision in 1999/2000. The GCSE
Regulations and Criteria document binds the GCSE Examining Boards to SCAA’s (now
QCA) interpretation of the National Curriculum. The syllabuses, guided by this document
and published in the spring of 1996, have, within the ‘English’ curriculum a very heavy
assessment requirement in relation to the study of literature. Each pupil entered for English
(not Literature) has to be assessed in response to:

Shakespeare, prose, drama, poetry, an author pre-1900, an author post-1900, texts

from other cultures and traditions, non-fiction and media

Media content

1998 syllabuses are selected here because they represent the Examination Boards’
interpretation of the new 1995 National Curriculum for English. In practice, the requirement
that all Boards assess Media within their syllabuses, rather than just include it as a curriculum
element, has had a significant impact. The Northern Examinations and Assessment Board
(NEAB, 1998) alone has chosen to position Media within coursework rather than within the
terminal examination. As a result, it is possible for this Board to require analysis of “radio

and television programmes and films” and allow, for assessment purposes, an “account of a
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practical media activity such as making a film or radio text” (NEAB, p. 14). More
significantly, in terms of teaching about newspapers, NEAB is able to allow “analysis of
attitudes and/or bias in reporting news events. .. in different media.” To compare television
news coverage with, say, newspaper coverage is an opportunity not easily afforded to pupils
studying English with other Boards, since they have not found (or tried to find?) ways of
offering pupils in a terminal examination, experiences of sound and image rather than just
print. The impact of this upon teaching of Media, within English in a national context is
difficult to estimate: NEAB easily has the major share of the examinations’ market at GCSE
level. Yet even if its share were total, it would not be possible to say whether pupils and
teachers had chosen to make the moving image an element in their Media study; it is entirely
possible that print remains the most commonly tackled medium by NEAB pupils, or at least

that print remains the medium through which their Media understanding is assessed.

It is difficult to be categorical about how each Board regards the Media element of its
syllabus since the published syllabus does not represent fully the attitude of each Board to any
aspect of its curriculum design. All Boards tend to offer a diverse range of supplementary
material, some of it in the form of occasional papers or information published during the year.
However, the syllabus remains the authoritative source for teachers, and a brief selection fiom
each Board provides some evidence of how Media in English is regarded and/or treated. For
example, the Southern Examining Group (SEG) sends out in advance to its schools “a
booklet of media texts, non-fiction texts and texts from other cultures and traditions” (SEG,
1998, p. 7); EDEXCEL (1998) favours an unseen media text but insists that it will be
“appropriate for ... evaluating presentation of such material” (p. 16); the Welsh Joint
Education Committee (WJEC, 1998) is similarly concerned with presentation, assuring
teachers that, in the examination, “visual material will always be included in the material
used” (p. 5); the Midland Examining Group’s (MEG, 1998) policy on examining Media is

difficult to establish, blurring together non-fiction and media texts.

In one sense, though discouraging for anyone who sees Media Education as to do with the
moving image and sound, the spectrum of approaches seems to be encouraging for someone

concerned to enhance teaching about newspapers. After all, as a printed text, the newspaper
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extract fits ideally into any pre-release package or terminal examination. However, as the
analysis of GCSE English examination texts and questions in 1998 will demonstrate, the
terminal examination proves to be almost as constricting for teaching about newspapers as it
does for teaching about the moving image. For newspapers and moving image texts then, if
the main effect of the new syllabuses on Media Education has been to ensure their
continuation, then a second effect has been to narrow the range of text type and range of

Media issues studied.

The texts

Classification of the texts used is problematic since not all Boards make clear whether the text
offered to the candidate is intended as a media text or a non-fiction text. SEG, for example,
combines non-fiction and media texts within one examination paper and requires pupils to
compare how texts operate. However, using the appropriate syllabus, it is possible to make
reasonable assumptions about whether a text is intended to be read as non-fiction or as media.
The National Curriculum Document (DFE, 1995), on which all GCSE syllabuses are based,
exemplifies (rather than defines) non-fiction as autobiographies, biographies, journals,
diaries, letters, travel writing, leaflets, and Media as magazines, newspapers, radio,
television and film. This obviously begs the question as to how Examination Boards classify,
for example, a diary printed in a newspaper. Also, it does allow overlaps: NEAB uses a
newspaper article in its non-fiction paper; and MEG blurs the distinction by including in one
examination paper an Independent “article’ about the yachtsman, Tony Bullimore, and a
Reader’s Digest first person “article’ describing Terry Waite’s life as a hostage in Beirut. In
this examination paper, MEG does not indicate how it categorises each of these texts; indeed,

the implication is that MEG has taken ‘non-fiction and media texts’ as an inclusive category.

The media texts selected for examination in 1998:
e advertisement for Sinclair’s motorised ZETA bicycle (EDEXCEL)
e advertisement by Camelot for the National Lottery - no source acknowledged
(WJEC)
e advertisement for the holiday resort of Llandudno — “a booklet advertising holidays”
(WIJEC)
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e leaflets appealing for donations to animal/bird charities - RSPB and WDCS
(EDEXCEL)

* leaflet/pamphlet produced by the National Dairy Council about school meals (MEG)

e leaflet extract about homelessness - Salvation Army (NEAB)

¢ article (newspaper) extract from The Independent about yachtsman Tony Bullimore
(MEG)

e article (Reader’s Digest) by Terry Waite (MEG)

e ‘article’ from The GI’s Wartime Britain by Juliet Gardner (MEG)

e article about homelessness from The Guardian (NEAB)

e article about homelessness - source not acknowledged (NEAB)

e article from the in-flight magazine of Aeroflot (SEG)

o article from the outdoor activity magazine, Trail (SEG)

e article from the Sunday Times environment correspondent on polar trekkers (SEG)

e article about a female ‘yachtsman’, from 7he Guardian (SEG)

 letter (invented?) about the National Lottery from “a daily/national newspaper”

(fictional?) - The Daily Recorder (WJEC)

Some of the texts above, being clearly taken from newspapers, are more relevant to this thesis
than others. But those Boards which, in 1998, chose to use newspapers in their examinations
may not do so in subsequent years; those which did not, may. What the following analysis
reveals is the broader Media-in-English context in which the Examination Boards deal with

newspapers.

Where relevant (as in the ZETA and Llandudno advertisements, and the RSPB and WDCS
leaflets), original, good quality materials are used, allowing candidates to discuss, for
example, the connotations of colour. However, the majority of texts are presented as
adaptations, typically a black-and-white copy accommodated on an A4 examination-paper
page. One might argue that any discussion of media texts should, to some degree, be framed
by an understanding of the context in which the text was produced. In the 1998

examinations, in the majority of cases, the source of the text is acknowledged, though there

22



are some exceptions. For example, the ZETA advertisement appears to be an insert, but it
would be difficult to speculate upon what sort of publication it appeared in. WIJEC does not
indicate the source of the Camelot advertisement used in the Foundation Tier paper, and is
vague about the Llandudno advertisement (“a booklet advertising holidays™) used in the
Higher Tier paper. More significantly, and rather oddly, the WJEC, having used a ‘real’,
colour advertisement of Llandudno, includes in the same [Higher Tier] paper, a letter from a
“Reverend D. Williams” printed in The Daily Recorder, described by the examiner as “a daily
newspaper.” Candidates can hardly take account of issues related to Institution or Audience
when the newspaper is fictional (as, one assumes, are the letter and the Reverend). The
NEAB seems to assume that Higher Tier candidates need to know more about textual
sources than Foundation Tier candidates: Higher Tier candidates are told that their text is
from The Guardian, but Foundation Tier candidates learn that theirs is “an extract from a

newspaper article.”

MEG is clear about the source of its extract, Warm Beer and Brussels Sprouts: GI’s in
Wartime Britain. The relevant question refers to the “extract”, yet, curiously, also refers to it
as “the following article.” SEG, in its pre-release material and in its unseen material is clear
about sources; however, given that one of its media texts is taken from the Aeroflot in-flight
magazine it is perhaps surprising that the source is not specifically addressed in any of the
questions. To a degree, the clarity or lack of clarity about the sources of all of the above
texts is irrelevant, since none of the examination questions in any way make explicit

references to the context in which the text was published.

The [Reading] questions

As well as the texts themselves, another element which, arguably, determines the Media
experience of pupils in the GCSE English examinations is the set of questions guiding the
pupils’ Media interpretation. The majority of those questions are, as one might expect,

designed to test pupils’ ability in Reading rather than Writing.

EDEXCEL, in Foundation and Higher tiers, requires its candidates to evaluate the success of

the advertisement/leaflets, after consideration of:
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e “the ways in which the subject matter is organised
e the use of language

e the design and layout of the leaflets”

It is clear from guidance given to teachers by the Board that the order of the bullet points is
significant; that is, more importance is placed upon candidate analysis of verbal language than
of visual connotations. The ‘follow-up’ question in the Foundation Tier requires candidates
to engage imaginatively with the material in the advertisement via a letter to a newspaper
defending the reputation of the ZETA bicycle. By contrast, the Higher Tier “follow-up’
question very specifically requires candidates to evaluate, with regard to the leaflets offered,
various methods of advertising, including “the national press, local press, direct mail shots,
posters, press-releases, leaflets, and billboards.” Curiously, however, this is something of an
aberration, since teachers, in the official Board guidance, are assured that no specific
understanding of Media Agencies is expected. Phrases such as billboards, posters and
mailshots are part of the glossary provided by the Board but it seems that it was never
expected that any use of these terms would imply teachers preparing pupils to evaluate their
effectiveness. Thus, this generic Media question set by EDEXCEL is, essentially, a thematic

link into the writing, and common-sense or ‘lay-person’ understanding is expected.

Similar limitations are found in the MEG examination papers. For both Foundation and
Higher tiers, MEG first requires a non-evaluative response to its media texts (the Independent
article about Tony Bullimore and the National Dairy Council leaflet about school meals); that
is, candidates are required to “summarise” and “write a summary” respectively. Foundation
candidates are helped in the analytical element of their response by bullet points, encouraging
them to compare the two passages they are given, and comment upon:

e “the layout; the subject matter; the style of writing and language used by the

writers”

The Independent article has the usual newspaper range of headline, sub-head and by-line, as
well as one graphic (a drawing of a yachtsman in an upturned boat). But the article is

‘adapted” and there is no indication of its position within the rest of a newspaper page;
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opportunities to comment significantly on layout features are extremely limited. And the
second text is presented as conventional continuous ‘text-book’ prose. Its only observable
characteristic is that it does not have the column-led, newspaper layout of the other piece
offered to the candidates. Higher Tier candidates are not asked to comment on layout at all.
Indeed, having summarised the leaflet, they are required only to consider this non-fiction,
autobiographical piece and comment upon “the content of the extract and also the writer’s
use of language.” Nowhere in the MEG Higher Tier Non-fiction and Media Texts paper are
candidates expected to involve themselves in issues of presentation, graphics, layout or
image. The newspaper text is offered to them as the work of a “writer’ rather than of the
collaborative efforts of an extensive journalistic team working in a very specific institutional

context.

A more inclusive approach to the study of Media may be found within the NEAB syllabus.
NEAB candidates satisfy the Media requirements of GCSE English within their coursework,
and this allows for discussion of moving image as well as printed text. However, NEAB’s
non-fiction paper has significantly more Media elements within it than MEG’s Media and
Non-fiction paper. Candidates are expected by NEAB to respond to newspaper articles, and,
in both cases, to comment upon “how they present information” and “how successful they
are.” Although evidence from some of the marked scripts suggests that some candidates see
the “presentation’ mainly in terms of organisation of ideas, the mark-scheme and the response
of most candidates suggests significant elements of teaching and learning about some of the

basic features of newspaper layout.

Another form of context largely ignored by most of the Reading questions is the institutional
context in which the texts were produced. For example, SEG requires its Foundation
candidates to consider two articles (from Trail and the Aeroflot in-flight magazine), both
previously studied with teachers in a pre-release booklet. And candidates, as well as
summarising main issues, are required to comment upon “the different ways in which words,
pictures and headings are used.” Oddly, however, given the very particular source of each of
these articles, there is no encouragement for candidates to discuss the context in which the

articles were published - no sense that the attitudes (towards exploration and explorers) might
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be coloured by the particular perspective adopted by those who promote or publish the
magazines. Similarly, Higher Tier candidates are required to comment upon the “language
and presentation... used by the two writers”, but are not expected to comment upon the fact
that both articles offered to them are from broadsheet newspapers; there is no
acknowledgement of the particularities of audience or institution. Like all newspaper articles
in the 1998 GCSE examinations, there is no indication that the SEG articles appeared on a

newspaper page alongside other issues, images, stories and advertisements.

The Board most willing to include contextual issues within its Media-in-English examination,
is the WIEC. In the Media element of its Non-fiction and Media papers, WIEC requires its
lower tier candidates to comment upon the advertisement (from Camelot) in terms of
“headline, layout, the use of facts and figures, and the choice of words.” Higher Tier
candidates are also invited to “think about the text and pictures” (of their Llandudno
advertisement) but, interestingly, are also expected to consider “what different groups of
people ... this advertisement [is] trying to attract to Llandudno™ and to say how the appeal to
each group is made. Both Higher and Foundation Tier candidates are expected to compare
two texts (one non-fiction, one media) and compare their effectiveness in terms of the way in
which they present ideas or seek to influence the reader’s views. Of all the Boards, only the
WIEC, albeit in a limited way, specifically invites the candidates to move outside the

particular text to give some consideration to notions of target audience.

The [Writing] questions

It is clear that Media understanding is mainly examined via the assessment of reading.
Production of media texts in the examinations is extremely limited, though one must, of
course, acknowledge the difficulty of producing any media text in an examination context
where resources are confined to pen and paper. However, candidates are expected to write
for audiences other than the examiner. In Appendix 1 is a list of those 1998 GCSE English

writing tasks that bear some relation to the production of media texts.

The range includes one advice leaflet (for the writer’s peers), two letters to newspapers, three

contributions to radio, one ‘entry’ (article?) for An Alternative Guide to Britain, and five
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other articles. Of these five, three are for a school magazine or newspaper, one for a teenage
magazine, and one for an indeterminate “magazine.” Again, one acknowledges the difficulty
of reproducing elements of visual or moving images within an examination context, but two
main issues emerge. The first is the use of radio as an alternative to or source of the printed
text (one wonders how much the particular features of radio “scripts’ are taught in schools).
The other is the prevalence of the school magazine as the publishing vehicle for the writer,
offering little encouragement to consider target audiences or mass audiences - the

encouragement is to write for oneself.

Taken together, many of the [Media] Reading and Writing questions could have been set
twenty years ago, there is little sense here of writers working within a multi-media society.
Also, if one takes the BFI much-published set of Signpost Questions (Bazalgette, 1989) as a
summary of those conceptual elements that might make up Media Education, then one can

easily see the limits of Media learning as exemplified in the 1998 English GCSE examinations:

LANGUAGES much evidence of this, with a strong emphasis on the verbal
rather than visual
CATEGORIES implicit in some of the questions, but there are few direct

references to categories or genres

AUDIENCES addressed by WJEC, largely ignored by other Boards

AGENCIES no identifiable reference, other than acknowledgement of
source

REPRESENTATIONS no identifiable reference

TECHNOLOGIES no identifiable reference

Figure 1. Media concepts addressed in GCSE examinations, 1998

Media and newspapers in the year 2000 curriculum

The account of the 1998 examinations in Figure 1 describes the current situation. GCSE
examinations will not change fundamentally in the year 2001 or 2002. But thereafter,

changes to the National Curriculum will seep through into the GCSE examinations. It would
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be foolish to attempt to predict what the long-term consequences might be, but it is worth

speculating very briefly on the changes to the National Curriculum for English itself.

For example, the term moving image is included, for the first time, as an element of Media
study. As significant is the addition of two other elements. Firstly, pupils will need to be
taught “how the nature and purpose of media products influence content and meaning, e.g.
selection of stories for front page or news broadcast.” Secondly, they will be taught “how
audiences and readers choose and respond to media” (Department for Education and

Employment (DfEE), QCA, 1999, p. 35).

The first of these elements, the requirement to study the influence of nature and purpose on
content and meaning is rather ambiguous. However, it is possible to interpret it as giving
increased emphasis to the context of the media text rather than just the text itself. The second
additional element, related to audiences, is very clearly an encouragement to go beyond the
text and examine textual choices and interpretations. At this early stage, it would not be
helpful to attempt to predict the implications of such curriculum amendments; as indicated
above, what will be crucial will be the way in which such amendments are interpreted in and
via the GCSE examination system. Indeed, although the 2000 curriculum makes only one
mention of newspapers, the new requirements that teachers take more account of nature,
purpose and audiences would make it more likely that the teaching of newspapers could go
beyond the arid analysis of literary articles evidenced in the review of GCSE examination
papers above. Certainly, there would be some likelihood that the theories discussed in
ensuing chapters in this study would find acceptance amongst teachers and curriculum

designers.

What determines what is taught: commercial publications

‘Determines’ is too strong a word here. Commercial teaching publications carry no weight in
relation to the statutory curriculum. Clearly, some are more influential than others in that
they might receive some particular endorsement (e.g. from NATE) or from an Examination
Board. A small, qualitative survey in 1991 (Hart, 1991, p. 243) produced a list of ten popular
and influential Media Education texts. Not surprisingly, most of those have dated
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considerably as the media themselves have dramatically changed. Since then, there has been

no other published survey of commonly used texts.

In general then, the influence of commercial teaching publications is extremely difficult to
gauge. In relation to teaching about Media in general or newspapers in particular, for
example, there are numerous publications aimed at Media Studies (rather than Media in
English), which any teacher of English may come across and use. Secondly, as well as
Media-specific publications, there are innumerable English ‘course-books’ that contain
examples of Media teaching. Even if one were able to establish those texts most commonly
purchased, it would be virtually impossible to survey the particular elements of those texts
teachers actually select and use. And even if one could verify which bits of which books were
used, there is no way of knowing how the teaching advice would be adapted by an individual
teacher in a given classroom. All this would appear to be an argument for not attempting to
consider the influence of commercial publications on what might be taught in relation to
newspapers. More precisely, it is an argument for not surveying the vast range of
commercially produced teaching ideas about Media and newspapers. It does not mean that

informed speculation about the influence of commercial publications is not possible.

The English and Media Centre

Such speculation occupies the final part of this Chapter. It takes the form of detailed
reflection on two publications. These publications are, of course, in no way meant to stand
for the typical commercial teaching product. Rather they represent two very distinctive and
contrasting sources of production of Media-teaching publications. This Chapter argues that
between them, they cover a very wide range of teaching approaches. Teachers who teach
about newspapers and wish to go beyond the tabloid/broadsheet cliché would be likely to find
appropriate and well-designed activities within them. The two publications are The News
Pack (Grahame, 1995) and the Lexington Herald Leader (Newspapers in Education, date

unspecified).

The first publication to be considered is The News Pack written by Jenny Grahame and
published by the English and Media Centre (Grahame, 1995). This commercial resource
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lacks the authority of the National Curriculum but is likely to feature in a significant number
of secondary schools in the UK. Its “sister’ file, The Advertising Pack (Grahame, 1993) was
and still is a very successful publication, winning a BFI Education award. The author of both
packs, Jenny Grahame follows the ‘official’ mainstream Media Education line of the BFI and
NATE. That is, her focus is mainly conceptual, arguing for analytical reading using BFI
‘Signpost’ terms (Bazalgette, 1989) like Representations and Media Languages. There can

be little argument that her work is extraordinarily thorough and detailed.

The pack is aimed at KS4 students and the focus is news not newspapers. Grahame (1995) is
concerned that, “What often gets lost in ... mainstream English approaches is a broader sense
of diverse ways in which ‘News’ as a specific information genre is defined, selected and
shaped through professional, industrial and institutional practices” (p. 6). She is further
concerned to avoid popular news simulation tasks, which she describes as, “ways into rather
than a substitute for sustained analysis of news texts themselves” (p. 7). She also avoids the
‘analysis trap’ by emphasising readers’ own responses and preferences, and stressing
creativity through role-play and news-making. Indeed, the approach is so thorough that the
section on reading encourages pupils to engage in “ethnographic research” and reading-

observation activities. The emphasis is upon newspapers, “for logistical reasons.”

The summary in Figure 2 captures the scope of the project, yet, despite its breadth, at its
heart is a concern similar to that of the National Curriculum, an emphasis on critical practices
and analytical skills. However broad the scope, however enlightened and lively the pedagogy,
it acknowledges that it does not deal with “local press ... free/advertising and trade press ...
features and inside pages.” In short, despite the great thoroughness of the publication, The
News Pack’s pedagogy remains partial in that it does not deal with how adolescents might:

¢ read local papers

¢ read the inside pages for a wide variety of purposes

¢ read for information and/or entertainment rather than for analysis.

30



THE NEWS PACK

deals with

LANGUAGE IN THE NEWS: READERS: THE INDUSTRY: REPRESENTATION:
photographs and images research methods control and ownership political perspectives
design and layout circulation/response technology news values

text (words) advertising/selling history running order
narrative structure/style editorials

headlines

doesn’t deal with: assumes that news is: dffers a pedagogy that:
local press constructed/ideological/political focuses on front pages
frec/advertising press a language system invites decoding

radio personalised emphasises students’ responses
satellite a form of discourse avoids tabloid v. broadsheet
cable based in industry/to do with ownership establishes questions/answers
features and inside pages interrelated via news media looks at representations

Figure 2. The News Pack pedagogy

This is not to criticise The News Pack for a failure to cover all possibilities; it can, of course,
quite legitimately deal with whatever it wishes to. The point is that even the most
comprehensive pedagogical package cannot cope with all that newspapers entail. And
newspaper study is, as always, reduced to consideration of front-page news: those pleasurable
explorations of the inside pages remain largely unconsidered. This is not so in the second
commercial pedagogical publication to be considered, that produced by the Newspapers in

Education organisation.

Newspapers in Education

This organisation has been so influential that it has led to nearly every local and provincial
newspaper having someone on the staff whose role it is to establish links with local schools
and communities. Such links can take a range of forms including individual school
supplements written by pupils (largely for publicity purposes) or educational materials
intended to support classroom study of newspapers. One example is offered below as typical,

representing a recognisable approach. (It is, of course, unclear as to how these, often free,

31



materials are actually used in the classroom, or indeed, whether they are used at all.) The
chosen example is the Lexington Herald Leader (date of publication not available), an
American publication, which was circulated at a Newspapers In Education conference and

offered as model example of this type of material.

In booklet form it differs significantly from Grahame’s News Pack most obviously in that it is,
in one sense, content-free. It is a 70-page booklet, each page offering a different approach to
newspaper study, but assuming that the activities will apply to any newspaper that the pupils
might currently be studying. Not surprisingly, there is an encouragement for the newspapers
studied to be contemporary and current, with specific inducement for schools to submit bulk
orders at reduced prices for their local newspaper. Journalists working within Newspapers in
Education may well have genuine concerns about the literacy of children and young people,

but, obviously, their main aim must be to attract and hold the widest possible young audience.

The range of activities offered by the Lexington Herald Leader is summarised in Figure 3
below:

The Lexington Herald Leader

A Exploring news narrative

Identify who, what, when, where, why, how in story openings - imitate in

writing

Identify story elements that match headline

Identify common characteristics of headlines

Use news photo to illustrate a different story

Summarise a sequence of events in chronological order

B News gathering and news sources - fact and opinion
Identify every source referred to
Identify fact or opinion in editorials
Identify potential themes for editorials; match editorials to front page news
Identify ‘stamp of approval’ editorials
Explore imagery of political cartoon figures
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Reading for information: skimming, scanning, using indexes

Use the index to find [recipe, price of bicycle]

Skim - gain as much information as possible in 60 seconds
Categorise news as international, national, state/regional, local
Categorise news as information, interpretation, service, entertainment

Locate stories geographically

Exploring service sections of newspaper

Identify and categorise consumer advice

Rewrite movie titles

Plan a weekly TV schedule

Identify feature writing - rewrite using synonyms
Establish mood or setting in feature writing
Explore information in chart form - business section
Identify geographical source of sporting stories
Trace the journey of a sporting team

Explore reasons for providing weather information

Exploring advertising

Identify and categorise different products and services in advertisements
Identify and explore ‘testimonial’ advertisements

Explore what makes a good advertisement

Explore society through implications of advertising

Explore classified advertisements for brevity and category

Rewrite advertisements to make them more appealing

Write a classified advertisement for a home of a cartoon character

Identify job categories in classified advertisements

Figure 3. Pedagogy offered by Newspapers in Education
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Not all activities are listed in Figure 3. Those which duplicate existing activities are omitted.
Also, they are reorganised under the five headings described in bold above. What becomes
immediately clear is how the model implied in this differs from any teacher model, whether
that is a model established by Jenny Grahame, the National Curriculum or the GCSE Boards.
Though there is some attention to news narrative and the sources or reliability of news (A and
B), the majority of activities require the learner to explore the inside pages, the services and
features, the small ads page, the sports page. The aim would appear to be to encourage the
reader to get to know the newspaper, to be familiar with its organisation. Ironically, it is
arguable that, although the aim is clearly to encourage attention to what is for sale and
develop some sort of newspaper loyalty, the activities probably come closer to children’s or
adults’ actual use of newspapers than anything done in the name of the curriculum for

English.

What is clear from taking The News Pack and the Lexington Herald Leader together is that
the range of newspaper-exploring activities that teacher and pupil could engage in are
enormous. What is also clear from the earlier analysis of GCSE examinations in English is
that such examinations reduce newspaper reading to a minute fragment of the full newspaper-
reading experience. What would be helpful to know is the degree to which teachers’ actual
practice when teaching about newspapers reflects the practice implied in the GCSE
examinations, the analysis model offered by Grahame, or the range of activities advocated by
Newspapers in Education. The next two chapters aim to explore teachers’ actual practice in

this respect via a review of the currently available research into teaching about Media.
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Chapter 2

Research into Media Education: scope of the research

Chapter 1 considered the teaching of Media in general and of newspapers in particular, from
an analysis of GCSE examination papers in English and from a review of relevant, prominent,
commercially produced resources. This Chapter offers a review of relevant research literature
related to Media Education. The approach adopted is broadly historical, covering the period
from 1973 to 1999. An historical approach is important in that it allows for consideration of
the co-existence of contrasting or even competing studies, and takes account of the changing
educational context. For example, the 1990s were characterised by rapid educational
development focused on the introduction of the first National Curriculum in the United
Kingdom. This discussion takes account of three particular strands of research. Central to
the research in England and Wales will be the role of the BFI in promoting and investigating
Media Education. Also there is university-based research emanating from the London
Institute of Education, the University of Southampton, the University of Oxford, and the
University of Reading. The London Institute of Education constitutes one of those strands,

its research being in nature very different from the other Universities.

The BFI strand is characterised by large-scale, postal questionnaires, focused on teaching, or
rather what teachers have to say about their teaching. Typically, the BFI commissions others
to conduct the research, usually at a time when lobbying is seen to be needed in order to
influence curriculum decision-making at a national level. This tends to provide a consistent
approach to the research, but simultaneously, leads to repetition, and in each subsequent
study, a failure to build on the data of previous studies. But the BFI research is very
important in that it provides the only insight into Media teaching at a national level in the last

twenty years.

The London research represents that branch of Cultural Studies that focuses largely on
interaction between audience and text. In practice, the London approach will often mean
case studies of single Media lessons or units of work, frequently involving the researcher in
the planning and, sometimes, delivery of the lesson. Prominent in this field is research written

or collated by David Buckingham and colleagues or collaborators, between 1990 and 1998.
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Buckingham as a disseminator of research is, without doubt, both prolific and influential: as
writer and/or editor he published at least seven books in the 1990s, and wrote numerous
articles for significant professional journals such as The English and Media Magazine.
(Some aspects of Buckingham’s research are also addressed in Chapter 6, which deals

specifically with audience/reader response to texts).

The Southampton Research (beginning with Hart and Benson, 1993) differs from the London
research in a number of important ways. It is more directly concerned with teaching rather
than learning, more explicit about and interrogative of its own methods and research
instruments, and more concerned with systematic collection and analysis of data.
Significantly, this systematic approach led to two other important Southampton-initiated
research projects: between 1993 and 1998, a project involving five other anglophone
countries, and a European comparative study of Media Education (established in 1999, in 14
countries), using the Southampton research design and instruments. The Oxford and Reading
studies share some of the themes and concerns of the Southampton research, but in their
methods, place more emphasis on questionnaire and rather less on interviewing teachers and
observing teaching. (Goodwyn and Findlay at Reading (1997) did, in fact, also observe 30
lessons, but the aspect of their research relevant to this Chapter is questionnaire-based.) In
addition, the Oxford research is considerably less ambitious in its scope than the research
from Southampton and Reading. In this Chapter, the studies from Oxford and Reading will
be given much less attention than that from Southampton because they do not address Media
teaching per se, but rather investigate the models and paradigms of English within which

Media Education must find its place.

The contexts and co-existence of these strands need to be acknowledged when considering
each of them. Contextually, in the case of the BFI research, respondents to the postal
questionnaires would be aware of the BFI’s position in relation to its support of film
education, especially in relation to National Curriculum debates. This does not mean that
respondents were unlikely to answer honestly. But it does mean they would have been
generally aware of the sorts of answers that the commissioners of the research most wanted
to see. The same might be said, though to a much lesser degree, of the Southampton and

London research: but it is not clear that either of these institutions has such an obvious axe to
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grind, and their particular research interests would be less familiar to the teachers involved.
Also, the face-to-face meetings of researcher and subject in Southampton and in London

allowed for an openness that the BFI was always likely to find more difficult to achieve.

Yet, if research subjects are capable of being aware of the researcher’s interest, then it is
equally likely that researchers will be aware of the interests and activities of their colleagues in
other institutions. It seems likely that the existence of one strand of research will have an
effect on the activities and focuses of the others. For example, Southampton and London are
obviously aware of the existence of the data produced by the BFI research over the last
fifteen years. Even if those researchers in Southampton and London are not ideologically
opposed to large-scale questionnaires, on a very practical level they are unlikely to replicate
such costly research when the data from it are already in the public domain. More
particularly, in the field of Media Education, where comparatively little research exists,
researchers at Southampton and London are aware of each other, of their respective
preoccupations and interests. To some degree, by their research design and instruments,
researchers at Southampton and London are declaring what they are not as much as what
they are. However, this does not necessarily mean that one strand will explicitly acknowledge
the contribution of another or build on its findings. For example, though the BFI does at least
acknowledge the work of Buckingham and Hart (Learmonth and Sayer, 1996; Barratt, 1998)

there is little sense of its research taking account of what these researchers had already found.

As well as these strands, however, there are several other research projects that have made
important contributions to the general fund of knowledge about Media Education. In
particular, studies in Scotland (Butts, 1986, Brown and Visocchi, 1991) and in Wales (Media
Education Wales, 1996) deserve consideration. Of these, the Scottish research has been the
more prominent and has more to offer those interested in Media Education in the rest of the
UK. There is Media Education research in Northern Ireland but it is significantly different in
that it is actually part of the Southampton international research project, using methodology
and instruments produced by Southampton, and is best considered later as part of the

Southampton research.
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There is, of course, also research that does not fit easily into any of the above categories. For
example, the Open University and the BFI have, together, published “accounts of classroom
practice” in relation to Media teaching (Alvarado and Boyd-Barrett, 1992, p. 269). This
collection of personal reflections on classroom practice is regarded by Buckingham (though
not apparently by Alvarado and Boyd-Barrett) as contributing to the growing body of
‘research’ into Media teaching and learning (Buckingham, 1998, p. 10). One would not wish
to denigrate such accounts, but for them to inform the theory and practice of others, they
would need a degree of systematisation that might allow generalisation from the evidence
provided. This review of research literature will, therefore, exclude writing that its own
authors or editors regard as reflection on practice rather than research. And when research is
considered, important evaluative criteria will be that its processes are empirically-based;

public, systematic and controlled; and self-correcting (Cohen et al, 2000, p. 5).

“The scientist turns to experience for validation” (Cohen et al, 2000, p. 5) (my emphasis). In
respect of some of the research discussed in this Chapter, questions will be raised about the
quality of that experience and whether it sometimes takes the place of rather than validates
research. In addition, in some of the research evaluated, judgements about empirical evidence
will be difficult because of failure of the researcher to disclose adequately all the appropriate
evidence. It is clear that the more open to public examination are the processes, the more
likely are the consequent data to be trusted. Also, it is important that public disclosure of the
processes is at a level of detail that allows genuine examination of them. For example, where
the interview has been chosen as a research instrument, it is important that the questions
asked and the context in which they were asked are explained. This applies as much to an
‘active interviewing’ approach (unstructured, open-ended) as to the more traditional

approach (structured, carefully controlled questions).

The ‘systematic/controlled’ criterion should not here be taken as an indication that, say, a
positivist approach is favoured over an ethnographic approach. ‘Control’ is not meant to
imply a particular research method but rather the intervention of the researcher so that events
forming the basis of the research are not dealt with haphazardly. Taking the interview as an
example, one can imagine an ‘active’ approach being just as systematic and controlled as a

more traditional one. And where more traditional approaches are adopted, it is important that
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the researcher is as systematic in the analysis and representation of the data as in the gathering
of it: there is limited value in meticulous, systematic gathering of data if those data are

interpreted intuitively and represented haphazardly.

Without systems and control, the potential for replicating the research and validating its
findings is substantially reduced. Where the published research offers a model of participant-
observer, and encourages teachers in their own classroom to conduct their own, similar
research, failure to be clear about research processes can be at best frustrating, and, at worst,
misleading. A further advantage of being systematic is that it allows the research to be
replicated by the same researcher or by other researchers, but with different respondents or
subjects. In this way, data from a number of different sources can be gathered over time and
collated or compared. The resulting ‘data-bank’ can provide an important source for the
teacher who reads the research to make decisions about her/his own teaching practice.
Without systematic gathering and interpretation of data, the teacher-reader is left with an
interesting individual account of practice, but not one that necessarily illuminates or informs

their own teaching or learning experience.

As well as being systematic, controlled, and public, research needs to be self-corrective. The
research should have built-in mechanisms to guard against error as far as is possible. And the
researcher should demonstrate the capacity to be retrospectively critical of research methods
and results. A significant feature of this aspect of research is the researcher’s reference to or
acknowledgement of reflexivity. “Reflexivity...refers to the way in which all accounts of
social settings — descriptions, analyses, criticisms etc. — and the social settings occasioning

them are mutually interdependent” (Cohen et al, 2000, p. 25).

It is undeniably important to acknowledge and describe the significance of the conditions and
contexts for the research, but when such reflexivity comes to dominate the research it might
be seen as self-indulgent. Some of the research considered later, particularly some of the
London research, might support Silverman’s view that “the reflexive card is now being played
too regularly in the social sciences” (Silverman, 1997, p 239). Self-indulgence in this context
can sometimes take the form of researcher-writer declarations of her own political position,

as if such a declaration in itself gives greater authenticity and value to the research. In fact,
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there is a vein of qualitative research that is “full of appeals to authenticity/experience...”
(Silverman, 1997, p. 247). An obsession with reflexivity and authenticity can lead to
academic research turning inwards rather than towards the community that it is commenting

on and ultimately reporting to.

In the educational context, there is a particular vein of research that runs the risk of
antagonising the teacher through shows of indulgence that the teacher herself/himself,
meeting the daily challenges of the classroom, is unable to afford. Perhaps indicative of this
type of research is the tendency by some researchers to substitute the term “self-reflexivity’
for ‘reflexivity’. It could be argued that the term ‘reflexivity’ already contains the idea of
referring to self, and that ‘self-reflexivity’ is, consequently, tautologous. The term is much
used; in Film Studies, for example, it generally refers to the way in which a film draws
attention to its own artifice. Teaching Popular Culture (Buckingham, 1998) has, in the
index, 9 references o self-reflexivity, but none to reflexivity. Since it is difficult to find
amongst the London research a clear definition of this term, one cannot be clear whether this
is a lexical slippage, or whether it is a conscious change, placing the reflexive focus more

sharply than ever on self.

As indicated earlier, the research studies to which these criteria will be applied will be
discussed in chronological order. Appendix 2 contains a list of the 19 studies considered.

Details of each research study will be provided as and when the research is dealt with.

1973: Murdock and Phelps

The first substantial piece of research, and, arguably still the most influential, was that
conducted for the Schools” Council (Murdock and Phelps, 1973). The main aim was to
determine the relationships between school attitudes towards, and pupils’ consumption of, the
‘pop’ media. The research was conducted at a time of growing disquiet about how young
people’s involvements in popular culture were affecting their educational performance. The
research, based on the use of a combination of questionnaires and interviews, and funded by
the Schools Council, was large-scale, questioning over 1300 teachers and over 1000 pupils in

90 secondary schools. The nature of secondary education at that time had a significant effect
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on the collection and analysis of data: only one third of schools were comprehensive, so the
sample included proportional numbers of secondary modern and grammar schools, often
organised on a single-sex basis. The constitution of the sample was significant in the
collection and analysis of data, for the main conclusions related to differences between
grammar and secondary-modern schools, between social classes, and between genders, in

relation to consumption of popular culture.

This research was not only large-scale but extremely thorough. The data supplied by the
questionnaires was followed up via a substantial programme of interviews with pupils and
teachers. On the basis of data from the questionnaires, 234 pupils were selected for
interview, and these were supported by case studies of individual pupils and of particular peer
groups. The research methods meet all the requirements of Cohen et al’s definition discussed
above. Above all, they are self-critical and convincingly justify their approach. For example,
an exclusively empirical approach is avoided because of the dangers of “life wrung out of the
material” (p. 156), but through case studies alone, they would not be able to “demonstrate

how far their analysis applies to other pupils in other schools in other areas” (p. 159).

Some of the findings about attitude to school or consumption of popular culture seem today
to be unsurprising. For example, Murdock and Phelps found that secondary-modern pupils
and working class pupils in grammar schools were less committed to school than grammar
school pupils and middle class pupils in grammar schools. They found that grammar school
pupils had more access than secondary-modem pupils to the technology most likely to
broadcast popular culture at that time (radio), and therefore listened more at weekends. But
of most significance to understanding more about Media Education were the data collected in
relation to teacher and pupil attitudes towards popular culture if and when introduced into

schools.

This is the nearest that the research comes to considering Media pedagogy; it asked teachers

to express their attitude to teaching about media, and to exemplify briefly that teaching when
it did take place. Also, it asked pupils to reflect on their experiences of Media Education, or,
in its absence, their attitudes, were such education to take place. (In relation to pupils, it first

identified those most disaffected with school. The researchers were then able to compare
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attitudes to the media of those pupils who accepted school and its values and those who

rejected them.)

What Murdock and Phelps found about pupils’ response to popular culture in schools
represents something of a paradox, for secondary-modern pupils were less likely than
grammar school pupils likely to show enthusiasm for its introduction into the curriculum.
The paradox lies in the fact that 80% of grammar school teachers, because of their resistance
to or indifference about popular culture, saw no place for it in the curriculum, whereas over
half of secondary-modern school teachers were in favour. Also, secondary-modern schools,
with their more flexible curriculum, were less likely to be restricted by the academic essay,
and so were more able to accommodate the sorts of activity that might be appropriate in
Media Education. So, schools that had the most favourable conditions for teaching about
media had the least receptive pupils. Given that, at the time, Media teaching that did exist
was often done in non-certificated courses for lower ability, often working class children, this

is more than a little ironic.

Another paradox in the findings is that teachers of English were more likely than other
teachers to teach about the media, yet they were less likely than Science teachers to
acknowledge the benefits of the mass media, seeing mainly its inherent dangers. When
teachers of English did tackle Media Education, they were likely to concentrate on

newspapers, popular songs with a ‘message’ and popular and highbrow romance.

Perhaps the greatest significance of this 1970s research today for those interested in Media
teaching lies in three related insights. The first is that, overall, most teachers in 1973 were
resistant to Media Education in schools: “although the views expressed by the majority of
teachers... could not be described as extreme, they were, nevertheless, almost always
distrustful and frequently hostile towards the media” (Murdock and Phelps, 1973, p. 20).
Twenty-five years later, Morgan (1998, p. 119) with some irony, pointed out that, “In
contrast to English where the goal is to provoke a greater interest in books and reading, it

seems the desired effect of media literacy is less frequent media use.”
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The second insight is that the teacher needs to be cautious about the way in which she
introduces the pupils’ own culture into the classroom. It is clear that thoughtless attempts to
win over pupils with popular culture could rebound if the teacher does not give adequate
consideration as to how that culture might be received. This issue is explored at some length
by Hart, who argues convincingly for a place for the pop industry in the Media curriculum
(1991, pp. 196-215).

The third insight relates to the cultural gap between teachers’ and pupils’ personal experience
of media consumption. In 1973, the setting of the curriculum agenda was determined by the
teachers’ own attitudes and own experiences of media and popular culture, particularly
important at a time when no national curriculum existed. Indeed, whilst some of the data
about pupils’ pleasure in the popular media appear to the 1990s reader to be rather quaint, the
data about teachers’ own pleasures, attitudes and experiences seem disturbingly familiar and
contemporary. For example, Murdock and Phelps note a significant experiential gap between
teachers and the rest of the population from which many pupils are drawn: “on Sundays, 78%
of the population read either The News of the World or The People compared with 6% of
teachers” (p. 4).

Despite the inevitable quaintness of a near thirty year-old study of media use, it is, perhaps
surprising that research carried out before the revolution in information technology still has
such resonance. Certainly there has been nothing to challenge it since in terms of range,
importance or influence. One of its strengths is that it understood the need to explore the
cultural biography of the teacher in considering how that teacher might approach Media
Education. What the study does not provide is any insight into what teachers actually do in
the classroom in relation to Media: there was no attempt to include observation in this already

comprehensive research.

1986 to 1991: the Scottish strand

After Murdock and Phelps, there was virtually no research into Media Education in England
and Wales until the first BFI/National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) study in

1988 (Twitchin and Bazalgette). However, before that time, an important strand of research
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in Scotland was begun (Butts, 1983-1986). In England and Wales the main Media Education
research question was to be “How much?” In equivalent research in Scotland (Butts, 1986
and Brown and Visocchi, 1991) the research question was “How?” That is, the Scottish
research tended to focus on the management and strategic approaches in schools that led to
the success or failure of various types of Media initiatives in Scotland. That is not to say that
Butts or Brown and Visocchi ignored the need for some sort of audit, but they attempted to
place their research in the context of other research initiatives. Thus, Butts, taking account of
the fact that a Scottish Media research project into “How much?” was already underway,
sensibly decided that his research should complement it rather than compete with it, and

opted for data-rich, detailed case studies in ten Scottish schools. The clarity of focus in

Butts’s study demonstrates the value of a clear research question.

Butts’s main insight relates to issues of management of Media as a theme or subject within
the school curriculum. Butts notes, in relation to Media Education, that, “coherence was
most successfully achieved by the ‘specialist’ media studies teachers, rather less successfully
by multidisciplinary course structures” (p. 161). Importantly, Butts’s research arose from a
1985 recommendation by the Scottish Secretary of the Consultative Committee on the
Curriculum. It suggested that Media Education has three possible lines of development:
permeating the curriculum; within an established subject area; or in Media Studies.
Consequently, Butts’s focus was very clearly on the advantages and disadvantages of these

three approaches.

Butts noted that courses that worked best were those in a subject syllabus or as an
independent option. He found that Media Education had a “precarious existence as an
interdisciplinary venture” (p. 173) and that English, having access to all pupils, offered it a
‘good home’. Indeed, if the BFI had considered this report they might not have so strongly
supported the whole-school approach, as they did in 1991 (Bowker).

Butts’s research was extremely thorough, lasting three years in all, focusing on ten schools
and following up the case-study teachers in groups in order to collect opinions. However,
one could argue that the gathering of research should have been more systematic. For

example, though the research is extremely rich in detail, there is little discussion of exactly
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how evidence was gathered in relation to lesson observation, discussions with staff, or review
of curriculum documents. However, as suggested earlier, Butts positions his research very
carefully in relation to other research taking place at the time, reflects very thoughtfully on
issues of sampling and research focus, and offers extremely clear research questions (p. 10).

And there is little doubt about the high quality of interpretation of the data.

What Butts’s research particularly offers is a promising model for investigating Media
Education. Both Butts and Brown and Visocchi used detailed observational case studies as a
method of improving the richness of the data they collected whilst still allowing some
generalisations to be drawn. One of those generalisations offers an extremely important
insight into the future of Media Education: Butts points out that Media Education, in order to
survive and flourish, needs coherence (not evident in 1986, and arguably still absent). He
argues that he found a tension between a need to establish a conceptual model of Media
Education, and a political struggle to give Media Education identity and status in the
curriculum. Discussion of research in the 1990s will, later in this Chapter, point up the
degree to which Media Education still struggles to find its place in the curriculum and still

struggles to articulate exactly what it is for and what it is about.

Visocchi and Brown (1991) continued to explore how Media is managed in the curriculum.
Not surprisingly, they found that primary schools were more susceptible to ‘permeation’ than
were secondary schools. They also identified some success in secondary school ‘permeation’
but acknowledged that this was at a time of Technical and Vocational Education Initiative
(TVEI), when whole school projects were [financially] encouraged. They noted that a whole-
school approach, accountable to senior management, was sound but slow to innovate.

Interdepartmental projects were found to be more successful.

The value of this study is also limited to a degree by the range of the research. Very detailed
case studies meant that only 4 secondary schools were involved. As with Butts, the research
tended to take the accumulation of data for granted and it stands or falls by the richness of
that data, the quality of interpretation of it, and the scope for making some generalisations
from the limited range of institutions involved. But the study was thorough in that data came

not only from lessons and teacher interviews, but also from attendance at and observation of
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relevant team meetings. Also, teachers were interviewed early and late in the research, the
second interview being helpfully informed by teacher access to conclusions of the first

interview.

In any case, Brown and Visocchi’s study should be seen as complementary to the earlier
study of Butts rather than standing on its own. Indeed, that one study emerges naturally from
the other is a significant strength of the research in Scotland. Given the overall quality of the
Scottish research, it is perhaps surprising to see no reference to it from the three BFI audits
discussed later. In 1989, the BFI in England and Wales (Bazalgette), after appropriate
consultation with teachers, argued that Media Education consisted of six conceptual areas:
Agencies, Categories, Technologies, Languages, Audiences and Representations. One year
earlier the Association of Media Education in Scotland published its guidelines, including in
its conceptual framework notions of construction; audience; narration; media institutions and
economic organisation; and representation of social groups and individuals. Given Butts’s
warning of the need for clear content, activities and objectives if Media Education is to
prosper, it is perhaps surprising that Media Educators in England and Wales do not appear to

acknowledge Media work and Media research in Scotland.

1988 - 1998: the BFI
Research studies by the BFI in 1988 (Twitchin and Bazalgette), 1994 (Dickson) and 1998

(Barratt) were all designed to discover how much Media Education was going on. In that
sense they were somewhat repetitive, and, to a degree, led by the BFI’s need to campaign and
lobby for Media Education at critical times. Thus, Twitchin and Bazalgette’s research
followed publication of the first report of the National Curriculum Working Party; Dickson’s
preceded the 1995 Dearing revision of the National Curriculum, and Barratt’s preceded the
post-Dearing review. There is no doubt that these studies are consistent in their aims, but
little sense that one is building on the other. (This is particularly significant in relation to
teaching about print and newspapers and will be discussed towards the end of this Chapter.)
Even Barratt, who does make significant reference to a good range of previous research,
including the BFI’s, acknowledges that his study was influenced by their design rather than
their findings (1998, p. 10). The other BFI research in this period (Learmonth and Sayer,
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1996) drew on Dickson’s 1994 study only in the sense that it provided a deliberate contrast to
it, concentrating as it did on a qualitative evaluation of Media teaching and learning rather
than a review of its main characteristics. There is some irony in this lack of continuity in that
Learmonth was a researcher on the original Schools Council study (Murdock and Phelps,
1973). It is reasonable to argue that each successive BFI study fails to develop from or

expand on the previous one.

1988 : the first BFI audit (Twitchin and Bazalgette)

The first BFI research (in collaboration with NFER) was conducted in 1988 (Twitchin and
Bazalgette). Its scope was very wide-ranging in that it sought to discover the nature of
Media Education in schools in relation to the numbers teaching it (in all subjects), how it was
defined and resourced, and the degree to which parents and media professionals were
involved. With limited funds available, it still sent questionnaires to 407 secondary schools in
seven Local Education Authorities in England and Wales where Media teaching was assumed
to be active. It achieved a 50% response. In a generally slim report (28 pages, of which 12
were taken up with the questionnaire), the findings revealed “considerable optimism™ (p. 27).
It found that 58% of respondents said that Media was being taught; that 62 respondents said
their school referred to it in curriculum statements or TVEI submissions; that 51% of schools
had a member of staff with recent Media Education training; and that 10% had a TV studio
and 14.5% a video-editing suite. Though there was little evidence of Media Education in 14-
16 examination courses (22% only), in the 11-12 age group, 44% of respondents, in a time
before the National Curriculum, said that Media Education did feature in “Language

Work/English” (p. 22).

This research is necessarily exploratory in nature, being the first serious investigation into
Media teaching in England and Wales since 1973, and, understandably, suffers by comparison
with later research. But it does not acknowledge that Scotland had recently published a
substantial investigation into Media there (Butts, 1986), and makes no use of Murdock and
Phelps, thus failing to build on previous understandings. Twitchin and Bazalgette do,
however, point out that their optimism needs qualifying since their sample, being chosen from

schools known to be interested in Media, may not have been representative.
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The authors further acknowledge that the survey (reliant on a self-completed postal
questionnaire as the sole research instrument) suffered from lack of agreement amongst
respondents about how Media Education is actually defined. They suggest that they might
have usefully included a “more rigorous definition of media education” and recommend that
“other surveys should attempt to discover something about how teachers perceive the

subject” (p. 28).

1994: the second BFI audit (Dickson)

It is perhaps, somewhat surprising then, that the BFI’s next [commissioned] research, again in
association with NFER (Dickson, 1994), whilst acknowledging the existence of the 1988
study in relation to its own aims, appears to misinterpret the main recommendation regarding
the need to pursue perceptions of Media Education. One must acknowledge that Dickson
does explore some perceptions of Media, including the impact of Media being “designated
officially part of English teaching” and its “main features or conceptual basis...” (p. 2). But it
does this on the assumption that, in 1988, “there had been a reasonable consensus of opinion
(about how teachers defined Media Education) and therefore we assumed this was unlikely to

have changed” (p. 3).

Dickson’s research was similar in scope to Twitchin and Bazalgette’s (482 questionnaires),
although the level of response (39.2%) was lower. Its sample was chosen partly from
institutions with links to BFI, though it argues that schools with BFI connections were not
essentially different in their responses from the random, nationally representative sample. The
questionnaires were sent to heads of English or teachers responsible for Media in schools and
FE.

Essentially, Dickson’s research sought to explore Media Education in relation to staffing, In-
service Education for Teachers (INSET), resources, examination courses, curriculum
organisation, and curriculum content. Its main finding was that 69% of respondents now
thought Media Education very important, and 55% said that it was referred to in institutional
policy documents. It is unclear exactly what these ‘documents’ are and, in any case, it might
be unwise to assume that this signified an endorsement of Media Education across the

curriculum. Later research by Barratt (1998) found only 8% of schools with such a policy.
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Dickson suggests that the 1988 survey showed that “58.7% of institutions had no staff with
formal [Media] qualifications so the situation has improved” (Dickson, p. 6) (my emphasis).
Yet on the same page, he says that “40% or more having qualified staff is an encouragingly
high figure.” It is difficult to see wherein the improvement lies. One could make other
comparisons between 1988 and 1994. For example, those schools with a teacher receiving
Media INSET in the two years prior to 1988 were 51.6% and the equivalent figure for 1994
was 60%, but again comparisons would only be valid if the institutions in the two studies
were very similar. Given the disproportionate influence of sixth forms and FE colleges on
INSET budgets in Dickson’s study, they were not. In short, use of the research to compare
progress in terms of resources and training is of doubtful value given the problems of
comparison described above. Where Dickson’s study begins to take on added importance is
in relation to what it reveals about the Media curriculum in the context of English and of

Media Studies.

Dickson did find more evidence of teaching about Media than in 1988, not surprising given its
new statutory position within the curriculum for English. 95% of schools now had Media
within the English curriculum compared to 58% in years 7 to 9 in 1988. Yet, despite this
growth in Media teaching, teacher response to the impact of the National Curriculum was
mainly negative, with “twice as many believing it did not give enough scope for Media as the

opposite” (p. 18).

Perhaps the most significant datum in Dickson’s study is one not represented in the main
findings, that Media Education in English in textual terms was most strongly represented by
literary adaptations and newspapers, that is, by texts used largely in order to study English
rather than to study the media per se. The significance of this in relation to newspapers will
be discussed at the end of this Chapter. For now, it is enough to realise that what is revealed
is the development of Media Education through a print-based, literature-centred curriculum.
Unfortunately, this issue is not highlighted in the 1994 report and is not taken up by Barratt in
1998.
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The value of Dickson’s research lies in two particular areas. One is that, despite problems of
comparing like with like, it offers a signpost along the Media Education journey begun by
Murdock and Phelps. The evidence gives the reader some idea of where the nation was in
terms of Media Education development. The second area of greatest contribution would
have been most noted at the time that it was published. In 1994, when the forthcoming
Dearing review was a perceived threat to Media Education, its main findings and commentary
concentrated on demonstrating to the writers of the National Curriculum that Media
Education had become central to the curriculum for English and needed to be sustained and
developed rather than reduced. This campaigning role is evident from the commentary,
where Dickson stresses that “Analysis of teachers’ comments in the survey reveal an
overwhelming consensus of opinion that media education is a valuable part of children’s

learning experiences” (p. 22).

Dickson’s research was also important in research design terms in that it was much more
sharply focused than the 1988 study. But it still shared with that research some problems of
interpretation: Media Studies and Media in English have very different origins, philosophies
and assessment systems. Consequently, for example, the finding that game shows were
taught by a quarter of respondents could conceivably mask a division between teachers of
Media Studies, who have syllabuses that can easily accommodate this genre, and teachers of
English who have not. It should be acknowledged that this research was conducted when
syllabuses for English were not so strongly bound by the constraints of the 1995 SCAA

regulations.

Like the 1988 research, Dickson’s study’s reliance on questionnaire data from self-completed
postal questionnaires has severe limitations. Dickson’s study shares the problems of most
research into Media Education: lack of certainty about common understandings, and the
difficulty of framing questions in a consistent fashion. For example, Dickson’s question about
five key “areas” of Media Education was intended to elicit information about representation,
stereotypes, advertising, marketing, newspapers, magazines and print media (p. 18). “Area”,
from these examples could be understood as concept, medium, or text. The teacher who
responds positively, for example to a question about using newspapers in the classroom may

have in mind newspapers as a mass medium, the front page story as an example of a genre
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(narrative), editorial as a source of one particular language mode (persuasive writing), or the

literary and linguistic rhetoric of the war journalist.

However, if one considers the three BFI studies together, one can see an important
sharpening of focus from 1988 where the Media question was asked across the curriculum, to
1994, where the question had narrowed to include Media Studies and Media in English, to
1998 where the focus was to fall very sharply on Media in English alone. So, despite earlier
criticisms in this argument about the failure of BFI research to build on research history by
going deeper into the subject, one should acknowledge the important progression made by
BFI over a decade to a position where the right area is being chosen and the important

questions are being asked.

1996: BFI’s ‘quality’ study (Learmonth and Sayer)

One other piece of BFI research (Learmonth and Sayer, 1996), needs to be considered as a
temporary diversion along the Media Education research road, and particularly the BFI
branch of that road. The main link with Dickson was that the 1994 study was used to identify
11 schools where “Media Education was well established” (Learmonth and Sayer, 1996, p.
4). But, its main motivation was to be deliberately different from the 1994 study: Learmonth
and Sayer, in their introduction, describe how the BFI “responded positively to a proposal”
(p. 2) from them that research into the quality rather than quantity of Media Education should
be undertaken. It is arguable that the proposal was met so positively because of the BFI’s
understandable desire, as part of their campaign for Media Education, to establish some
credibility for the subject. To have the quality of Media teaching and learning assessed in
OFSTED-fashion (Office for Standards in Education) by two ex-HMIs could clearly have
been part of the BFI’s overall strategy. Indeed, it is not clear that the BFI did not actually

initiate this particular research study.

This study offers an example of research founded on observation rather than survey, and an
emphasis on qualitative data leading to evaluation of the quality of teaching and learning,
rather than quantitative data leading to cataloguing of resources and curriculum provision.
Learmonth and Sayer explored Media Education in English in 11 schools, all previously

identified as schools where good practice in Media Education was likely to be found. In each
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school they stayed for a day, gathering evidence from a range of sources, mainly, but not

entirely in English lessons.

Of the characteristics of successful Media teaching and learning that they identified from their
observations of lessons, one of the most striking was the presence of a “clear conceptual
framework shared by all colleagues.” The basis for this conclusion is not entirely clear, other
than it came from “evidence from the visits” (p. 10). While this is slightly ironic, given that
English itself as a subject has no clear conceptual framework, it does point up the importance
of establishing in a given institution a common set of ‘key concepts’ whether engendered by
BFI, or emanating from “the school’s own eclectic framework” (p. 11). By and large,
Learmonth and Sayer reported effective teaching, and appropriately argued that “It would be
unreasonable to expect English departments to do more at the moment” (p. 41). More

importantly, they identified at least three significant characteristics of Media in English.

The first is that “in several of the lessons observed, pupils clearly knew as much as, if not
more than their teachers about the media content being discussed” (p. 14), rather ironic given
that the National Curriculum (DFE, 1995, Reading, para. 1f) requires that pupils should be
“introduced to a wide range of media” (my emphasis). Of course, in this context the nature
of knowing might be rather different between teacher and student, the student knowing
(being familiar with) a wide range of popular culture media texts, and the teacher knowing
(understanding) the concepts that underlie Media study. But the point still stands, that a
teacher needs to be aware of and build on the vast media knowledge that nearly all pupils

bring with them to school.

The second characteristic is that “English teachers still rarely highlight... non-verbal
languages” (p. 29) (also identified earlier by Hart and Benson, 1993). If one understands this
in the context outlined later by Barratt (see below), then one can be fairly confident that

teachers of English were inclined to concentrate on print-based texts.

The third characteristic relates to collaborative planning and the position of the individual
teacher within it. Learmonth and Sayer noted that the degree of choice available in

departmentally planned Key Stage 3 units of work “allowed teachers who were less confident
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to avoid the media education units” (p. 33), further evidence that teachers inclined to reject

the moving image in favour of print were, in practical terms, able to do so.

Despite the richness of their observation and the quality of their evaluation, the problem with
this particular research is the failure to make explicit its research design. One can assume that
their methods were not dissimilar to those in the Inspection Framework currently used by
OFSTED. The researchers’ backgrounds were both in HMI (whose methods provided the
model on which the OFSTED framework was built); their focus was on “effective teaching
and learning” (p. 10); and their source of evidence, other than the teaching and learning
observed was the “written and practical work in progress or completed before our visits.” As
with the OFSTED framework, the validity of their assessment has, largely, to be taken on
trust. That is, although the OFSTED framework for evaluating an effective curriculum and
the observation/evaluation schedule for classroom observation are both published and freely
available, there is no routine standardising of judgements reached. Only one of the 11 schools
received visits from both researchers, severely limiting the possibility of standardised
judgements. Learmonth and Sayer do not publish their research instruments or reflect on the
OFSTED methodology underlying their research, relying instead on its assumed public

availability and status.

Despite the weakness in relation to transparency and reliability of research methods, it is
likely that their observations and conclusions will ring true for many teachers of English and
Media. Their finding that Media in English privileges print is borne out by the vast majority
of the research considered in this discussion, and their view of the teacher of English as an
individual allowed freedom of choice to ignore Media Education was true until 1998 (i.e.
when all the new UK GCSE syllabuses required at least some basic assessment of pupil

response to media texts).
Learmonth and Sayer’s main contribution to Media Education research is that they attempted

to grapple with the issue of quality in Media Education and highlighted the absence of

appropriate criteria by which to assess media progress.
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1998: the BFI’s third audit (Barratt)

This BFI-commissioned study was not, like the 1988 and 1994 research, done jointly with
NFER, but, instead, sponsored or supported by, the BBC, the British Board of Film
Classification, The Broadcasting Standards Council, Channel Four Schools, and the

Independent Television Commission.

The Barratt study was the first research to come anywhere close to the 1973 Schools
Council-funded study in terms of scope, though it still lacked the breadth of the earlier
research. This 1998 study shares many of the strengths of that conducted by Murdock and
Phelps, a few of its weaknesses and a number of the findings. Consequently, the Barratt
study will, to some extent, be considered in relation to that of Murdock and Phelps, providing

as it does some sort of closure on research into Media Education at the end of the century.

One most important finding is very different from 1973. The argument whether Media does
have a place in the curriculum for English appears to have been won, with 87% of teachers in
agreement (Barratt, p. 18) and over half at Key Stage 4 believing there should be still more
Media. Unlike Murdock and Phelps, whose central aim was to explore media consumption
and its relationship with schooling, Barratt’s research questions were designed to focus
strongly on Media teaching, enquiring about the demands of the National Curriculum,

resources available, use of resources and training. In general, the study is optimistic.

According to Barratt, the post-Dearing curriculum and the new GCSE syllabuses for English have
meant that many English teachers at Key Stage 4 (43%) were spending as much as a quarter of
their time on media-related work. But, whilst the increased attention to Media is encouraging,
Barratt found disquiet amongst teachers about the coherence and rationale of National Curriculum
requirements for Media in English (p. 17). Also, many teachers were still lacking in confidence
(pp. 36-37), especially in assessing Media work, and felt restricted by time-constraints (p. 27).

The majority also felt in need of further training and appropriate resources. A particular training
need related to conceptual understanding, for Barratt found that understanding of Media
Education’s key concepts (Bazalgette, 1989) and how they apply to media forms was not fully

grasped across the profession (p. 20).
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Murdock and Phelps would have been pleased to see their major recommendation - that a
discriminatory model of Media Education be adopted - feature as the most significant and
popular model of Media Education in 1993. In 1973, Murdock and Phelps (p. 140) wrote,
“In our view, media based teaching should aim to... encourage pupils to be discriminating in
their role as consumers.” In 1998, the discriminatory model was endorsed by 94% of

questionnaire respondents (Barratt, p. 28).

Barratt’s research, like that of Murdock and Phelps, was large-scale: 718 schools in 129
Local Education Authorities returned postal questionnaires, and discussions were held with
six focus groups of teachers. The most obvious shared ‘weakness’ is the tendency to equate
what teachers say they do with what they actually do, or at least the failure to acknowledge
that there might be a difference. Neither study interrogates the data in the questionnaire to
explore the potential contradictions. Barratt’s research did not explore the relationship
between theory and practice: at no time in the study were teachers observed ‘in action’ in the
classroom. It is not, of course, that teachers are likely to lie, but that there may be some gap
between intention or reflection, and practice. Also, there may be some inability on the part of
the researcher to understand precisely what is meant when teachers describe their practice.
Barratt’s focus groups seem particularly prone to such a gap developing, since peer pressure
and professional pride might lead teachers in focus groups to offer either normative or
consensual interpretations of their own practice. Barratt argues that the focus groups
provided “a qualitative dimension to the patterns emerging from the survey” (Barratt, 1998,
p. 10), but focus groups are designed to explore contradictions, not arrive at a consensus.
And the implication that the focus groups might fill some gaps in the survey data adds more
doubt to the justification for their use in this context; what teachers say in focus groups might
not reflect their responses in self-completed questionnaires. In addition, it cannot be taken
for granted that the 718 respondents to the questionnaire shared the same understanding of
phrases like “media work™ or “media related work™ used in at least 25% of the questions in

the questionnaire. This is a difficulty that Barratt freely acknowledges (p. 39).

At least Barratt, much more than Twitchin and Bazalgette (1988) and Dickson (1994) was
able to assume some shared teacher understanding of the curriculum in that, in 1998, all

teachers questioned were teachers of English and were, more or less, ensuring that their
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departmental schemes of work conformed to the requirements of the 1995 version of the
National Curriculum for English. The opening pages (1-12) of Barratt’s report show that the
author was conscious of the BFI’s research history and influenced by it, though that influence
was more related to design study rather than research content. To a limited degree, Barratt
also showed awareness of other important studies, including Hart and Benson (1993). Also,
Barratt’s research had the virtue of being systematic and open about its research methods.
Thus, from the responses received, he was able to make reasonable generalisations about

teachers’ attitudes towards Media Education.

Despite the limitations, the research does offer important insights into Media Education
within English. One such insight relates to the role of television in Media in English:
“Teachers are most likely to use film or television adaptations of novels or plays and least
likely to use original television drama” (Barratt, p. 5). It would appear that, in the last 25
years, television’s place in the curriculum for English has not obviously been part of any
critical awareness continuum. Only 20% of Barratt’s teachers acknowledged teaching about
‘soap operas’, and questions about game shows or popular music programmes simply were
not asked. Rather, television, or more precisely, the video recorder, when not replaying
advertisements or news, had its place in the curriculum as a store of literary representations,
probably considered after the authenticity of the original literary text has first been established
by examination of print. It is tempting to suggest that teachers have a very particular view of
“discrimination” when 94% of them say they favour helping pupils to become “more
discriminating users of the media” (p. 28). It appears that they encourage discrimination in
favour of print and literary/film narrative and against television drama/narrative and other
television forms (other than advertising and news, though even here it seems that newspapers

are usually chosen before television broadcasts).

1996: an audit in Wales (Media Education Wales)

During the nineties, there was one other notable audit of Media Education, though this audit
was confined entirely to Wales. Since some of the above research addresses Media Education
in England and Wales, there is some logic in not treating Wales separately from England. But

there are two important elements of education in Wales that make such a consideration
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appropriate. The first is that Wales has a slightly different history in terms of Media
Education. Wales has its own Media support group, Media Education Wales, a limited
company with a range of educationalists on its board of management. Wales pioneered
Media Education at GCSE level, and in the eighties, one of its authorities, Clwyd, funded a
Media Studies Unit for the counties. Secondly, Wales has bilingual schools, and schools
where Welsh, not English, is the main language of instruction. This combination of
enthusiasm for Media and enthusiasm for language and/or culture in schools makes it at least
possible that, despite the almost identical current National Curriculum for English, Media

Education in schools might be somehow different.

The one significant investigation into Media Education in Wales (Media Education Wales,
1996), in fact, produced findings very similar to those of the studies in England described
above. In particular, via a postal survey, it found (pp. 57-67) that in secondary schools most
Media Education in Wales occurred at Key Stage 3 and in English or Welsh lessons, that 39%
of English departments had undertaken specific initiatives centred on Media, and that other
subjects tackling Media included Art, History, PSE and Music (p. 58). And, as with Barratt’s
report in England, most respondents felt that they needed to develop Media further. Media
texts most strongly used in English were, unsurprisingly, newspapers and advertisements;
making an advertisement, leaflet or poster was the most popular media production activity (p.
60).

One finding merits particular comment in terms of comparison with the situation in England:
when Media was taught in Welsh lessons, there was found to be greater use of the moving
image than in English lessons. The authors of the report do not attempt to account for this,
but it is at least conceivable that in bilingual schools (particularly with Media Studies in place)
the moving image was used as a source of spoken Welsh, particularly with the prominence of
the Welsh language in the media industry in Wales and its consequent availability on Welsh

television.

However, there are problems with this type of research in general and the Welsh evaluation in
particular (an ‘evaluation’ because one of its aims was to assess the effectiveness of Media

Education Wales as an institution). In particular, most of the Welsh research was based on a
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postal survey of 580 schools, 232 of which were secondary schools. Only 58 secondary
schools, 25%, responded. Given the variety of school type within that very limited number,
one must be extremely wary of treating the data as anything more than a clue to the sort of
Media that might be taking place more generally in Wales. The Media Education in Wales
report is open about its methods of collecting data, but fails to reflect systematically on its
methodology or its potential weaknesses, other than to argue that the data are likely to be
coloured by under-reporting (my emphasis) of Media Education in a school because of the
respondent teacher’s failure to be aware of the full range of Media practice actually taking
place (p. 29). Six secondary schools were followed up in semi-structured interviews,
allowing opportunity to interrogate the questionnaire data, but it is not clear that those
interviews significantly add to the data gathered in the postal survey. Although each case
study is described, the overall findings of the interviews are not dealt with separately from the
postal survey findings. This conflation of data from two different sources undermines to

some extent the reliability of the findings.

Ultimately, however, the Media Education Wales survey shares a problem with the three BFI
studies discussed earlier. That is, Media Education Wales, like the BFL had a vested interest.
In the case of the BFI, it was an interest in promoting teaching about the moving image. In
the case of Media Education Wales, it was an interest in their own effectiveness: the research
aim was to “review and evaluate the provision of media education in primary and secondary
schools in Wales and the contribution that Media Education Wales has made to its
development” (p. 3). Of course, this is not to suggest that such research might be in any way
dishonest. But the self-interest might account for the rather optimistic interpretation of the
1995 Dearing review: “The new National Curriculum ensures a basic level of media education
and offers considerable scope for its development™ (p. 4). This comment seems more to do
with defining a strategic position for an in-service provider than offering a detailed analysis.
One can argue that, in England and in Wales, strategic interpretation of research data is
responsible for a failure to acknowledge the consequences of the important, constantly
recurring theme, that teachers of English when teaching about Media, mainly teach about

newspapers (and advertising). This theme will be addressed in more detail later.
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1993: Southampton research (Hart and Benson)

During the1990s, there were two other significant strands of Media Education research. First
to be considered in this category is that conducted at the University of Southampton (Hart
and Benson, 1993), though ‘Southampton research’ also refers to a wide range of other
studies conducted outside the UK, but based on the Southampton model. These studies will

be referred to later.

The Southampton research shares many of the characteristics of Butts’s research of 1986,
including its thoroughness, but it differs significantly from Butts in two respects. Firstly it is
very open and systematic about the way in which it gathered its data and reflects analytically
on its methods. In particular, it describes and discusses the schedule for the structured
interviews conducted with its 11 teachers in 11 schools in Hampshire and Dorset. Secondly,
and most importantly, it combines data from these interviews with specific data from lesson
observations of each of the teachers represented. Thus, it is the only research in England that
is able to reflect with any reliability on connections between what teachers say they do and
what they actually do. It is able to reflect on the theory implicit in the practice as well as the
theory that teachers openly espouse. And, although 11 selected schools do not represent a
significant sample of the teaching population in terms of being representative, the linked case

studies do allow for comparative analysis of different approaches to Media teaching.

There is one other characteristic of Hart and Benson’s research in relation to Media
Education in the UK, and that is the use of the researcher as outside observer reflecting on
teaching and lessons to which the researcher made no contribution. This is not to argue that
the external observer is inherently superior to the participant observer and, in any case, Hart
and Benson went to great lengths to ensure that the researcher was cued in to the lesson
observed and the teacher is allowed to reflect on and influence the researcher’s description of
the lesson seen. But the external observer in educational research does offer an important
alternative to the increasingly popular participant-observer, and the Southampton research is
the only strand that consistently selects this particular research option. As Cohen et al
suggest, where the researchers have a strong idea of what they wish to observe, and they may

wish to make comparisons between situations (as in the case of Hart and Benson’s linked
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case studies), then a structured, external observation can be more efficient in gathering data
about physical setting, human setting, interactional setting and programme setting (Cohen et
al, 2000, p. 306). As long as the observation schedule and the observer are flexible enough,
they should still be able to react to the dynamic nature of events and take account of the

unexpected.

As argued later in this section, the presentation of the findings of this research lacks some of
the clarity and incisiveness of the research methods. The findings are presented under three
broad headings, Themes and Issues, Conclusions and Ways Forward (pp. 110-120) but it is
not entirely clear how the findings in one relate to the findings in the other. Despite this, a
coherent set of conclusions does emerge, and can be described broadly in relation to three
main issues: the temporal and institutional context, the significance of ideology in Media
Education, and the main characteristics of Media teaching and learning. The context that
Hart and Benson describe is one where, though literature was still central to the English
department, there was excessive attention to brief, accessible texts and a not always
purposeful concentration on reader-response approaches. Into this curriculum, argue Hart
and Benson, came the Media Education curriculum, ‘supported’ by a National Curriculum
whose understanding of Media issues seemed vague. The result was a tension between
teacher awareness of the importance of media in young people’s lives and teachers’ desire to

assert the importance of literature in the curriculum for English.

The ambivalence of the teachers in the Southampton study towards Media Education could
be seen, Hart and Benson assert, in a general unease in those teachers of English when
tackling issues of ideology. In general, they avoided it if they could, or tended to think of it
rather simplistically in terms of race, gender and equal opportunities. In fact, they were more

likely to link Media Education to poetry than to society.

These tensions were mirrored in some of the lessons observed by Hart and Benson.
Typically, despite the dynamic demands of Media Education, lessons would take the form of
substantial teacher introduction, followed by limited group work, and concluded by a brief
plenary. In the lessons observed, teachers did not tend to use the personal media experiences

of the pupils, and group discussions, not always effective, did not allow pupils to share media
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pleasures. In general, teachers would avoid using technology and rely on the essay form to
provide assessment evidence, rather than use media artefacts produced by pupils, such as

posters and leaflets.

But most importantly, what Hart and Benson found was an absence in respect of the key
Media concepts described earlier. That is, whilst they observed plenty of print-based, textual
analysis (addressing mainly Audience and [media] Language) and some image analysis, they
did not find much teaching about media technologies, or media institutions. The classroom
activities that Hart and Benson observed tended to restrict opportunities for pupils to engage
in the social production of texts. So, much of what they saw was print-based and low-

technology, with the technology generally under the control of the teachers.

The context that Hart and Benson were working in, as suggested above, was a time of a
developing but not fully established National Curriculum, before statutory assessment of
Media Education in GCSE English. It was also a time when opportunities for professional
development in Media were supported by agencies such as the Local Education Authorities,
the [now defunct] Society for Education in Film and Television, The Association for Media
Education, and The British Film Institute and Film Education. Yet, despite this apparent
Media-rich in-service context, they generally found Media Education regarded by teachers as

a vehicle for teaching English:

“Even those most dedicated to the need for Media Education tended to value
it initially for its insights into and new approaches to language study and

literary texts” (Hart and Benson, 1996, p. 19).

No wonder then, that “most of the teachers in the study believed that Media Education,
“should be a part of students’ education throughout their secondary education” (Hart and
Benson, 1996, p. 18). In their minds as well as in their practice, Media Education had been
neatly and seamlessly absorbed by the curriculum for English. That this was the case is not
surprising, given that Hart and Benson found little evidence of the teachers’ own previous

familiarity with or understanding of issues of institutions and technologies. This is not to
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suggest that this was in any way the teachers’ fault: a common theme in their interviews was a

readiness to acknowledge the limitations in their own Media experiences.

Despite the slightly limited view of Media Education that Hart and Benson found in the
curriculum for English, they convincingly argue, as did Butts (1988), that this rather shaky
home for Media offers more shelter than does a position within a cross-curricular theme or
dimension. Arguing against the BFI position (Bowker, 1991), Hart and Benson assert that
“the danger of the BFI approach is that it ignores some of the ideological compromises and
practical problems that cross-curricular Media Education entails” (Hart and Benson, 1993, p.
6). In support of their position, Hart and Benson found no evidence of a whole-school policy

for Media Education in any of the 11 schools they visited.

The Media aims of these 11 teachers, and teachers like them, give a strong indication of
teachers’ Media preoccupations and the sorts of Media models or paradigms that they tend to
work within. Hart and Benson found two main strands of thought. On the one hand there
was a desire on the teachers’ part to help pupils become critically autonomous citizens and
consumers. And on the other, there was the perceived need to deepen appreciation of the
pleasures and experiences to be found in the media (Hart and Benson, 1993, p. 23). Evidence
of Media and English paradigms within which teachers were working led Hart to develop a
paradigmatic framework for anticipating and describing teacher thought and activity in Media
Education and English. This model will be discussed in more detail in relation to my own

research.

There are limitations in Hart and Benson’s research. As suggested above, the impressive
systematic collection of research is not completely matched by systematic discussion of the
data obtained from classroom observation. Reporting on individual lessons in particular tends
to be idiosyncratic, favouring narrative over analysis. Perhaps as a consequence, comment on
general themes arising from classroom observation tends sometimes to be inspectorial in tone.
For example, the authors comment that “the battered furniture, poor décor, inharmonious
jumbles of cupboards and piles of shabby books were often depressing” (p. 114) and “Choice
and differentiation of assignments were sometimes lacking with the result that groups often

carried ‘passengers’ who might easily have been usefully involved if a range of assignments
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had been available” (p. 114). It is, perhaps, significant that more acute, retrospective, analysis
of the 1993 data emerged later in a number of articles from Hart, including the 1996 article

cited several times in this discussion.

Hart and Benson’s research offers insights into the relationships between what teachers do
and what they say they do in Media Education and to the school contexts in which they
operate. Furthermore, it offers evidence in 11 schools of teachers” understanding of key
Media concepts and the Media paradigms within which they operate. But, perhaps the most
valuable contribution that this study offers to Media research is the research model that it
provides, both in terms of its systematic methods and the quality and openness of the
reflection on those methods. Thus, Hart and Benson explore in depth the various merits of
systematic observation (e.g. The Flanders” Interaction Analysis Categories) as opposed to
ethnographic approaches (Hart and Benson, 1996, p. 11). They are very clear about research
context and aims, and significance of research sample (Hart and Benson, 1993). But most
importantly, the very clear lesson observation and semi-structured interview schedules offer
practical models that other researchers can themselves use. Evidence of this comes from two
developments. Firstly, based on the approach used in the Models of Media Education study
(Hart and Benson, 1992-3) an international strand was developed, involving five other
anglophone countries, of which the Collins study in Northern Iréland (1998 — see below) was
one. A second strand has since been developed, based on modified versions of the 1992-3
research instruments. This specifically European strand involves researchers in 13 countries.
These studies provide an ever-expanding data-bank that does allow some comparison
between countries. With such a readily available, commonly accepted set of research tools it
is arguably much more likely that research in Media can help Media Education survive and
flourish as a discipline. An example of how those research tools were used in another
educational environment, that of Northern Ireland, follows the discussion of research from the

Universities of Oxford and Reading.
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1996-1997 research from Oxford and Reading
(Davies; Goodwyn and Findlay)

Davies and Goodwyn/Findlay are considered here together because both have a particular
concern not with Media teaching per se, but with models/paradigms of English teaching

within which Media Education must function. Davies’s research was conducted in 1986, but

was published in his book, What is English Teaching? (Davies, 1996).

Davies (1996, p. 12, citing Ball and Lacey) distinguishes between ‘subject paradigm’ and
‘subject pedagogy’. This is a useful notion when researching into teaching English in general
and about newspapers in particular. Subject paradigm includes philosophies, attitudes and
understandings. Basically it is a description of what a given set of teachers think a subject is.
Subject pedagogy, on the other hand, “refers to the system of ideas and procedures for the
organisation of learning in the classroom and under specific institutional conditions” (Davies,
1996, p. 12). So, Davies argues throughout his book, English as a subject has suffered and
continues to suffer from an inappropriate subject paradigm. He suggests, on the one hand,
that teachers confuse literature and literacy, often assuming that the latter somehow will
emerge from a study of the former. He also asserts that the paradigm suffers from being too
ambitious, too inclusive: literacy is a responsibility of the English teacher, but one that should

be shared by all other teachers.

In 1986 Davies conducted a questionnaire with 100 teachers to explore their attitudes
towards the subject paradigm of English. He offered the teachers 100 statements about
English teaching taken from a variety of sources. These statements were intended to cover
two broad perspectives, the liberal humanist and cultural theorist. Variations on each
perspective were pursued via four appropriate sub-divisions. Teachers were invited to agree

or disagree (on a five-point scale) with each division.

Davies found (p. 27) that the personal growth model of the subject held a great attraction for
teachers (90%). That is, teachers favoured a model of English whereby the development of
the individual was regarded as more important than an understanding of texts. For example,

statements used by Davies to embody such a philosophy included the extreme position that
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“the effective teacher of English should act as a bridge between childhood and adulthood”
and the more moderate position that “Good teaching of English at any level should concern
itself with educating the sensibility and emotions” (p. 27). He did, however, detect the
emergence of a positive attitude towards a cultural analysis model: 49.9% agreed with the
statement, “The teaching of English is a social and political act.” But only 15% were able to
support the idea that “Our task in English should be to analyse discourses from a political
vantage-point”, implying a reluctance to allow learners to deal with ambiguities or crises in

their language learning.

Davies’s research offers a very helpful pointer to the way in which perspectives of English
were to develop over the next ten years. However, one should be wary of research
conducted in only one Local Education Authority and depending wholly on this type of
approach. In particular, there is no evidence to suggest that the attitudes that emerged in it
are in any way reflected in actual practice in the classroom. Indeed, uninterrogated responses
to this type of questionnaire might well reflect positions more extreme than those actually
held by the respondents; there is a temptation in such a questionnaire to ‘adopt’ a position. In
addition, there is a sense in Davies’s analysis of ‘setting up’ respondents in order to knock
them down. For example, of the statement “English, more than any other subject, can have
an extremely humanising effect”, Davies says “by any rational standards, [it] means strictly

nothing, but [which] gained an astonishing 72% approval” (p. 28).

Goodwyn and Findlay’s research (1997), though similar in approach to Davies, exploring
paradigms of mother-tongue English teaching, benefited from being conducted in eight LEA’s
rather than one, and involving 207 secondary schools (38.2% response rate). In addition,
Goodwyn and Findlay, as well as relying on teacher response to statements about Media
teaching, also invited teachers to prioritise Cox’s five models of English teaching (Personal
Growth, Adult Needs, Cross-curricular, Cultural Heritage and Cultural Analysis) both in
relation to their own perspectives and in relation to the way in which they were perceived to
be treated by the National Curriculum. Thus, by interpreting responses to statements in the
light of preferred models of English, Goodwyn and Findlay were able to interrogate the

nuances in teacher attitudes rather than produce caricatures. Finally, by conducting the
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research in 1992 and again in 1997, Goodwyn and Findlay were able to comment with some

authority on developing attitudes.

In particular, they noted the tensions and contradictions in teacher responses. They found,
like Davies, that the personal growth model had become almost a matter of faith for English
teachers, a rallying cry in order to defeat the ‘threat” of a Cultural Heritage model being
imposed. In this context, there was no clear place for Cultural Analysis, the obvious niche for
Media Education. Indeed, between 1992 and 1997 they found only some small growth (2%)
in acceptance of the Cultural Analysis model. Yet, in 1997, 87% of respondents accepted the
significance of Media Education in the curriculum for English. Goodwyn and Findlay
account for these apparent contradictions in a significant (15%) rise in teacher support for the
Adult Needs model. It seems likely, they argue, that the increasingly strong position of
Media Education can be partly accounted for by teachers regarding Media Education as an
important aspect of preparation for adult life. They further argue that, as teachers become less
anti-technology (as evidenced in earlier research: Goodwyn, Clarke and Adams, 1997),

Media Education could still become a “key site of learning for pupils in English” (p. 35).

1998: Northern Ireland strand of the Southampton research
(Collins)

Collins, along with researchers in Canada, the USA, Australia and South Africa agreed to be
a part of the Southampton international research project, providing a unique cross-cultural
perspective on Media Education. Collins, in Northern Ireland, adopted the research model
established by Hart and Benson (1993) in systematically conducting 11 case studies in 11
schools in Northern Ireland. Since the methods used were precisely those devised by Hart

and Benson, it is mainly the significance of the findings that will be considered here.

Collins (as did Butts in Scotland) observed a number of features of Media Education that
have significance for England and Wales as well as for that particular cultural and curricular
context. For example, as in the research of Murdock and Phelps (1973), Barratt (1998), and
Dickson (1994), he found that advertising and newspaper study featured very strongly in
Media Education. But Collins’ most important finding (p. 6) was very clearly related to the
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cultural and political situation in his own country at the time. In Northern Ireland, where
schools are divided on religious/sectarian lines, Collins found that the ‘troubles’ made it
problematic for any teacher to address news that related to sectarianism. The irony is clear
and neatly sums up a dilemma for Media teaching: teachers often feel ill-at-ease about
addressing the media issues that most affect their own pupils (e.g. race in a multicultural

school or gender in a school where male values flourish).

1990 to 1999: the London Institute of Education (Buckingham et al)

The research discussed in this section is, like that of Southampton, regional in the sense that
teachers and students observed tend to be from the London area rather than representative of
teaching and learning in London. The educational institution at the heart of this research is
the London Institute of Education, where Buckingham is based. Buckingham is significant
not only for his own prolific and highly influential research, but because of his collaboration
with other teacher/researchers and his editorial role in framing the research of a wide range of

other contributors.

Buckingham’s influence on Media Education and Media Education research is unarguable,
and he is more prolific in terms of texts published than any other Media writer/academic in
the 1990s. Between 1900 and 1998 Buckingham as author, co-author or editor, published at
least six books and a wide range of articles. In only one book (Buckingham, 1993a) is the
research wholly Buckingham’s, but each of the others contains a contribution from him, and

all are introduced by him.

Buckingham’s importance lies mainly in the way that his research, and the London research
generally, opened up significant discussions in relation to learning theory and learning
processes. Thus, much of the London research has to say less about the media per se, than
about the learning context, particularly the relationships between what media understandings
students bring to the classroom, teachers” assumptions about those understandings, and the

potential of Media Education to influence or change them.
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The fundamental theme of Buckingham’s arguments is that one should acknowledge that the
reader brings to any text a given set of experiences that significantly affect any reading of that
text. He further argues that the reading of any text is strongly dependent on the social
circumstances in which the text is experienced or consumed, and that reflecting on that text is
as much a social activity as a cognitive one. Thus, Buckingham argues for the superiority of
the individual reader over the determinism of the text, but locates the individuality of the
reading in the social contexts in which the text is experienced and reflected on. In this way,
both the power of the reader and the significance of their chosen texts (i.e. selected from

popular culture) are endorsed.

It is arguable that Buckingham’s approach has much in common with reader-response
theorists (see Chapter 6). Although, as suggested above, Buckingham does locate the
individual reading in the social context of the classroom or home, close examination of his
research suggests that the fundamental concern remains with the individual response rather
than group interaction. In Children Talking Television (Buckingham, 1993a) Buckingham
has much that is useful to say about the way in which individual response to modality is
influenced by the individual’s perception of how that response might be judged by one’s peers
(Modality tends to indicate degree of factuality, the extent to which something might be
trusted or believed.) For example, in general, but not always, the lower the saturation of
colours, the lower the modality). Ultimately, however, Buckingham seems to regard the
responses made in groups (related to age, gender, class and race) as somehow less authentic
than the responses that individuals might make outside the particular group context. He
argues, “The fact that an individual adopts a particular position — for example, in professing
an exaggerated masculinity — should not necessarily be seen to reflect their true self”’ (p. 87)
(my emphasis). The argument appears to be that individuals do not so much define their
identity (in social discourse about the media) as borrow it, ready to replace it with another
more convenient when the group dynamics demand it. The notion of ‘true self’, of course, is
a debatable one since it is clearly possible that, should a true self exist, it might be the one

reflected in the social interaction rather than the one reflected in the individual alone.

Much of the research in Buckingham’s work involves the researcher as participant-observer,

if not actually leading the teaching, then at least involved to a degree in its planning. Most of
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the research, whether classroom-based or not, is small-scale and qualitative. The research
does reflect on the implications of being participant-researcher, but has little to say about the
specific methods employed in order to gather the data in the first place. Buckingham (1990)
is quite defensive about this, placing research and findings, ironically in single inverted
commas (e.g. pp. 19 and 23). In addition, he anticipates an attack on the research method in
the book by arguing that a search “for more objective, ‘safer’ methods is llusory” (p. 57).
Buckingham criticises ‘laboratory experiments’ for not taking account of television as it is
actually used, and survey research, because people tend to confuse “causation with reality”
(Buckingham, 1990, p. 7). When he [rarely] employs survey research himself he is rather shy
about the details: in a book of substantial length he quotes from his questionnaire results but
says, “space precludes a detailed presentation of the data” (Buckingham and Sefton-Green,
1994, p. 18).

It is unusual to find references in Buckingham’s texts to research into Media Education that is
not qualitative or does not place an empbhasis on learning and reflexivity. It is as if the work
of researchers from the BFI and individuals like Butts or Hart and Benson does not exist. As
a result, much of the London research, however valid, appears to be isolationist, detached

from other types of research into Media learning and Media teaching.

Buckingham and his colleagues strongly favour small-scale qualitative research because of the
importance of “how we know” as well as what we know (1993b, p. 17). Yet, as if fearing
criticism for adopting a position somehow lacking in methodological rigour, he warns, “self-
reflexivity can degenerate into self-regard or even self-indulgence” (Buckingham, 1993a, p.
275). To acknowledge that the observer is also a participant is clearly important, but hardly
solves the problem in itself. It is notable, that in all his work, the one piece of research that is
truly critical of the teaching observed is Buckingham’s own observation of a community
video project in which, significantly, not only was he not involved in the planning, but was, he

concedes, perhaps resented by the project leaders (Buckingham et al, 1995).

Clear themes run through all of this research. The early London work expresses confidence
in the ability of the younger media consumer to resist persuasive messages: “the 11-year olds

and 12-year olds we were teaching were clearly not deceived by advertising” (Buckingham,
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1990, p. 12). This confidence in the pupil contrasts with suspicion of teachers, who are
generally seen not to resist the meanings of texts, but to pretend to do so in order to suggest
that they are not easily taken in. The 1990 research encourages the reader to see the
classroom as an institution, like any other, with its own particular discourses and power
relationships; its fundamental argument is that acknowledging what pupils already understand
and value will, to some degree, redress the imbalance in power relationships between teacher
and pupil in the classroom. The central argument is tenable, but there is a tendency to
celebrate the discourses brought by pupils to the classroom and encourage suspicion of the

discourses that the pupils encounter there.

Later, Buckingham’s own research (Buckingham, 1993a) deals with the social context in
which children encounter and experience media texts (“a social theory of television literacy
would begin by acknowledging that children’s use of television is an integral part of their
daily lives” (p. 34)), but is mainly about the way in which by reflecting on and talking about
their media experiences, children establish their identity, defining themselves in relation to
class, gender and race. In this sense, the research seems to be more about social identity than

response to the media.

But there is sometimes a sense in which Buckingham appears to contradict his own position.
So, though he argues in favour of the significance of class, gender and race in media readings,
he assures the reader that this does not imply social determinism (p. 269); though he argues
for the need to take account of what readers bring to texts, he warns, “We also need to take
account of what they find there” (p. 59). Buckingham criticises academic media research for
failing to consider the educational implications of its own practice, yet, what is the teacher of
Media to make of the pedagogical tightrope on which they are implicitly positioned?
According to Buckingham, teachers do need to provide students with access to privileged
discourses (Buckingham, 1993a, p. 297) but, in so doing, should be encouraged to
understand how “readings and pleasures are produced.” And teachers should constantly
move “between practice and theory, celebration and critical analysis, language use and

language study” (p. 297). Yes indeed, but how exactly?
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The social context of media consumption is the central theme in Reading Audiences: Young
People and the Media (Buckingham, 1993b). The aim of the book is “to make sense of the
ways in which young people make sense of the media in the context of their lived experience”
(p. 6), and many of the findings, endorse the arguments in the text discussed in the previous
paragraph. What matters then, in this collection of studies is the range of social contexts
considered. They include, amongst others, a Hindu family talking to each other about
representation of their own cultural myths (Gillespie), young sisters in a middle class home
talking to their father (Richards), and boys watching videos together at home and talking to
each other (Wood). Taken together, the full range of contexts is impressive in that it allows
the reader to consider the responses to media texts of the very young, the nearly adult, male
and female, responses in school and outside, British and Asian, responses to magazines and
moving images. In this way one might reasonably argue that although each piece of research
in itself does not allow generalisation from the data, as a collection, the research does provide
such opportunities. But despite Buckingham’s synthesis, the reader is left with a great deal to
do if, as a teacher of Media, she/he is to take from this rich range of studies anything more

than a general sense of the variety of the individual and the social response.

More than the earlier books, Cultural Studies goes to School (Buckingham and Sefton-Green,
1994) deals with pedagogy as much as media readings. It would appear that in this book
more than any other, Buckingham goes some way to addressing the problems that he himself
has raised. As in the texts discussed above, he argues that “what students say about popular
culture” helps to construct their identities (p. 9), and that texts have an infinite number of
meanings and “the autonomy of the reader is not circumscribed” (p. 30). He argues at length
for acknowledging the importance of reading histories, positions and profiles (p. 31) in
understanding what the reader brings to the text. (See the Introduction to this thesis.) And
the second half of the book does go on to consider the teaching implications for Media

Education of such research findings.

Ultimately however, Buckingham has continued to problematise rather than offer suggestions.
His main solution to the problems of teaching about the media is to redefine Media Studies,
but this takes no account of the situation that Media Education and Media Studies teachers

actually, currently face. Buckingham may be right in his central arguments but there is an
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idealism about his solutions that, to say the least is, for the Media practitioner in the
classroom, more than a little frustrating. It is uncommon for Buckingham’s research to refer
to examination syllabuses, the wider curriculum or the institutional contexts in which Media

Education takes place.

In terms of pedagogy, the most convincing of Buckingham’s books is Making Media:
Practical Production in Media Fducation (Buckingham et al, 1995). The themes are evident
from the title of the book, and most of the significant debates in relation to them are
thoroughly dealt with. For example, Grahame explores issues of imitation and parody in
practical production activities. She argues against notions that production activity should be
seen as a way of applying analysis (p. 109) or as a means to adopt oppositional positions.

She argues for imitation as a valid rehearsal for the real world, and, in conclusion, offers an
extremely helpful analysis of imitation as, variously, model, non-authentic, parody, flattery

and celebration (pp. 136-138).

Of Buckingham’s two case studies in this 1995 collection, the research into a youth group’s
making of a rap video is more significant and more unusual. As argued earlier, it is this
unique example of researcher as external observer that, in all Buckingham’s research, offers
the most negative evaluation of the Media activities observed. One can easily imagine a
rather different, more positive account of the project if those involved in the planning and
teaching had also been involved in the reflection. This research example tends to point up the
central problem with much of the London research: an absence of reflective distance that
sometimes leads to a rather self-satisfied tone. Contrast, “The work that we have done
certainly seems to have energised and motivated working-class students” - Buckingham on
Buckingham (Buckingham and Sefton-Green, 1994, p. 209) with “My concern...is simply
that they could have learnt so much more than they did, and done so much more efficiently

and productively” — Buckingham on others (Buckingham et al, 1995, p. 109).

Participant-observer research is more likely to have a rather different motivation from
research with an external observer. Participant-observer research sometimes approximates to
action research. That is, it is sometimes intended to influence directly the particular

educational context in which the research is conducted. Buckingham, in observing the youth
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group’s video-making argues that his evidence “raises fundamental questions about the
limitations of group work, and of the broadly ‘progressivist” teaching strategies that are seen
to characterise youth work” (p. 14). On the evidence offered the argument is convincing, but

it is difficult to imagine the participant-observer coming to a similar conclusion.

Teaching Popular Culture: Beyond Radical Pedagogy (1998) can, in many ways be seen as a
summing up of the various ideas, findings, and philosophies described in the previous five
publications. In this book, Buckingham seeks to deny the notion expounded by
critical/radical pedagogists that media texts are necessarily ideologically mystifying (that they
conceal important truths), and that the role of the teacher is, through critical autonomy, to
empower the pupil-reader and pave the way for demystification to take place. For
Buckingham, the position is fundamentally flawed in two respects. Firstly, he would argue,
media texts are not necessarily mystifying in that even young readers are capable of
constructing their own meanings, and, in any case, this position underestimates the social
contexts in which young people consume and reflect on the media. Secondly, Buckingham
would argue, even if mystification were the norm, the idea that the teacher can effectively
provide the student with the route to demystification is mistaken, since this ignores the ways
in which the respective social class, gender and ethnicity of student and teacher inevitably

affect the power relationships of the classroom.

But, for the teacher who seeks a purpose in her/his Media teaching, Buckingham appears to
close down obvious alternatives. To problematise the Media curriculum is important, but

only to problematise might be regarded as essentially unhelpful.

The richness of the London research is undeniable, and the exploration of practical
production (Buckingham et al, 1995) is particularly insightful. Buckingham’s work is a
powerful incentive for the individual teacher, through research, to consider herself/himself a
professional, able to contribute to an education debate rather than regard research as the
prerogative of the academic. What it ultimately fails to do, however, is collect and explore
data in such a way that the reader can, to any useful degree, make generalisations upon which

one could make reasonable pedagogical decisions.
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One learns from Buckingham what individual teacher-academics have discovered about their
own Media practice, or the practice of a small number of teacher colleagues; one does not
learn what groups of teachers commonly or habitually do in a given, defined set of
circumstances. Ultimately, Buckingham’s work celebrates the individual teacher-researcher
who finds her/his own professional “voice’, informed by the practice and reflections of other
similar individuals. But, in reality, teacher identity is also established by being able to read
information, systematically collected and interpreted about other groups of teachers so that
the individual teacher can examine the experiences of those others and find a pedagogical

position in relation to them.

1999: London School of Economics, Livingstone and Bovill

This study, using a combination of questionnaire and focus groups, does not have a great deal
to say about Media Education, concentrating as it does on young people’s use of new
technologies and will, therefore, not be addressed in any detail in this Chapter. But the
research from the London School of Economics (Livingstone and Bovill, 1999) does have
one finding with very significant implications for Media teaching. It points out the
relationship between class and access to IT in the home (twice as many young people have
access to computers at school as at home). Teacher planning for IT in English must take
account of this data and must also take account of the sort of evidence produced in my own
research (see next Chapter), whereby in 11 lessons observed, no teacher chose to use IT.
How can the quality of that important school IT experience be guaranteed unless teachers

agree on notions of curriculum entitlement?

Summary: research and Media Education
This study argues that, in order to understand about ‘newspaper teaching’ one must first
consider what is known about Media Education and the curriculum context in which
newspaper teaching takes place. The findings of the research in this Chapter tell us about:
* Volume of Media Education — how much takes place
* Attitudes to Media Education — the degree to which teachers accept its place in the
curriculum

* Range of Media Education — what practices, activities and understandings are covered
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¢ Content in Media Education — which texts and which contexts become the focus of
study

* Context of Media Education — the sort of school and curriculum envrionment in which
it flourishes

* Pedgagogical strategies adopted by teachers in Media Education

¢ Nature of pupils’ learning in Media Education

 The quality of the teaching and learning in Media Education

* Young people’s consumption of popular media

® Teachers’ consumption of popular media

® The relationship between teachers’ media consumption and pupils’ media
consumption

* The relationships between media consumption (teacher and pupil) and the Media

Education curriculum

There is no doubt that, over the last thirty years, the volume of Media Education has grown
considerably, and teachers’ attitudes towards it have grown increasingly positive. That
growth in volume, however, has not always been matched by a growth in teachers’
understanding of Media, or in a development of their conception of what Media Education
entails. Admittedly, as shown by Barratt (1998), there has been a shift in attitude from a
suspicious, inoculatory model towards a more constructive discriminatory model. But
alternative reading of the data suggests that, scratch a Media teacher and you will find an
inoculatory inclination not far beneath the surface. Barratt argued that Media teachers’
understanding of Media concepts remains insecure, supporting Hart and Benson (1993), who
found that teachers were reluctant to grapple with ideological issues, and were more likely to

link Media work with poetry.

The context for Media Education has changed considerably over thirty years. Issues of social
class might remain today, but, unlike 1973, contexts are no longer easily classified in terms of
grammar and secondary-modern school contexts, Today the contextual issue relates more to
the ways in which the Media Education of all state-educated pupils is prescribed and

influenced by the National Curriculum for English and the GCSE syllabuses that derive from
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it. Importantly, Butts (1986), Hart and Benson (1993), and Barratt (1998) have, in rather
different ways, demonstrated that it is in English and not ‘across the curriculum’ that a secure
future for Media Education is most likely to lie. They have also demonstrated that the texts
most likely to dominate the Media curriculum are print-based, and approaches to the text

often derive from literature study.

Buckingham, concentrating on small-scale, often single-classroom Media projects has placed
more emphasis on the learner than the teacher. He has argued that students/pupils do not
need lessons in demystifying texts because, to a degree, they are already sophisticated Media
readers. In any case, he would say, leading pupils towards demystification ignores the power
relationships in the classroom and does not take account of the media knowledge that pupils
bring with them to school. For him, learning about Media Education is characterised by
pupils using their media responses, in social contexts to help define their identities. In any
case, the earliest research (from Murdock and Phelps) and the latest from Buckingham are in
agreement in arguing that there is an important gap between teachers and pupils in relation to

media consumption, and that the implications for that gap are significant in Media Education.

My own study seeks to identify significant features of teaching about newspapers in the
Media Education context and to evaluate those characteristics which are likely to lead to
successful teaching. It seeks to describe these features in ways that will make the research
directly relevant and useful to the Media Education teacher. It should be clear from this
argument to date, that my selection of research methods will be more influenced by Hart and

Benson and Butts than by Buckingham.

Research implications for teaching about newspapers:

contexts and strands

After the above analysis of Media Education research, the reader might be forgiven for
thinking that the implications for teaching about newspapers are grim, in that few researchers
address the issue, let alone make it part of the research question. It is certainly apparent that
most research into Media Education tends to concentrate on children’s relationship with the

moving image and/or popular media, particularly television, film, video games, and popular
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music. But closer analysis of the evidence suggests that, albeit reluctantly, the research does
offer up a number of important insights into why teaching about newspapers is problematic.
Firstly, the newspaper omission in the research focus contrasts oddly with some of the
research findings; the BFI research consistently ignored in their own findings the priority that
teachers gave to newspapers, possibly because this did not fit with the campaigning/lobbying
objective of their research focus, the moving image. Secondly, that newspaper omission
contrasts even more oddly with the dominance of print and newspapers in examination
syllabuses at GCSE and Advanced (‘A’) level (see Chapter 1). Thirdly, where newspapers
were addressed by teachers, the research makes it clear that newspapers (like most other
media forms) were ‘reduced to texts’, and that context (economic and ideological) was not

seen by teachers of English as part of their curricular remit.

In the context of my own study, the research considered in this Chapter offers two types of
evidence about teaching about newspapers; this evidence is considered in the final part of this
Chapter. The first type of evidence comes almost by default: the failure of several researchers
to be specific about the curricular context in which Media is taught means that findings were
sometimes undermined by confusion about interpretations of Media Education. It is not
always clear what model of Media Education was envisaged in the research, nor how
respondents’ answers were affected by their particular curricular viewpoint. Still, although
individual research studies were not always clear about their contextual focus, it is possible to
reconsider the body of research evidence and make some judgements about the very specific
contexts in which newspapers are commonly addressed in schools, and speculate on how
those contexts might affect the teaching. The second type of evidence is less heuristic but
more direct and can be gained by reconsidering, one by one, the main research strands, and
extracting from them specific, albeit limited, references to newspaper teaching. Thus, the
final part of this Chapter considers contexts first, and then considers those research strands

that have the most to say about newspaper teaching.

Contexts

Three main curriculum contexts for teaching about newspapers are evident: as a separate,

optional subject (in Media Studies), as an aspect of a cross-curricular theme or dimension
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(Media Across the Curriculum); and as a curriculum element in a subject base (Media in
English). Synthesising the findings from these various studies allows one to consider Media
Education in general, and teaching about newspapers in particular, in relation to five
important elements: how it is intellectually organised (Conceptual frame); the dominant media
used (Media), the dominant forms used (Forms); prominent issues related to learning

(Learning); and prominent issues related to teaching (Teaching).

1 Specialist Media Studies: GCSE and ‘A’ level, and General National
Vocational Qualification (GNVQ)
These courses offer ample opportunity for teaching about newspapers. At GCSE level and at
‘A’ level, news, in general, is a significant aspect of examination syllabuses. Its conceptual
framework does not mean that study of news is inevitable, but it is difficult to imagine
tackling issues of say, Agency or Representation without considering news. The extra time
available in Media Studies courses means that desk-top publishing and television or video are
more likely to be used than in English, where news, sometimes for logistical reasons, might be
restricted to a ‘reading’ of newspapers. The vocational bias of GNVQ means that greater use

of such technologies in relation to news is inevitable.

Dickson (1994, p. 17) provides evidence that in GCSE Media Studies syllabuses at the time,
newspapers were the third most prominent media “feature” to be studied. The most
prominent was Representation, which, in itself, is likely to involve consideration of
newspapers and news broadcasts. Evidence from Dickson’s research about ‘A’ level in 1994

is less clear, since the “features” at this level are managed rather differently.

However, evidence from one of the 2002 new ‘A’ level Media syllabuses indicates clearly the
centrality of news: of the nine topics set for “Media Issues and Debates” in one particular
syllabus, two deal with newspapers specifically (Freedom, Regulation and Control in the
British Press and Local Newspapers) and one with Radio and TV News (OCR (Oxford,
Cambridge, RSA), 2000). The way in which GCSE and ‘A’ level syllabuses in Media Studies
are organised (usually a matrix of concepts and forms or texts) ensures that, in these contexts,

news and newspapers will be tackled from the point of view of context as much as text.
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In relation to learning issues, it is in specialised Media courses that the tension between
production and reflection on production is most evident. These syllabuses (unlike GCSE
English syllabuses containing Media elements) require pupils, to justify production decisions
through reflective logs or evaluations. In relation to newspapers, the issue is best exemplified
when, perhaps, GCSE Media candidates offer pastiche or parody of tabloid newspapers as
evidence of their understanding of those newspapers: there is arguably a difference between
being able to replicate a particular, accessible, media form, and understanding the significance
of the linguistic and presentational features of that form. Also, there is a possible tension
between teachers who, as a rule, read broadsheet newspapers, teaching about tabloids to

students, for whom tabloids may represent a particular form of media pleasure.

Despite some of the tensions in specialist Media Studies, it is clearly possible to explore in
great depth virtually all of the ways in which newspapers function. But these specialist
courses, though growing in popularity, still reach only a small minority of those receiving
statutory education, and a very small proportion of those aged 16+. This leaves teaching

about news to be the responsibility of other curriculum areas.

2 Media Across the Curriculum context

Research-based evidence in this area is very hard to come by, since few studies have ever
asked detailed questions of teachers of subjects other than Media Studies and English. One
can speculate that Representation is a Media concept significant in, for example, Art, PSE,
and History, but, though subjects like these have their own curricular preoccupations, it is
unlikely that many, other than perhaps Art, deal in Media concepts. There is some, albeit
limited, evidence of what Media Education might look like in these subjects. The Welsh
research (Media Education Wales, 1996, pp. 64-66) suggests that in History at Key Stages 3,
4, and 5, newspapers were the third most likely media text to be studied after photographs
and leaflets or posters. In Art, as one might expect, newspapers were much less significant

than posters, photographs, printed advertisements, comics and animation.

The most prominent cross-curricular learning issue in respect of newspapers is probably the

common practice in History for pupils to produce newspaper articles narrating significant
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historical events. Media Education Wales (1996, p. 65) describes one school’s History
curriculum where pupils write newspaper articles about the Black Death or 1066, probably
very familiar activities in schools across the UK. A tension exists here between the pupils’
need to re-present events accurately (to know facts and dates) and to understand what life
may have been like at the time. The empathy issue remains a thorny one in History, with
many teachers arguing that recording events in a newspaper about a time when newspapers
did not actually exist is unhelpful. But, one rarely hears this debate tackle the matter of
knowledge about newspapers: one needs to know about newspapers as well as about history
if one is to represent history through news. Even if teachers of History and other subjects do
accept the need to teach about the media (rather than through the media) it seems unlikely

that many would have the appropriate Media expertise.

3 Media in English

For teachers of English, the Media Education conceptual framework offers two main
problems. The first is that a subject that has traditionally had Literature at its centre does not
necessarily take easily to any conceptual framework at all. Teachers of English have long
been reluctant to articulate exactly, conceptually, what their subject is about. In drafting a
National Curriculum for English (DES, 1989) Cox famously described the curriculum for
English in terms of five approaches, implying that most teachers work in one or more of
these. This framework has often been used in professional development activities to stimulate
discussion amongst members of a given English department as to its aims and objectives in
teaching English. But this is a long way from any sort of agreement as to what English as a
subject essentially is. Even the National Curriculum (all versions) offers a framework for
what English does rather than is. Those teachers who get beyond the conceptual barrier are
likely to be selective in the Media concepts that they choose to endorse and teach about.
Hart and Benson (1993 and 1996) found that the teachers they interviewed were most likely
to select those concepts most easily accommodated by the curriculum for English, that is
Audience (long associated in English teaching with its partner ‘purpose’) and Language

(easily absorbed by metaphor and rhetoric).
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Given this selection of concepts then, it is not surprising that the media technologies used by
English teachers still tend to be print-based. This general context makes teaching about news
through newspapers more likely than through television news. As indicated earlier,
BFI/NFER research (Dickson, 1994, p. 14) found that media texts most used in English were
literary adaptations (89%) and newspapers (81%). This is not surprising. The staple forms in
the curriculum for English have always been novels, plays and poems, and the subject has
commonly been divided into the three language modes of reading, writing, and speaking and
listening. To move significantly outside these modes and forms for many would mean to
change the essence of the subject. Films are easily accommodated as drama or as
representations of already existing novels or short stories. Newspapers are similarly
accommodated in that they offer narratives in print, but the complex structure of newspapers
often proves too challenging. So, the use of newspapers is likely to be selective. That is,
certain newspapers will be selected to fulfil different educational objectives, and certain
elements of newspapers will be selected because of their familiar narrative or discursive forms
(front page stories or reflective articles). What does not fit (most of the rest of the

newspaper) is likely to be rejected, or used infrequently.

Historically, students of English have not had to justify production decisions via reflective
evaluations. Typically, in the 1980s, students would write “creatively’ in order to
demonstrate literary understanding. So, for example, they would write alternative endings,
alternative character perspectives, or letters from one character to another. Judgement of
such pieces was always problematic: in relation to assessment objectives, literary
understanding was always entangled with student creativity. But the “solution’ found by the
National Curriculum authority in the 1990s (then SCAA, now QCA) was not, as in Media
Studies, to call for self-evaluation from the student, but instead to severely limit the number
of opportunities where this sort of empathetic or creative response was possible. Thus, none
of the current GCSE examination papers for English or for Literature use this kind of
response to assess literary or textual understanding. In relation to newspapers and the
curriculum for English, what this means for four out of the five Boards, who have placed their
GCSE Media assessment in the terminal examination, is that most writing in relation to
newspapers will be writing about newspapers. That is, pupils who are asked to write a

newspaper article in an examination will be mainly judged on their general competence in
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writing, and their handling of the content or theme. Pupils will not, as in Media Studies,

express their understanding of newspaper texts through creating such texts themselves.

According to much of the research over the last twenty years, the teacher of English, though
happy to deal with Representations and Audiences for texts, generally feels uncomfortable
with other Media concepts, particularly those related to context rather than text, in particular,
issues of institution and ideology. As Hart and Benson argue “The critical question for
curriculum research and development of Media Education is how can systematic training and
staff development enable English teachers to gain the confidence and expertise to move
beyond the limits of known and familiar territory of English teaching into the more

problematic areas of Media Education?” (Hart and Benson, 1996, p. 19).

The immediate discussion above deals with the curricular Media contexts in which teaching
about newspapers takes place. The ideas in that discussion are summarised in Figure 4. It
can be read horizontally, or vertically. For example, row 4 can be read in order to compare
learning issues as they affect Media Studies, Media across the Curriculum, and Media in
English. Columns A, B and C can be read in order to consider each curriculum treatment of

Media separately.

Note that, though the Figure is strongly informed by the research discussed previously, some
of it is necessarily speculative. This particularly applies to Column B: none of the research
dwelt to any significant degree on the particular nature of Media in any subject outside

English.

The discussion now moves on to consider what each research strand has to say specifically

about newspaper teaching.
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Strands

1 Murdock and Phelps

Murdock and Phelps importantly identified the gap between teacher experience and student
experience of newspapers: “two thirds of the general population read either the Daily Mirror
or the Daily Express as against only 15% of teachers” (Murdock and Phelps, 1973, p. 4).
Also, they noted that “only 21% of teachers read their local evening paper compared with
43% of the general population” (p. 5). The authors ascribe this to the tendency of teachers to
move frequently in their jobs and to be cosmopolitan rather than parochial in outlook.
However, the inclination of teachers of English to select and teach about national rather than
‘local” papers (however one defines ‘local’) may be more to do with a general tendency to

select what is commonly endorsed, understood and legitimised.

It is interesting to note that, while 25 years of technological revolution have changed the
nature of the Media Education debate in general, the cultural and pedagogical issues in
relation to newspapers appear to have changed very little indeed. One teacher interviewed in
1973 suggested, “I get children into groups and compare the same article in 7he Times and
Sun and assess distortion of fact” (p. 49), the implication being that the Times offers the

‘truthful” version of the news from which The Sun deviates.

It is arguable that one reason why teaching about newspapers has changed so little is that no
research into Media Education has ever framed the ‘newspaper question’ appropriately.
Murdock and Phelps, typical of most Media Education research of the last thirty years, do not
address the question of where newspapers stand in relation to the popular-culture debate.

For example, they refer to teachers’ curriculum selection of television and newspapers
instead of popular music and comics; this implies that newspapers are not part of the
popular culture. Yet they also contrast teachers’ habitual Sunday newspaper reading with the
choice made by most of the population (see above), implying that tabloids are part of that
popular culture but broadsheets are not. Consequently, ‘teaching about newspapers’ is a

phrase that shifts semantically, depending on the teaching focus.
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The tendency to bracket together television and newspapers is evident when Murdock and
Phelps exemplify one of four pedagogical approaches to Media Education identified in their
research: they cite Marland (p. 40): “Last night’s television play and today’s newspapers must
take their place in a continuum that ranges from the most trivial of reading to the most major
literature.” Here, television and newspapers are seen through a “critical awareness’ frame,
fighting for their rightful position in a literature-centred, literacy-dependent curriculum.

Thus, newspapers offer literacy training and experience of reading, trivial or otherwise;
television is allowed into the curriculum continuum because of the opportunities it offers for
aesthetic experience. There is no suggestion that television or newspapers merit study in their
own right. As suggested by Morgan (1998, p. 125), English as a subject has been “so
hospitable to media education. .. because it turns everything into texts.” But, one cannot be
very critical of Murdock and Phelps for not addressing the issue of teaching about
newspapers. Their research was the first significant study to throw light on Media Education.
Arguably, it was up to researchers who came after to pick up and develop the central

questions.

2 The BFI

Yet, 15 years after Murdock and Phelps, the next research to reflect significantly on Media
Education in England (Twitchin and Bazalgette, 1988) made no reference to newspapers, nor
indeed to the 1973 study. However, this research in general was rather slight and probed no
further than an audit of Media Education in terms of its position and broad management in the

curriculum. No questions about media texts or media practices were asked.

The next BFI study (Dickson, 1994) probed a little further and, indeed, did ask questions
about media texts, including newspapers. Their main finding (p. 14) in this respect was that
“The media texts most used to study English were: literary adaptations, (89%) and
newspapers (81%). (Figures in Wales were very similar, with newspapers coming top of the
“Media texts studied in English” at Key Stages 3 and 4, - Media Education Wales, 1996, p.
60). Surprising, then, that the Dickson commentary on the data makes no reference to these
figures. It is understandable that the main interest of the BFI would be in the moving image.

Nevertheless, there is an implicit assumption that we already know what we mean when we
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assume that most teachers teach about newspapers; in fact, there remains no detailed evidence

on this.

The BFT’s third piece of research (Learmonth and Sayer, 1996) cites as a “typical example” of
work in year 8, “Pupils look at how news is created and reported in a range of media” (p. 21).
And though they identify a familiar weakness in the teaching about newspapers (that the
writing of newspaper articles related to class readers made a “limited” contribution to the
pupils’ understanding of mass media (p. 22)), they also identify one example of very good
practice. Init, pupils explored the influence of news agencies on news reporting, evidenced
by the similarities to be found amongst news items in different newspapers. Through this
exploration, pupils “came to feel that the coverage of disaster stories in broadsheet and
tabloid newspapers had more similarities than the conventional views of the two forms had
led them to expect” (p. 21). The unusual and impressive characteristic of this unconventional
and apparently successful approach is the study within the English curriculum of the
significant concepts of institution and ideology, without which, those important linguistic

similarities between different newspaper reports could not properly be understood.

The fourth piece of BFI-sponsored research (Barratt 1998), thorough and well managed as it
was, did not attempt to follow up either the evidence from Dickson’s study or the
implications of Learmonth and Sayer’s observations. Barratt confirms that teachers do
privilege print: “The table reaffirms the view that activities based on written texts... are those
most commonly undertaken” (p. 2). Yet despite this, and despite the acknowledgement that
teachers are keen to address issues of persuasion through news and advertising, none of the
questions in the questionnaire refers specifically to newspapers: questions about news as
examples of factual television, and discussing or writing about bias are as near as the research

gets.

One could understand Murdock and Phelps neglecting newspapers because their professed
focus was popular culture and, as argued above, newspapers are problematic in respect of
that particular paradigm. But Barratt’s avoidance of newspapers might be more to do with

the commissioners of the research, the British Film Institute and their understandable desire to
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explore and promote the use of the moving image. In addition, the research was explicitly
and strongly interested in “the extent to which English departments now accept the intrinsic
cultural status of the media” (p. 40), hence the concentration on questions about film and

television.

3 Scotland

As described earlier, the Media Education research in Scotland was of a rather different
character. In general, Butts’s detailed, qualitative investigation of the whole-school and
subject-based approaches to Media Education (Butts, 1988) led him to report a good variety
of activities related to understanding newspapers, including visits to newspaper offices,
surveys of reading habits, and concentration on the role of newspapers as pubic watchdog.
The good range of activities observed by Butts occurred in various different places in the
curriculum, including Modern Studies. Whether individual pupils were experiencing and
understanding the coherence of this good range of activities is not clear. Butts’s research is
an important reminder of the need to link teaching about newspapers or any other aspect of
Media to a clearly defined conceptual framework. The alternative is a mishmash of activities,
sometimes contradictory in their message, with the establishment of coherence left entirely to

the only school personnel to experience all strands, the pupils.

4 Southampton

By contrast, Hart and Benson’s research (Hart and Benson, 1993) noted no teaching about
newspapers in any of the 11 lessons observed. In interviews there were passing references to
a ‘newspaper day’, visiting journalists, and Sunday colour supplements as a source of
advertisements. None of the 11 teachers in the lessons observed taught about newspapers per
se, though one lesson did ask pupils to use the form of a news broadcast to re-present a
biblical story. It is possible, of course, that by chance, 11 lessons had no examples of
teaching about news. But other explanations offer themselves. In particular, Hart and
Benson conducted their research at a time when the burgeoning National Curriculum
appeared to encourage Media Education in English, but before a time (1998) when changes

to GCSE syllabuses had severely constrained the form that Media Education might take.
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5 Reading and Oxford

The work of Davies and Goodwyn and Findlay points towards the importance of establishing
the context in which the teaching of newspapers takes place, its place in the subject paradigm,
before (or as well as) exploring the actual methods, the pedagogy, used. For example, if, as
Goodwyn and Findlay suggest, teachers increasinlgy see Media Education as part of an Adult
Needs model of English, then then their pedagogic approach might not be the same as those
who see newspapers as an aspect of Cultural Analysis. Interestingly, although Davies is a
strong advocate of having Media in the English curriculum (he recommends one third), his
book contains very few references to teaching about newspapers. Indeed, in what he
describes as a “patchwork of individual lessons” recalled by student teachers on observation
in school, only one out of 15 lessons contained any Media Studies at all, and that example is a

fairly predictable study of stereotypes in advertising.

6 London

By now, no reader should be surprised that even the prolific London research of Buckingham
and his colleagues seems to share that ‘newspaper blind spot’ of other researchers. This is all
the more puzzling given that Buckingham himself acknowledges the ubiquity of teaching
about newspapers: “virtually all children will study and probably make newspapers at Key
Stage 37 (1995, p. 3). Buckingham’s own research (Buckingham, 1993a) appears to provide
evidence that news is important. He argues that children might not be able to decode news in
the way then can decode advertisements: “Nowhere was there any doubt [amongst the

children] that the News was the most realistic programme” (Buckingham, 1993a, p. 227).

But if Buckingham is a little anxious about young children’s responses to television news, he
is more relaxed when considering the responses of older teenagers to the tabloids
(Buckingham, 1992). He explored the degree to which younger readers do or do not absorb
the ideology of The Sun. Buckingham is more tolerant towards The Sun than those on the
left for whom the popular press is merely an “unceasing diet of racism, sexism and right-wing
propaganda” (p. 38), but, ultimately, his thesis is that, though its ideology is damaging or

threatening, we need not worry too much about our children since their pleasure in
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reading The Sun is “shot through with parody and disgust” (1992, p. 42). Buckingham’s
optimism is based on a number of findings. To begin with, young people (between 11 and

15) do not pay attention to the news in the newspaper, being more interested in “stories about
pop stars and who they go out with” (p. 39). Secondly, they lack “the background
knowledge that might help them make sense of the news” (p 39). Thirdly, they profess to be
unaffected by the sort of ideology implicit in the sexual images that pervade the newspapers.
And, anyway, argues Buckingham, “these young people’s pleasure in reading 7The Sun did not
seem to be incompatible with the recognition that the paper does not always tell the truth” (p.
41). The danger in this thesis is that it encourages a complacency towards tabloid journalism,
a suggestion that young people know little about news, that if they did they would not

understand it, and if they understood it they would reject it.

Taken together, the research studies suggest:
1. Older students are not at risk of being deceived by tabloids;
Younger children risk being deceived by news broadcasts;
Teachers read different newspapers from those read by most of their older students;

Teachers of English generally do not address issues of institution and ideology;

oA woN

Analysis of newspapers plays a very significant part in teaching when English teachers
teach about the media;

6. Writing of newspapers is a common activity in the curriculum for English.

At the very least there are tensions here. Surprisingly, to date, little interest has been shown

by researchers in exploring these contradictions further.
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Chapter 3
Fieldwork

Teaching about Newspapers in Media in English

Contexts

There are two particular contexts to the fieldwork which need consideration. The first has
already been discussed at length in Chapter 1, that is, the particular curriculum context as
determined by the major developments and changes in the National Curriculum for
English and associated GCSE syllabuses between 1995 and 1999. (All of the 11 teachers
interviewed as part of the fieldwork were invited to express their response to these
curriculum developments, and reflect on the degree to which they affected the particular

curriculum decisions in their own classrooms.)

The second context has also been discussed at length, in Chapter 2, that is, what is known
about Media Education from felevant published research. That Media research context is
summarised in Figure 4 (Chapter 2). It describes three Media Education contexts: Media
Studies; Media Across the Curriculum; and Media within the subject base of English.
Media Education across the curriculum is not considered in any depth in this study
because, as demonstrated in Chapter 2, there is very little evidence that this model of

Media Education survives to any significant degree.

Media Studies is not considered in detail in the research because, as a discrete subject, it
remains unavailable at Key Stage 3, and available only as an option at GCSE and ‘A’
level: it is only at Key Stage 4 within English that Media Education is a statutory, assessed
curriculum requirement. Thus, it is Media within the English curriculum at GCSE level
that is the research focus. In any case, as argued in Chapter 2, research from the BFI in
the 1990s provides ample evidence of the difficulty of casting the research net too widely:
problems in defining ‘Media Education’ amongst different curriculum disciplines often
diluted research data to the extent that any findings were at the least tentative, and

sometimes actually misleading.
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The Media Education research published by the BFI and others also contributes to the
particular research methods chosen in this particular study. That is, discussion of research
methods in Chapter 2 supports the view that large-scale questionnaires, whilst providing
valuable data at a very general level, do little to illuminate either Media understandings
and attitudes of teachers or, more particularly, what teachers actually do in the ‘Media’
classroom. As a consequence, research methods in this study are chosen to ensure
detailed attention to a number of linked case studies, with an emphasis on interrogating
what teachers say by observing what teachers do. The research design and methods will
be discussed in more detail later. It is hoped that the research that follows benefits from a
clear understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the earlier research as well as the

actual findings.

Indeed, it is the gaps in and inadequacies of that body of research that necessitate the
fieldwork described in this Chapter. Firstly, the large body of BFI questionnaire-based
research suffered from a failure to produce a consensus about what was meant by the
term, Media Education. Secondly, the audience-centred, participant-observer research, as
exemplified by Buckingham, failed to take into account the crucially important
curriculum/syllabus context in which Media Education is taught. And both bodies of
research tended to ignore the implications in their findings that newspapers play a
dominant part in the Media Education curriculum. The fieldwork that follows, therefore,
ensures that interpretations of Media Education are teased out, and that implications for

teaching about newspapers are fully and properly explored.

The fieldwork was carried out in 11 schools in Hampshire and Dorset. The main purpose
of the research was to provide systematically collected and systematically analysed
evidence about the current Media context in which newspapers are mainly addressed in
the curriculum. (Published as Teaching Media in English: Hart and Hicks, 2000.) That
is, it was to provide, through interview and observation, an accurate and up-to-date
description of how Media issues are currently addressed within the curriculum for English.
In addition, it was likely that the research (consisting of 11 linked case studies) would
provide conversation about and/or specific examples of teaching about print-based media,

including newspapers.
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Research focus and aims

As indicated above, all the lessons observed were within the curriculum for English as
defined by the GCSE courses. In practice, the focus was, in most cases, narrowed even
further in that in ten of the 11 lessons, teachers chose to be observed teaching year 10
rather than year 11 pupils. Organisational constraints meant that most year 11 pupils had
already fulfilled the Media requirement of the GCSE course in English and either had
completed the whole course (those observed in the summer) or were involved in specific
examination preparation (those observed in the autumn). The narrowness of the focus
was important. As argued in Chapter 2, a broad focus when researching Media Education
tended to founder on problems of definition and lack of common interpretation: it was
likely that 11 teachers of English, within a close geographical area, functioning within
GCSE syllabuses, were going to share some common understandings of curriculum issues
related to English and Media Education. Where those understandings diverged,
underlying reasons for the divergence could be explored through the semi-structured

interviews, discussed below.

This research aimed to explore teachers’ Media backgrounds, their attitudes towards
Media Education, their understanding of basic Media concepts, their preferred teaching
approaches in respect of Media Education, and the institutional constraints under which
they operated. The chosen narrowness of focus was also one reason why it was decided
to concentrate on teaching rather than on learning. (Students were not interviewed after
the lesson.) It is undeniable that students do not necessarily interpret their learning in
ways intended or assumed by the teacher, but to make learning an additional research
focus would, again, have risked diluting findings about teachers and the Media curriculum.
In addition, learning is addressed in this research in so far as it was possible to observe

and record pupil responses in the lesson itself.

The research question

It should be remembered that the research question, as stated in the Introduction, is “What
determines what is taught when teachers teach about newspapers, and how might theories

[of texts, contexts and readers] contribute to a broader, more coherent approach?” This
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question is addressed via a range of sources, of which the fieldwork in this Chapter is but
one. Other sources, include:
1. Evidence from the National Curriculum and the most recently revised GCSE
syllabuses (Chapter 1);
2. Published research into Media Education (Chapter 2);
3. Review of linguistic and semiotic theories (verbal and visual) that help to uncover
the ideology of [newspaper] texts (Chapter 5);
4. Review of socio-cultural and socio-economic understandings of how newspapers
function (Chapter 5);
5. Review of understandings of readers and audiences - of media texts and literary

texts (Chapter 6).

Sources 1 and 2 above have already contributed some answers to the first part of that
question (What determines what is taught when teachers teach about newspapers?) The
research below, provides further answers to that question, broken down into sub-
questions:

1. Who are teachers of English (experiences, background and training)?
How do they see themselves in relation to schools and curricula?
What do they say (and think) about Media as a discipline?
How do they define their own approach to Media?
What do they actually do when they teach Media?

IS i

What do they actually do when they make newspaper teaching the focus of Media

Education?

Research design

This exploration of 11 Media teachers and 11 Media lessons deliberately mirrors the
research design employed in the 1993 Southampton research (Hart and Benson). By
asking similar questions in a similar way, (with half the research sample as in 1993) it
became possible to explore specifically the impact of significant curriculum changes
between 1993 and 1998 and the impact of the rapid technological changes of the last

decade of the millennium.

93



In order to explore the impact of these changes and their implications for teaching about
newspapers it was decided, as in 1993, to combine semi-structured interview with
systematic lesson observation. The interview was intended to explore teachers’
backgrounds, attitudes and understandings. The observation was intended to record the
ways in which teachers’ attitudes and understandings were translated into classroom
practice. The rationale behind the particular methods is described below, but it is first

necessary to explain the broad decisions behind the particular methods selected.

Firstly, as indicated earlier, large-scale surveys (via questionnaires) were rejected. It
seemed unlikely that much could be added to the questionnaire-based Media research
findings of the BFI research from Twitchin and Bazalgette (1988), Dickson (1994) and
Barratt (1998). In addition, questionnaires only address what teachers say they do. Also,
the experience of the Welsh research (Media Education Wales, 1996) demonstrates the
poor response rates generated by much questionnaire research. Therefore, it was decided
to opt instead for a more focused, qualitative approach. As a consequence, it was decided
that a semi-structured interview would be the best method for exploring in some depth,
notions of perception and understanding, especially when it was intended that teachers

should explicitly reflect on these issues in their particular institutional circumstances.

Making the interview semi-structured was an important choice. Open-ended,
unstructured interviews were rejected for two main reasons. One is that the issues related
to Media teaching and teaching about newspapers are well known from the body of
research that already exists. This research aimed to explore the agenda not set it.
Secondly, teachers are busy people, and a structure was needed to make the best use of
their time, and convince them of that. It was decided to make the interviews semi-
structured rather than structured so that, whilst data was gathered consistently and
systematically, an element of flexibility could still be included. This was made possible by
the interview schedule allowing scope for teachers to make their own connections if they
felt it appropriate. This meant that follow-up questions were often necessary, and
teachers were able to articulate, in the context provided, what was significant for them.
To ensure that this was done effectively, a decision was made to return all accounts of

interviews and lesson observations to teachers so that they could comment on
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representation and tone. It meant that errors or misunderstandings were addressed and
rectified rather than disguised. When this process was complete, all 11 reports of
interviews and lessons were agreed by researcher and teacher to be accurate in their

reflection of what was intended, what was said and what took place.

Interviews were held on site for two, mainly practical, reasons. The first related to the
time constraints that teachers face: off-site interviews would demand much more of
teachers’ patience and tolerance. In addition, some of the questions required them to
offer administrative detail about curricula or texts. Whilst it was never intended that each
answer be verified by evidence, OFSTED-style, it did seem appropriate to allow teachers

the opportunity to have such data close at hand if they needed it.

As with the interviews, in the collection of lesson observation data, it was decided to
reject the mainly quantitative approaches of the various predetermined coding schemes
prominent in the 1960s (for example, the Flanders’ Interaction Analysis Categories
(FIAC)). The limitations of such approaches have been explored (e.g. Walker and
Adelman, 1975, Delamont and Hamilton, 1984). The particular limitations making such
approaches unsuitable for my research are the possibilities of missing important elements
of the lesson not identified prior to the lesson, the tendency to ignore the context in which
the lesson is taught, and the failure of such approaches to deal adequately with the
interactions of, and learning in, small-group conversations. Yet an alternative where, as in
so much of the London research, the observer has no observation schedule, and is, in fact,
a participant-observer, seemed equally problematic. It is true that such approaches,
borrowing in a very general sense from ethnographic methods involving long-term
relationships with the subject, do offer answers to some of the limitations of the
predetermined schedule. But, as was argued in Chapter 2, there is sometimes a tendency
for the observer-participant to fail to achieve the reflective distance needed, and a

difficulty in any other reader being able to generalise from the findings.

A balance between consistency and richness of data was struck via the use of a broad
observation schedule. This research instrument and its use are described in detail below,

but the intention was to combine the richness of the lesson’s narrative with the structure
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and consistency of predetermined categories. Thus, the actual observation was
necessarily descriptive, largely narrative, and mainly chronological. However, the
structured element of the observation answered the charge that qualitative observation
data can often be merely descriptive (Hammersley, M. (Ed.), 1993, p. xvii). The problem
of predetermined schedules failing to acknowledge the curriculum context in which a
lesson is taught was answered by each teacher articulating their lesson aims and objectives

before the lesson observation began.

Having data from interviews as well as lesson observations had the added advantage of
providing checks for one set of data against the other. There was no conscious attempt to
explore discrepancies between what was planned and what was done, no attempt to ‘catch
the teacher out’, but having both sets of data available meant that the richness of one set
was enhanced by the other. Equally, there was no sense in which deficiencies or absences
in one set of data were compensated for by presence in the other; as will be demonstrated
below, each data set was analysed independently of the other. But the context became
clearer when elements of it were exemplified; the examples were more easily understood

when put in context.

Whilst there might have been some benefit in reversing the sequence of interview followed
by observation, and so allowing teachers to reflect on their own teaching, the
disadvantages were seen to outweigh the advantages. To interview teachers before the
lesson meant that the observer was likely to view and interpret the lesson narrative via a
lens shared and provided by the teacher. In this way, it was more likely that the teachers’
aims and objectives would be understood. To interview the teacher after the lesson might
encourage an unhelpful reinterpretation on the part of the observer. It was important to

avoid a situation in which teachers might feel the need to “justify’ their teaching.

A potential flaw in the research might be the temptation for teachers to provide what they
assumed the researcher might wish to see or hear. And, admittedly, there was a sense in
some interviews in which open questions were initially interpreted by teachers as
suggestions. In practice, however, the 11 [mainly experienced and confident] teachers

clearly had priorities other than satisfying the perceived demand of a research project.
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Although OFSTED experiences may have sensitised teachers to what seem like probing
questions, it may also have encouraged in the more confident some nonchalance towards
any future lesson observation. And most made it clear that, while they were happy to be
observed, there was no way in which they would or could significantly alter their already
stretched, tightly planned curriculum programme. It seems very likely then, that what was
observed in this study came very close to ‘normal’, current practice when teaching Media

Education within the curriculum for English.

The data collected from the 11 interviews and the 11 lessons were described and analysed
using the categories in the interview and lesson observation schedules. Shortage of space
does not allow for the inclusion of those detailed analyses in this study, especially as they
have been published elsewhere (Hart and Hicks, 2000; Hart and Hicks, in press) What
follows here is a detailed synthesis of the analyses of the 11 interviews, followed by a less
detailed synthesis of the analyses of the 11 lessons. Thereafter, the study presents a
synthesis of the analyses of those interviews and lessons directly related to teaching about

newspapers.

Sample: choice of schools and teachers

There is no suggestion that the 11 teachers in this research are representative of the
broader teacher population of Media-in-English in England and Wales. Neither is it
claimed that they are representative of their region, the Hampshre/Dorset/Bournemouth
Education authorities in the South of England. In essence they are 11 separate case
studies, but case studies linked by important, common characteristics that allow some
opportunities for generalisations to be drawn. Those common characteristics include
geography, similar opportunities for LEA-provided, local professional development, and
links with and access to the academic and professional development resources at the
University of Southampton. In addition, each teacher was nominated by the respective
Head of English in that school, making it very likely that the teacher chosen was at least
competent and known to have expertise in Media Education. Add to those connections
the fact that, as indicated earlier, all lessons were Key Stage 4 examples of Media
Education within English, and it is clear that these 11 teachers and their lessons do offer

homogeneity.
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Six schools were chosen because of their previous involvement in the 1993 research,
allowing comparisons to be made between the situation in 1993 and in 1999. The
remaining five were chosen from schools who had INSET or PGCE (Post-graduate

Certificate of Education) connections with Southampton University.

This sample of teachers does, by any set of criteria, represent experience in English
teaching in general, and in Media teaching within English in particular. The teachers in
these 11 case studies have 125 years teaching experience - three years for the least
experienced and 25 for the most. Amongst them are four Heads of English (one now
promoted to Senior Teacher), two teachers with responsibility for GCSE Media Studies,
one with a responsibility for Media in English and one with a responsibility for the Key
Stage 3 curriculum. Of the 11 schools, three also offered Media Studies as part of the

school curriculum, always within the school GCSE option system.

Nine of the schools were in Hampshire and two in Dorset. Selection of schools was, as in
the 1993 sample, influenced by an intention to ensure a mixture of types of institution
including urban, rural, semi-rural, coastal, mixed gender and single gender. Ofthe 11
schools, eight were mixed-gender comprehensives, two were urban girls’ schools and one

an urban boys’ school.

Research instruments

As shown in the diagram below, there were three main elements to the research. Firstly
there was the teacher interview, lasting typically for one hour, for the most part conducted
in advance of the lesson observed: lesson aims and contexts were always articulated
before the lesson began. Secondly there was the five-point questionnaire; this, as
described below, was used to inform and support the teacher interview. Thirdly, there
was the lesson observation; interpretation of the lesson was necessarily ‘framed’ by the
interview that had preceded it. In particular, the last questions in the interview invited the

teacher to describe briefly, what sort of Media lesson the researcher was about to see.
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The interviews had three aims. (See Appendix 4 for semi-structured interview schedule).
The first was to explore the Media background, aims, attitudes and preferred approaches
of each teacher. In order to support this aspect of the interview, each teacher was asked
to complete a five-point questionnaire, exploring the teacher’s position within three
Media/English paradigms. The questionnaire was given to the interviewee after answering
the initial, less challenging questions about background and how that teacher had become
involved in Media Education. The questionnaire was not sent out in advance for two
reasons. Firstly, given the limited number of questions, it was important that there was
good and clear quality of response. Thus, the researcher was able to clarify any questions.
But more importantly, the questionnaire was used to ‘open up’ the interviewee to the
sorts of issues that might arise out of all the other questions to follow. That is, the
multiple-choice questionnaire was intended to act as a prompt, to heighten the teacher’s
awareness, and to set the context for the interview. In this way it was hoped that teachers
would not come ‘cold” to potentially challenging questions about Media aims, concepts

and understandings.

A second aim of the interview was to learn more about the context in which the lesson
was taught: it was important that the researcher observe the lesson, understanding its
prior history and knowing specifically what the teacher was hoping to achieve. The third
aim was to gather broad contextual evidence related to the institutional contexts in which
the teachers were working. That is, it was important to understand the lessons in relation

to opportunities and constraints.

In most cases, observation of the lesson took place immediately after the interview.
Where time-table constraints made this impossible, some elements of the interview (those
to do with institutional context) took place after the lesson. In every case, however,
teachers were interviewed about the lesson aims and the lesson background before the
observation took place. The effect of this was to eliminate the possibility of the post hoc
rationalisation that may occur when teachers provide retrospective accounts of their

lessons.
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Research design (summary)

Semi-structured Interview Schedule Five-point Questionnaire
Teacher background 1  Discriminatory/Popular Arts
School context 2 Inoculatory/Protectionist
Long-term aims 3 Inoculatory/Protectionist
Methods, content, resources 4  Discriminatory/Popular Arts
\LCSSOH focus 5 Critical/Representational/Semiotic /

Lesson Observation Framework
Aims and objectives

Key concepts addressed
Resources used

Content

Teacher Methods

Pupil involvement and tasks

v

First draft of report sent to teacher for comment

v 4

Second draft of report sent to teacher, including amendments

v

Final draft of detailed reports on interviews, questionnaires

y

Synthesis of analyses of 11 interviews and 11 lessons

v

Synthesis of analyses of interviews and lessons

arising out of first draft

and lesson observations

related to newspapers (4)

Figure 5. Research design (summary)
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Using the lesson observation form (see Appendix 5) as an analytical framework,
observational notes were taken on each lesson. In general, the notes took a narrative,
chronological form, following the progress of the lesson, but the observational framework
provided a ‘check-list’ to ensure that there was as much consistency as possible amongst
all the observations. So, in all lessons, note was taken of lesson objectives, key concepts
addressed, resources used, the particular learning focus, the teacher’s method and pupils’
involvement. This observational framework was further used to interpret the notes during
the writing of the report after the lesson. The lessons were audio-taped. In general, the
tape-recorder was left close to the teacher’s position, usually on the teacher’s desk. When
pupils worked in pairs or groups, the tape-recorder was moved, with the consent of the

pupils concerned, to monitor some of the pupils’ conversations about their Media task.

From the interviews and observations, teacher profiles and lesson descriptions were
written, and copies sent to teachers for comment, clarification and amendment. After first
responses from teachers, the reports were edited and returned to teachers for any further
comments. In practice, very few amendments were required to be made either to reports
of interviews or of the lessons. Teachers generally agreed that the reports constituted

accurate records of what was said and what was seen.

Significant features of the research instruments

The original research instruments on which the methods for this fieldwork are based are to
be found in Hart and Benson (1993, pp. 16-19). They have been significantly adapted to
suit the needs of this particular piece of research and to take account of educational
changes between 1993 and 1999. The decision to use and adapt these particular lesson
observation and interview schedules arises out of the research discussion in Chapter 2.
The strength of that research was the systematic way in which the data were collected; the
weakness was the less systematic way in which the data were analysed. It was intended
that these research instruments, adapted to the purpose, would provide data of similar

quality, and allow for a more systematic interpretive framework to be placed upon them.
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The five-point questionnaire

This element of the interview (not part of the 1993 research design) attempts to establish
the main Media paradigm within which the teacher might be working. As argued earlier,
much previous research into Media Education tended to ignore issues of curriculum
definition. It was, necessary, therefore, to explore how teachers positioned themeselves
in relation to the subject, English and/or the subject, Media. Evidence for that would
come from their answers to many aspects of the interview, but, in order to focus the issue,
the teachers were first offered a five-point questionnaire that addressed it directly. Before
describing that questionnaire, however, it is necessary to explain the philosophical basis
that underpins it. The model described in this explanation will also, later, provide a basis

for general interpretation of the data from the interviews.

1 2 3

Media Paradigms | Media Concepts Models of English
Inoculatory/ Technologies Cultural Heritage
Protectionist Agencies

Discriminatory/ Media Languages Personal Growth
Popular Arts Categories

Critical/ Representations Cultural Analysis
Representational/ Audiences

Semiological

Figure 6. Some relationships between Media teaching and English teaching
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Columns 1 and 3, taken from Hart (1998, p. 18) depict relationships between familiar
Media paradigms of the last fifty years (column 1) and, more recently described but now
commonly accepted, ‘Cox’ models of English (column 3, DFE, 1989). Column 2 lists the
well-established main areas of knowledge and Media understanding as defined by the BFI
(Bazalgette, 1989). The relationships between the columns and within each row are
described below. Of course, these relationships are not fixed, but they do represent

commonly understood interpretations of the two subjects.

In Figure 6, in Row A, Hart likens the Inoculatory Paradigm in Media to the Cultural
Heritage model of English. Both are concerned with protecting the individual from the
manipulative effects of the media (column 1) or the unwanted influences of populist
literature (column 3). Yet the way in which they respectively accommodate Technologies
and Agencies is revealing about the tensions between the two, apparently similar,
paradigms/models. The Inoculatory paradigm embraces notions of Agency, since it seeks
to highlight the role that powerful institutions may play in attempting to manipulate
particular audiences. Similarly, this paradigm gives prominence to Technologies, wanting
the consumer to understand and resist the particular manipulative methods used. By
contrast, the Cultural Heritage model of English seeks to deny both Agencies and
Technologies, because the powerful position of this Cultural Heritage model is dependent
on the tacit assumption that both literary canon and pen are ‘natural’ rather than

constructed.

In Row B Hart likens the Popular Arts Media paradigm to the Personal Growth model of
English. The latter stresses the importance of literature in contributing to the individual’s
imaginative and aesthetic life and the former encourages discrimination between media,
but allows the importance of the popular arts in encouraging imaginative, individual life to
flourish. There is less obvious tension between these two paradigms/models, until, that is,
one applies to them notions of Categories and Media Languages. In the Media paradigm,
genre (an aspect of Categories) is absolutely central to film and television analysis and has
a ‘respectable” academic history. In the English model, notions of genre are much less
secure: teachers of English give nods of acknowledgement to literary genres, but tend to

organise the literature curriculum according to the works of children’s writers, ‘great’
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writers or, more recently, of given cultures. Specific genres such as science fiction or
crime have low status in literature. The Personal Growth model of English also
emphasises the relationship between language and learning in the individual child. In this
notion, for most teachers, it is likely that ‘language’ is mainly verbal and associated with
self-expression, both in writing and in speech, where ‘voice’ is a word resonant with
connotations of individuality and personality. For many teachers, including those in this
study, for ‘language’ to include ideas of visual representation or perspective sometimes

requires a significant imaginative leap.

In the final Row, C, Hart likens the Representational Media paradigm to the increasingly
important Cultural Analysis model of English. For many teachers, it is here that Media
Education concepts can most ‘naturally’ inform English teaching. Many teachers of
English find the notion of Representation familiar, and it requires only a minor adjustment
to move from how a character or an idea is represented in literature to how an idea or
social group is represented in other media. Similarly, the concept of Audience rests as
easily in the curriculum for English as it does in the Media curriculum. In fact, it is in
relation to Audience that both English and Media entertain the greatest controversies. As
suggested by the discussion of the London research in Chapter 2, much of the Media
Education debate surrounds the location of textual meaning and the capacity of the
audience to contribute significantly to that meaning. The debate mirrors that in literature
teaching where, until 1995 National Curriculum changes, much attention was given by
teachers to “personal response” and to expressing such response through alternative
writings rather than through direct analysis. Although acknowledgement of the
importance of audience and reader is welcome in both Media and in English, it is possible
that over-dependence on such approaches may have led to some teachers relying too
much on the students’ existing knowledge, and failing to intervene early enough in the

learning process.
The questionnaire (Appendix 3)

As indicated earlier, the questionnaire was used as an element within the interview, both

as a prompt to heighten teacher awareness of significant Media issues, and to set the
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context for the questions to follow. Teachers’ responses to the interviews help to define
the Media paradigms within which they function as Media teachers:

e Inoculatory/Protectionist

e Discriminatory/Popular Arts

o Critical/Representational/Semiological.

The five statements to which the teachers were asked to respond and a key to their

significance appear in Appendix 3.

Questions for semi-structured interview (Appendix 4)

Background: the intention here was to explore the biographical element, the history of
each teacher in so far as it influenced the type of Media teacher they were to become. In
addition, they are offered the chance to define the aspect of English teaching in which they
are most interested — reinforcing evidence from the questionnaire about the model of

English they are most likely to favour.

School Context and Support: inherent in these questions is an awareness of extraordinary
curriculum change in the 1990s. In particular, changes to the National Curriculum have
led to a revision of the position of Media Education within it. In this context, questions
have been included to consider the impact of the new GCSE English syllabuses. It is
possible, for example, that, because of these syllabuses, Media Education has become

more prominent in the English curriculum but less frequently occurring.

Whilst Examination Boards differ in the way in which they manage the compulsory Media
element, they also differ in the way in which they assess pupil understanding of non-fiction
texts. From the syllabuses, it seems that different Boards interpret this element in different
ways, and that some Boards do not make a clear distinction between study of media texts
and study of non-fiction texts. One of the questions explores the teacher’s interpretation

of their Board’s understanding of this issue.

Another significant contextual influence is likely to be the advent of the school inspections

carried out by OFSTED. Since 1993, all secondary schools have had at least one
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OFSTED inspection. Teachers were thus asked about the existence of evaluative
comments from OFSTED inspectors related to Media. Despite the existence of very
specific inspection criteria, it seems likely that the degree to which Media Education is an
issue for inspection will differ according to the interests and background of the inspector.
Also, one OFSTED influence has been to encourage schools to have clear development
plans, included in which are details about the relationship between curriculum priorities
and professional development. Therefore, anticipating the possibility of constraints on
courses that are unrelated to school development plans, one question asks teachers about

their involvement in Media INSET.

Other questions address the prominence given to Media in the English curriculum in terms
of time and planning, type of professional support or professional development available,

and references to Media in departmental documentation.

Long-term Aims: the phrase ‘Long-term’ distinguishes between these aims and the
particular learning objectives of the lesson to be observed (described below under Lesson
Focus). These questions essentially ask the teacher to explain the importance of
understanding the media, both for them personally and for their pupils. Crucially, in this
section, teachers are asked to expand on their understanding of Key Concepts in Media

Education, an issue at the heart of the Media teaching.

Methods, Curriculum Content and Resources: these questions are less theoretical than
those under Long-term Aims, but it was hoped that in describing what they did, what they
did it with, and how they did it, teachers would reveal more than just common practices
and resources in Media teaching. For example, their response to the question about using
technology was likely to reveal how ready they were to embrace a practical, extra-textual
model of Media teaching within English. And in describing how Media teaching might
have influenced their English teaching they were, inevitably, going to reveal to some

degree, how they saw the relationship between the two subject disciplines.
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Lesson Focus: these questions aimed to cue the researcher directly into the lesson that
was about to be observed. In particular, given that one lesson only was to be seen, it was
important that the teacher had the opportunity to explain where this lesson might fit into a

wider programme of study, both temporally and theoretically.

Lesson observation Form (Appendix 5)
The Lesson Observation schedule in each broad area of observation has been supported
by a series of detailed prompts. What these prompts are designed to interrogate is

described below:

Aims/Objectives: the main focus of the section is to note the degree to which aims are
rooted in other experiences. In particular, it was intended to explore the relationship of
the aims to the past and future learning of a given group of pupils. In addition, it was
important to consider to what degree the aims were rooted in Media and/or English

philosophies, and whether the aims were made explicit to the pupils.

Key Concepts: these Concepts are taken from the commonly used set of Signpost
Questions produced by the BFI (Bazalgette, 1989). What matters, apart from the
particular concept addressed, is the degree to which these concepts were already familiar,
made explicit, understood and used. Relevant to the notion of explicitness was the degree

to which the teacher used particular Media terminology to address conceptual issues.

Resources: other than the general issues about quality and sufficiency, the prompts draw
the researcher’s attention to the availability and use of technology. Given the increased
availability of Media technology and information technology in schools since 1993, the
degree to which Media Education is rooted in understanding and use of such technology
is fundamental. In relation to newspapers, this section was likely to address the use of

image or word processing.

Content: these prompts describe content in ways that are familiar to all English teachers
and in terms that allow for overlap between Media Education and English. So, the

empbhasis is on texts, genres, purpose and audiences. In the unlikely event that content
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would be contextual rather than textual (e.g. professional practices amongst journalists)

this section also allowed such topics to be recorded.

Method: these prompts place an emphasis on the role of the teacher and the degree to
which she/he manages or intervenes in the learning. One of the commonly accepted
principles of Media Education is that “it encourages autonomous thinking rather than the
reproduction by pupils of teachers’ ideas” (Hart and Hackman, 1995). Without such

autonomy pupils cannot demonstrate the range of readings available in a text.

Tasks: these prompts place an emphasis on the role of the pupils and the degree to which
they work independently of the teacher and in collaboration with each other. The
rationale for this section is similar to that of Method above. Whereas Method was
intended to focus on opportunities provided by the teacher, Tasks was intended to record
the nature of pupils’ response to such opportunities — in short, evidence of Media

learning.

Reflections on the process

Inevitably, the research process was never quite as smooth as might be implied by the
descriptions of instruments, methods and process in this Chapter. For example, the lesson
observation framework was originally designed as a lens through which the lesson could,
in real time, be interpreted. In practice, the narrative of the lesson demanded the
researcher’s attention, and, the observation framework immediately took on a different
role. It ensured that the observation of the lesson narrative was informed by a consistent
set of criteria. In addition, it proved an invaluable tool for retrospectively interpreting

observation notes and tapes.

Secondly, the interview sometimes invited teachers to recall matters of fact related to the
teaching of Media in their schools, for example, what resources the department owned, or
what teaching approaches were commonly used. In such cases teachers would necessarily
respond from memory or offer an estimate: schemes of work and resource lists were not
much scrutinised during the interview. This may have led to some teachers omitting to

mention resources or approaches that other teachers in the department may have found
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significant. In practice, however, the teachers interviewed usually had an official or
nominal responsibility for Media teaching and appeared to have a very clear grasp of the

departmental situation.

Thirdly, teachers starved of INSET were eager to talk about their Media teaching, to
reflect with another professional on their own practices. On occasions, this led to
individual teachers interpreting open questions as suggestions or hints. On such
occasions, the researcher needed to ‘step back’ and to rephrase the question so that

teachers did not provide the answers that they thought the interviewer wanted to hear.

Lastly, as described later on in this report, there was a sense in which some of the lessons
may have appeared to be a little conservative in approach. It would be understandable if
some of the teachers (all veterans of OFSTED inspections) ‘played safe’ when being
observed by an outsider. One consequence of this sort of conservatism might be a
disinclination to use technology in a practical, production sense. However, teachers
strongly gave the impression that any perceived constraints were curriculum-driven and

that the lessons seen were typical of Media lessons normally taught.

Findings

The research findings below are described under four broad headings, each further divided
by appropriate sub-headings. Firstly, the findings from the 11 interviews are discussed:
Teacher Interviews. These findings describe how teachers perceive the personal,
institutional, educational and English/Media contexts in which they were teaching. Where
relevant, comments will be made on any implications for teaching about newspapers.
Secondly, they very briefly describe what teachers actually did in the 11 lessons: Eleven
Media lessons. Thirdly they describe the evidence from the interviews of the four
teachers who chose to teach about newspapers, The Four Teachers. Lastly, the findings
describe in considerable detail those four lessons in which newspaper teaching was a

prominent feature: Four Newspaper lessons.
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Teacher interviews
Entry into Media Education

Those teachers with least experience (between three and eight years) had little difficulty in
answering the question, “How did you become interested in Media Education?” With one
exception, Media was part of their PGCE work and their transition into schools coincided
with the introduction of the National Curriculum and its Media element. For them, Media
in English was as natural, if not as prominent, as Literature in English. Even the
experienced group (between 14 and 25 years teaching) talked mainly of the last seven to
ten years as being most influential, again citing the National Curriculum as the main
motivation. In a context when all teachers of English must address Media Education it is
arguably more difficult to establish what makes the ‘Media/English teacher’ different from
the “Literature/English teacher’. Three of the teachers declared their first love to be

teaching literature.

Theoretical paradigms

The questionnaire is presented below, including the number of responses in each category.

Please tick as appropriate: + |+ ? - - -
++  strongly agree
? no clear position

-~ strongly disagree

1 Media Education should help pupils to judge what | 3 5 2 1
represents quality in the media.
2 Children don’t need Media Education as a form of | 1 4 1 3 2

defence against the media: children aren’t easily
fooled.

3 Studying film treatment of literary texts is one of 1 4 2 4

the most effective forms of Media Education.

4 In practical work, understanding of the process is 5 5 1
far more important than the quality.
5 The teacher of Media within English should pay 2 5 4

more attention to the language and text and less

attention to media institutions.

Table 1. Teachers’ responses to five-point questionnaire
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Statements 2 and 3 relate to the Inoculatory/Protectionist paradigm.
Statements 1 and 4 relate to the Discriminatory/Popular Arts paradigm.

Statement 5 relates to the Critical/Representational/Semiological paradigm.

Although one should be wary of drawing any conclusions from a questionnaire to only 11
teachers, the patterns of response might help point towards a clearer interpretation and
understanding of the comments of these 11 teachers. One could also speculate on the

particular teaching practice of teachers who hold the views represented in Table 1.

The very positive responses to Statements 1 and 4 point towards the position of these
teachers in relation to the Discriminatory/Popular Arts paradigm. That is, (as with the
BFI evidence — Barratt, 1998, p. 29), they strongly supported the notion of Media
Education as a means of encouraging discrimination within the media. In relation to
newspapers, this position, in practice, might encourage teachers to address tabloids as
being inherently inferior to broadsheets; lessons comparing tabloids with broadsheets

would be a logical outcome.

They were similarly strong in their opinion that the creative process, the personal growth
of the child matters more than the quality of the final product (responses to Statement 4).
In relation to newspapers, this position might lead to an empbhasis on the ‘creative’ writing
of articles rather than an attempt to reproduce a form of writing that pertains to

journalism.

The more mixed or balanced responses to Statements 2 and 3 suggest that these teachers
are less inclined than they once were to see Media Education as inoculation against media
influences, but the Protectionist model is, perhaps, not yet dead. This position is rather
more difficult to interpret in relation to teaching about newspapers. Much depends on the
sort of influences that teachers perceive as being most threatening to pupils. For example,
if newspapers are seen as a threat to morality, then it might well be that teachers would
focus on the tabloids as the source of such a threat, particularly in relation to their

treatment of sex and sexuality. If newspapers are seen as a threat to political free-
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thinking, then the broadsheets might also be the focus of attention. There is some irony
operating here: teachers might be devoting time and effort to teaching students about the

persuasive language of texts that most of them are not actually going to encounter.

The fairly strong support for Statement 5 reflects what most of these teachers said in their
interviews. For a variety of reasons, teaching about media texts within their institutional
context is not a priority for them. They felt that logistical constraints (the syllabus and
time) combined with practical constraints (availability of materials and teacher knowledge)
made [nstitutions a less significant concept. The implications for teaching about
newspapers here are very clear. Teachers who hold the view that Jnstitutions are not their
responsibility are clearly not going to teach about newspapers as businesses, either at the
level of how the individual organisation functions (advertising revenues, the role of
journalists, editors etc.) or at the level of multi-media ownership. And teaching about
newspaper texts without teaching about newspaper organisations seems unlikely to lead to

a very full understanding of news.

Key Concepts: BFI ‘Signpost Questions’

From the interview that followed the above questionnaire, it was clear that at least five of
the teachers were very familiar with the BFI Signpost Questions (Bazalgette, 1989); i.e.
they knew them and could still refer to them in some detail. And four teachers still used
them in a significant way in the curriculum. It was not that the other teachers rejected the
importance of having and knowing such [Signpost] concepts, but that over the years,
concepts in English and Media had merged to make a different set of organising
frameworks more significant, typically, a sort of English/Media hybrid. These concepts
varied from school to school, but included: audience, purpose, presentation, style,

selection, language, layout, rhetoric, style, tone, bias, form, structure, and producer.

Of the various concepts specifically referred to in the interviews, Media Languages, not
surprisingly, was most prominent, although this, on occasions, meant verbal language
rather than visual and/or verbal language. Representations, though often highly significant
in the lessons seen, was not much mentioned, other than by two teachers, one of whom

saw it as an issue in every part of English, for example in Literature where pupils would
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study how a character was ‘represented’. The concept of who produces what and for
whom (Institutions or Agencies) was not significant for any of the teachers. That is, they
acknowledged its importance but were unlikely to plan for it in English lessons. During
the interviews, a number said they were happy to address Institutions as and when it
arose, but the general feeling was that curriculum pressures and curriculum assessment

systems dictated that Institutions should have a low priority in the English curriculum.

If Institutions was a neglected concept in English teaching, then Technologies as the focus
of study seemed even more so. Other than in relation to television and video, it was not
possible to gather any evidence of teachers focusing explicitly on the contribution to
meaning that technologies make. In most schools the Internet was used by individual
pupils for research, but no teacher had yet addressed the impact of the Internet on how
information or ideas are communicated or received. Given the current media and public
interest in the Internet, it is perhaps surprising that it is not faster becoming an issue in the
English/Media curriculum. If technologies were used or discussed, it tended to be in the
context of television or video. Some teachers were enthusiastic about the use of video
cameras, though there was no evidence of teachers and/or pupils editing videos; only in

one school were appropriate facilities clearly available.

In relation to teaching about newspapers, there are three main issues arising from the
responses of these 11 teachers to questions about Media concepts. The first consequence
is confirmation of the evidence of the questionnaire: these teachers do not, in general,
teach about institutions and audiences. News organisations are unlikely to be tackled by
them. The second issue relates to the concept of Media Languages. Since they tend to
regard Media Language as verbal language, it is arguable that, when these teachers
address newspapers, journalistic writing will be seen by them as a rich source of such
language. Taken together, the reluctance to address institutions and the enthusiasm for
verbal Media Language, one can easily see that, for these teachers, teaching about

newspapers means teaching about lexis.

The implications of the third conceptual issue to arise are less clear: teachers of English

when teaching Media tend not to describe the aims or objectives of their lessons in terms
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of Representations. The lessons themselves, however (e.g. Joan and Brian), do
sometimes seem to take Representations as a starting point. It may well be that teachers
of English, even when teaching Media, tend to see the lesson in terms of the ‘English’
aims and objectives. All of the four ‘newspaper’ lessons described later suggest that

Representation is a significant organising principle for teachers of English teaching Media.

Attitudes and long-term aims

These teachers were essentially concerned with the empowerment of children as
consumers, helping them to be informed, to see how the media are constructed, to
understand technique, to critically evaluate, to be alert and understanding, to have
awareness, to consider layers of interpretation. In one sense, this would support
Barratt’s assertion (1998, p. 29) that the most popular aim of media-related work in
English is “to help pupils become more discriminating users of the media.” But, as
suggested in the questionnaire, it is arguable whether abandonment of the inoculatory
paradigm is quite as clear cut as that: two teachers talked about media influences and
another about media effects; other teachers referred variously to scepticism and cynicism,
to not being fooled, to media social control, and to manipulation. There is more than a
discriminatory paradigm operating here if one assumes that the analytical perspective
given to pupils is meant to counteract manipulative or influential forces. However,
teachers are clearly capable of holding these views and still seeing Media Education as a
positive force. One teacher stressed the importance of fun. Another wished pupils to

appreciate something of the ‘craft’ of the media.

As suggested above, by far the most common defining notion to emerge from the
interviews was that Media is, or should be analytical. More than half of the teachers
clearly expressed this, and others, in their discussion [and in their practice] implied this.
That is, they were more likely to involve pupils in the analysis of Media texts than in their
creation, though more than one teacher was keen to insist that with analysis came room
for personal response. In general, the teachers felt that pupils responded well to Media
Education within English, though three expressed reservations about pupils’ response to
analysis. There was a feeling from a minority of teachers that pupils were discomfited by

the notion that there was not necessarily a right answer to be found. Also, whilst the
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majority of the teachers felt that pupils enjoyed practical work, more than one felt that the
difficulties pupils encountered in making Media proved a discouragement for them.
Whilst acknowledging that pupils enjoyed practical Media work, the teachers felt some
tentativeness towards it because of the logistical problems involved. They were, perhaps,
reflecting their own, non-technological educational experience. Despite their awareness
that pupils enjoyed practical work, for much of the time it is something these teachers
seemed likely to avoid. The consequence for teaching about newspapers is a certain
tentativeness about the text and a leaning towards the analytical. The tentativeness comes
from the ‘new’ news, contrasting with the familiarity of the well-analysed novel, poem or
play. The leaning towards the analytical is encouraged by the logistics of group-centred,
desk-top-publishing for 30 pupils contrasting unfavourably with the familiarity of

individual, single-text analysis.

Favoured approaches

The emphasis on analysis described above typifies the broad textual approach to teaching
about Media as well as characterising teachers” attitudes. But there was some contrast
between teachers” general philosophy as stated (and backed up by their practice in the 11
lessons observed) and the examples they offered of their most successful or enjoyable
lessons. Unlike many of the lessons seen, these favourite lessons were characterised by
practical activities, usually in groups or pairs, often using technology (e.g. advertisements
for chocolate, six images of childhood, a video marketing a product, a pop music project).
Where teachers exemplified memorable practice through analysis, the analysis was always
of the moving image (e.g. two versions of Twelfth Night, advertisements; two treatments
of Frankenstein, poetry compared to the television programme, Black Adder). By

contrast, six of the lessons seen were print-based, and none involved practical production.

The syllabus for English
The 11 teachers were asked to what extent their choice of Examination Board had been

influenced by any given Board’s treatment of Media Studies.

In fact, in only one school was the treatment of Media very significant. Two other

schools said that the treatment of Media was one factor in a range of factors influencing
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choice. Six schools chose NEAB,; three chose SEG, one EDEXCEL and one MEG. Five
schools specifically cited Literature as being especially influential, either because of the
particular literary texts prescribed by the Board, or because of the Board’s treatment of

‘Literature from other cultures’.

Without exception, teachers felt that the position of Media had been strengthened, and
most felt that its status had been raised. But there were variations in response, depending
on the Board chosen. Those who selected NEAB (where Media is situated in
coursework) were much more positive. They felt that colleagues were now more aware
of Media, that teachers needed to think more carefully about issues like audience and that
the new syllabus had taken Media from the descriptive to the analytical. However, the
SEG, MEG and EXEXCEL teachers (Media assessed in the examination in response to a
written text) also agreed that the position of Media had been strengthened.

Some teachers were surprised to be asked to distinguish between study of non-fiction and
study of media texts. That they were a little hazy about the distinction is not surprising,
given the vagueness in some syllabuses, and the failure to distinguish between them at all
in the MEG syllabus. Most, however, when pressed, were thoughtful about the
distinction. A number felt that the study of media texts was characterised by an emphasis
on audience, involving notions of ‘mass’ or ‘public domain’. One teacher felt that it was
more likely to involve moving from the text to the context. Non-fiction tended to be
defined almost exclusively by the sort of texts that exemplified it - a circular construction:
non-fiction includes travel writing, autobiography, and diaries; diaries, travel and
autobiography are non-fiction texts. Not surprisingly, there was some cynicism in talking

about non-fiction; one likened its study to old fashioned ‘comprehension’.

In summary then, in relation to choice of GCSE syllabus for English, four issues emerge:
status of the subject; significance of Literature in syllabus choice; position of Media in
coursework; and overlap between Media and non-fiction elements of the syllabuses. In
relation to teaching about newspapers, the first two issues would seem to have little
significance. Whether Media within English is high or low status may matter for the

teacher who wishes to address soap operas or television advertising in English lessons, but
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hardly matters when teaching about newspapers. It is the moving image not the printed
text that, until the 2000 curriculum update, struggled to assert its position. Similarly, that
treatment of Literature is often a significant factor in choice of syllabus should hardly
come as a surprise, and is likely to have little effect on how newspapers are addressed.
But the other two issues do have obvious consequences for teaching about newspapers.
Firstly, the fact that some Boards confuse or even conflate non-fiction and Media is likely
to reinforce the tendency of teachers using those Boards to treat newspapers as text and
ignore context. One can hardly blame the teachers when non-fiction includes diary and
travel writing, themselves genres that are often found in newspapers. But the impact of
the fourth issue, the position of the assessment of Media in coursework or terminal
examinations is much harder to predict. Theoretically, only those teachers who choose
the NEAB syllabus have the freedom to tackle imaginative Media projects in coursework,
whilst those limited to Media in terminal examinations are more likely to have to prepare
pupils for unseen analysis of newspaper articles. In practice, however, in the lesson
accounts that follow, we see NEAB teacher, Joan electing to make the Media project for
her class a traditional analysis of two newspapers, whilst Chris, a teacher with the more
traditional EDEXCEL syllabus, elects to make his Media project an inventive study of film

trailers of Shakespeare.

The school context

None of the 11 schools reported the existence of any formal cross-curricular or whole-
school approach to Media Education, a main thrust of the BFI’s Secondary Curriculum
Statement (Bowker, 1991). Two teachers did suggest that Media ideas were informing
the school’s cross-curricular, literacy policy, but because of the general lack of formal
structure it was difficult for teachers to be precise about the sort of Media Education that
might exist elsewhere in the curriculum. They tended to report examples of Media
Education that they had come across - via displays of pupils’ work or informal staffroom
conversations. Also, when teachers mentioned other subjects that appeared to have an
involvement with Media work, no clear pattern emerged. Subjects mentioned included
History, Religious Education (R.E.), Technology, Business Studies, Drama, Art, Personal
and Social Education (PSE - censorship and representation), GNVQ (Health, Tourism,

Leisure, Manufacturing) and Careers. Media work outside the mainstream academic
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curriculum (GNVQ, Careers, PSE) tended to look at Representation and deal with
practical aspects of Media. In relation to History and R.E., teachers sometimes mentioned
advertising and newspapers as the most likely forms in which Media work would appear.
No teachers who referred to newspapers being an important element of Media work in
other areas of the curriculum made any observation as to the nature or quality of such
work. For example, no teacher commented on the inherent problems of producing
modern newspaper versions of historical events; and no-one raised the issue of whether
pupils in History learn about newspapers before attempting to replicate their conventions.
It might be that teaching of newspapers throughout the curriculum is seen as

unproblematic.

In the English department, the Media ‘unit of work’ (typically one half-term) was a very
clear organising factor in more than half of the schools. In all the departments, Media was
formally written into the scheme of work, but the way in which it was written into the
scheme of work varied considerably. One department described it as a ‘strand’; another
had a very clear conceptual framework at the basis of its particular unit; another described
the Media element of the curriculum largely in terms of its contribution to written and

spoken assessment outcomes (e.g. using language to persuade).

Nearly all departments had allocated resources to the particular Media unit or strand and
shared by teachers in the department. That unit or strand tended to be described in terms
of minimum entitlement or core curriculum. However, the clear pattern emerged of
teacher-choice predominating over prescribed curriculum. That is, however Media was
written into the English curriculum, whether it was taught in units or not, teachers were
encouraged to make their own choices: of when to teach the Media element, where to
place the emphasis, and which materials to use or which media texts to focus on. Where
one teacher would allow the limits of a print-based, examination-based syllabus to
describe the limits of their teaching, another would see film analysis as an invaluable
means by which pupils could be encouraged to produce writing designed to analyse,
review and comment. 1t is worth reflecting that, whatever model of English or Media
teaching guides the curriculum, it is the underlying perception that English teachers have

of their own role that is just as important. There was clear reluctance on the part of
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virtually all the Heads of English concerned to impose a curriculum on their teachers,
believing rather that personal choice for the teacher was crucial. The discussion of Craft
Knowledge in Chapter 4 and of Pedagogy in Chapter 7 acknowledges this position. Ifit is
possible to devise an effective approach to teaching about newspapers, one that is broader
and offers more depth than current approaches, one still needs to answer the logistical
question: what conditions or circumstances will make it likely that such an approach could

be taken on by large numbers of teachers?

Given that all schemes of work contained descriptions of Media entitlement, and given
that such notions of entitlement have largely been enforced by the OFSTED process, it is
perhaps surprising, not to say a little disconcerting, that no teacher was able to testify to
the department’s treatment of Media being significant in the most recent OFSTED report
on English. It may be that in 11 Media-confident schools, inspectors saw only Media-
competent teaching and saw no reason to make a specific observation. Or it may be that
for the OFSTED inspectors concerned, Media was not a high curriculum priority or was

even ‘invisible’.

Resources

Whilst some teachers made their own resources and collected authentic media texts
(pamphlets, leaflets, advertisements etc. from their daily life) it was more common for
teachers to adapt commercially produced texts. There is little doubt, even in this small
sample, that the English and Media Centre’s Advertising Pack (Grahame, 1993) has
become ubiquitous. Eight out of the 11 schools had this resource and clearly did use it.
Interestingly, they most often referred to one specific unit in the pack, a study of a series
of advertisements for Levi Jeans, of which the video in the pack contains a number of
popular examples. The English and Media Centre was cited as an important distributor of

Media resources for English teachers.

Two other publications from the Centre mentioned by teachers were The News Pack
(Grahame, 1995), and Klondyke Kate (Bleiman et al, 1995). The former, discussed in
Chapter 1, (by the author of The Advertising Pack) is an extremely comprehensive

approach to teaching about newspapers, but amongst this small sample of teachers, has
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achieved far less recognition and received far less use. Of course, this proves nothing. It
might simply be that The Advertising Pack is a better teaching resource than 7he News
Pack. More likely, the popularity of the former reflects the popularity and ‘sexiness’ of
advertising for pupils and teachers in comparison with the perceived dryness of

newspapers.

Professional development

By the very fact of their involvement in this project, most of the 11 schools had arguably
demonstrated significant confidence in their Media knowledge. This was a group of
teachers who know about Media Education. Most stressed the importance of the informal
sharing of ideas, and the significance of this should not be underestimated. The general
picture, however, is of a lack of Media INSET in the past five years. Although several of
the teachers bave had contact with the Southampton Media Education Group, such
contact with local teacher networks was never recent. (In fact, the Southampton Media
Education Group became the Media Education Centre in 1996 with a greater focus on
academic research rather than teacher support and INSET.) Eight of the 11 teachers
indicated that they could recall no external formally organised Media-specific INSET in
recent years. There was some evidence of very limited provision by the GCSE

Examination Boards to support their new, 1998 English syllabuses.

In three of the four schools where Media Studies was taught, the teacher responsible for
Media Studies had a formal or semi-formal role in providing INSET for teachers of Media
within English. Links between Media and English departments were very strong, and the
consequent positive impact on teacher’s knowledge about and confidence in Media in

English was evident.

Of those teachers who could recall recent and relevant Media INSET, the most likely
sources were the BFI, the English and Media Centre and the University of Southampton.
On one occasion, these INSET providers had combined to offer a local authority ‘area
training day’ on Media at Southampton University. However, this was the sole example
offered of a teacher attending local-authority INSET in Media. There was no evidence of

participation in systematic certificated professional development, for example through
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Master’s level courses. Of the five teachers who had received (or were about to receive)
recent Media training, three were the newest to the profession. It may well be that the
greatest INSET needs are those of long-serving teachers, who either received no specific

Media training, or training that dates back a number of years.

In some cases, teachers felt they were fighting against other institutional pressures in
relation to INSET time. For example, two of the schools faced imminent OFSTED
inspections, and one of these commented on how preparation for OFSTED tended to
drive perceptions of training needs. Although the evidence from this small sample is not
strong, it may be that the tendency in recent years for formally adopted School
Development Plans (partly driven by OFSTED) has made it less likely than in previous

years that English departments establish their own training priorities.

In these 11 schools, a general picture emerges of a Media curriculum centred on analysis,
and heavily determined by the GCSE syllabus, especially if it is assessed in a terminal
examination. A general effect of the constraints and of teachers’ own preferences, is a
tendency to underplay context (e.g. Institutions and Agencies) and to put text (often print-
based) at the centre of study. The teaching of this sometimes conservative curriculum is
in the hands of committed and optimistic teachers who recognise the new status that
Media has in the English curriculum. Their approach is generally ‘low-tech’, but there is a
tension between their favoured approach (involving media production in group-centred
activities) and the approach that many feel that the examination system requires them to

adopt.

Findings: eleven Media lessons

This section briefly summarises common elements in the 11 lessons observed and
describes the context in which teaching about newspapers took place. The sections
following contain a more detailed analysis of those four lessons that chose newspapers as

the focus for teaching and learning.
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Lesson background

When reflecting on the lessons an important context to consider is that 10 out of 11 were
in the first year of Key Stage 4. Six of those year 10 classes were observed in the autumn
term when department schemes of work tended to include some notion of induction.
Thus, several lessons served to introduce Media Education to the pupils in some way. A
second context was that several teachers, in their keenness to co-operate in the research
project, taught a lesson ‘out of sync’ with their normal teaching programme. That is,
although the lesson taught was typical, it was not necessarily the lesson that would have

been taught at that time by that teacher.

Lesson aims

It is generally true to say that most teachers expressed their intentions for the lesson in
terms of broad aims rather than specific objectives, more related to types of understanding
they wished to develop than to specific Media concepts they wished to be understood. On
some occasions, the aims were described more specifically in relation to enhanced
understanding of a given media text. Lessons with the broadest aims included one that
introduced pupils to advertising, and another that encouraged a group of boys to explore
self-image in relation to other images of masculinity found in newspaper headlines. The
lesson with the narrowest objective required struggling learners to use Media concepts
and terminology appropriately in a given sentence. Three of the lessons in some way
aimed to develop pupils’ understanding of how different elements of media combine to
produce new meaning. These included the exploration of sound and image, the
exploration of printed text and image (newspaper coverage of Britons on holiday); and the
intertextual references to be found in Levi Jeans advertisements. In two of the lessons,
the aim was for pupils to come to an understanding of a very specific piece of written text:
an article from The Big Issue, and two contrasting newspaper articles about women in
work. The remaining two lessons, in very different ways, aimed to use media approaches

in order to enhance pupils’ understanding of literary texts.

Teaching about texts
Barratt’s observation (1998, p. 40) that original TV drama rarely features in Media work

in schools is borne out in the conversations with teachers and in the 11 lessons seen: no
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lesson in any way tackled the vast output of television drama, news, documentary or

popular entertainment.

As anticipated the majority of the lessons (seven of the 1 1) focused on the printed text.
These texts included an imaginary poster advertising English lessons, an article from The
Big Issue, a collection of newspaper headlines, a newspaper story with accompanying
photographs, news reports in contrasting newspapers, a Calvin Klein advertisement, and a
poem. With the exception of the poem, all printed texts took the form of black and white
photocopies. This, of course, is inevitable where the teacher wishes between fifteen and
thirty pupils to discuss the same media text. It does however, raise the question about
visual context. Clearly, the meaning of any printed text is affected by the print and images
that surround it in the publication in which it appears. For teaching about newspapers,
this issue is crucial. The photocopies are, for technical and economic reasons, likely to be
copies of a single story or article, not copies of a whole page and certainly not copies of a
whole newspaper. The overall effect is that pupils given photocopies of newspapers will
rarely see the other stories and advertisements that originally surrounded the selected

story and, possibly, influenced interpretation of them.

Contexts

Printed texts were commonly seen as isolated fragments, and though broad institutional
contexts were raised, the emphasis was nearly always on engaging with the text itself.
The six years since Hart and Benson’s report have made little difference to teachers’
attitudes towards teaching about agencies, institutions or ideology. The 1999 teachers
were never opposed to the notion that the context of production was important, but
considered the issue too slippery for pupils to grasp, or too low a priority in a curriculum

so crowded that it offered no encouragement to go beyond the text itself.

Media concepts

Not surprisingly, the Media concept that featured most strongly, indeed in virtually every
lesson, was that of Media Languages. In addition, given that seven of the lessons were
print-based, it is not surprising that Media Language, in practice, often meant the

connotations of words and the use of rhetoric. This particularly applied to the
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investigation of The Big Issue and to articles from The Sun, The Daily Mail and the local
newspaper, and to the study of representations of males in newspaper headlines. The
second most prominent concept to emerge was that of Representation. In interviews with
teachers the term was sometimes used by them to describe the way in which literary and
other texts portray characters or themes. But the term was also explicitly used to mean
the selective portrayal of social, economic or gendered groups in society. In the 11
lessons, such representation was considered in relation to masculinity, women in work,
Britons abroad, the native North American, the unemployed, [American and British]

youths, and cinema ‘stars’.

Given the traditional emphasis in English teaching on “purpose and audience’ in writing,
the media concept of Audiences did not feature as strongly as one might expect.
Audience, however, was inevitably an issue in those lessons that dealt with advertising
(Calvin Klein, Levi Jeans, and English Lessons). Also, in discussion of the various texts,
references were made to likely or intended readership (e.g. of The Big Issue, of the
Shakespearean posters and film trailers, and of the Sun article) but, other than in the work
on Shakespeare, Audience was not often the most significant feature of any discussion.
Categories per se was rarely the focus of the study. All printed texts were considered as
single texts or pairs of texts, and the way in which different elements of newspapers or

different newspapers themselves can be categorised, was not significant in these lessons.

Since Agencies/Institutions was regarded by virtually all of the 11 teachers as interesting,
but not necessarily a feature of the English curriculum, it was unlikely to be prominent in
the lessons. When 4gencies did arise, it tended to be in the narrower sense of the word
‘agency’ with the emphasis on a single agent or narrow group of agents such as film
director, film star, newspaper editor or journalist. Technologies featured as a Media
concept only in the discussion of film and television advertising, where reference was
inevitably made to the conventions of camera shot, or sound effects. But there was little
discussion of the degree to which any textual message is influenced by the technology of
the medium in which it is produced. Given the relatively ‘low-tech’ level of the lessons

and the common problems of access to computers, this is not surprising.
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Findings: teaching about newspapers

Of the 11 lessons observed, four were related explicitly to newspapers. One of these,
Helen’s lesson, actually involved analysis of an article for The Big Issue, arguably a
magazine rather than a newspaper, but her treatment of it was not related to magazines
per se, but to one article in The Big Issue. In effect, it was treated as teachers might treat

any reflective, ‘soft news’ in newspapers.

The other three lessons were very similar in that the three teachers, albeit implicitly,
elected to make Representation their framework concept for the lesson. Joan focused on
analysis of two newspaper reports in which women at work are represented in contrasting
fashion in local and national papers. Her expressed aim before the lesson was to explore
Media Language and other Media concepts through newspapers, but pupils’ own interest
in the subject appeared to make Representation the lesson objective as well as the framing
device. Brian also focused on Representation [of young Britons on holiday abroad] but,
like Joan, was mostly concerned with using Representation to teach about how
newspapers function, verbally and visually. In particular, he used Representation to
consider the way in which words and images combine to produce new meanings. Mary
alone selected Representation as focus and aim. In her all-boys school, she wished her
pupils to consider the way in which the male image is negatively represented in the lexical
choices made by journalists. Alone amongst the 11 teachers, her specific aim was to
affect directly the way in which pupils thought about themselves and, as a consequence, to

influence their behaviour.

The four teachers

All four who chose to teach about newspapers have a strong view of Media Education as
contributing to pupils’ ability to be “critical”, to “analyse”. Helen is concerned that pupils
understand what represents “quality in the media” and Joan describes her approach to
Media as essentially “analytical.” Brian’s long-term aim is that his pupils learn to look at
the media “critically” and Mary hopes that pupils learn to “critically evaluate the media
around them.” But if a discriminatory model of Media teaching is embraced by all four
teachers, in three of them at least, an inoculatory model lies not far beneath the surface.

Helen admits to being cynical about the media and is concerned that her pupils learn how
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things in the media are constructed and how “things are being done to them.” Brian is
similarly concerned about the pressures brought to bear by the media on young people and
recalls a representative of MTV [the music channel] saying, "we don’t influence them
[young people] we own them.” Mary’s position is similar but her concern tends towards
the moral rather than the intellectual: she is concerned that the media, particularly the
American influences, “are a very powerful force and lead a lot of kids into trouble. . I
think that’s wrong.” Only Joan openly rejects such an approach. She volunteers that she

avoids teaching about the way that advertising lies to its audience.

If a discriminatory/inoculatory model of Media Education seems influential in the decision
of these teachers to teach about newspapers, then their training as teachers of English in a
literary culture seems important in influencing just how their teaching is approached. In
particular, three of the teachers seem strongly influenced by their love/understanding of
literature and the importance they attach to it in the curriculum. Brian expresses this view
very clearly and talks of analysing advertisements in the way “you might analyse a poem.”
And Joan recalls her favourite Media lesson as a comparison between a cartoon and a film
version of Twelfth Night. Such literary backgrounds seem to have led all four teachers to
adopt peculiarly hybrid notions of Media concepts, usually deriving from literary analysis.
Helen says that, rather than any BFI key concepts, she is likely to employ concepts from a
broader notion of language study, focusing on the use of rhetoric. Joan has a mnemonic
for remembering and teaching about ‘Media’ concepts, one that pays particular attention
to “audience, purpose, style, selection, language and lay-out.” Brian acknowledges his
look at the media “through literature eyes” and Mary, least confident in terms of Media
concepts, falls back on terminology derived from a local consortium revision guide,

including “style, tone, bias, values, argument, effect.”

This focus on text in the verbal sense is, perhaps, reflected in the attitude of all four
teachers to Media context. None expresses any inclination to teach about wider Media
issues like Institutions. Mary is, simply, unsure what Institutions means in this context
and has certainly never consciously addressed the issue in a lesson. Brian, Joan and Helen
are clear about the concept, but collectively feel that there is no time in the curriculum or

incentive in the GCSE syllabus for English to teach about it. Joan is probably most
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confident about excluding it from lessons since she knows it is likely to be tackled by the

Media Studies course that currently runs in the school.

It would be wrong, however, to see these four teachers as Media luddites. All refer to
their pleasure in using television and video technology in other circumstances, mainly in
order to analyse (or produce) advertisements. Yet, although all four express their comfort
with some media technology, they express less confidence in their ability to analyse media
imagery rather than verbal language. This view particularly comes from the two current
Heads of English department, Joan and Helen, and though Mary says she feels she is at
ease with image analysis, it is not clear from her interview how far her Media
understandings stretch. It seems likely from what these four teachers say that the four
lessons observed are typical of what they normally are inclined to do when it comes to
tackling Media. They will, as they suggest, sometimes tackle media production and will,
more often, analyse media images. But they will rarely look at media production or media
analysis (verbal analysis or visual) in terms of their institutional contexts and influences.

In this context it is easy to see how newspapers neatly fit into the Media-in-English
curriculum as convenient sources for texts (with some images) susceptible to mainly

verbal analysis.

While it is possible to see how all four teachers are similarly influenced by particular
models of Media Education and common experiences in their own training and education,
it is less easy to establish common threads in terms of the teachers’ own institutional
experiences. For example, in schools of single gender it is noticeable that gender is a
focus of the newspaper lesson. So, boys in Mary’s class looked at violent images of
males, and girls in Joan’s class looked at images of women in work. It would be
interesting to explore the degree to which these two examples are typical of Media in
single-sex schools. Aside from these examples, the school as institution seemed to have
little direct influence on how Media is taught. Only Joan and Brian identify Media in any
cross-curricular policies, and none teaches in a school where a whole-school policy for
Media exists. Departments are more influential institutionally than school. Each
department has Media clearly written into its policies for English (Mary’s most recently)

but even here the departmental influence can be subverted or bypassed. All four
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departments allow the individual teacher scope to choose within a broadly described
curriculum. Joan, Brian, Mary and Helen all need to teach about Media, but it is possible
that their Media teaching may have more in common with each other than with the other
teachers in their own schools. Their common interest in newspaper representation

suggests that this is at least a possibility.

In relation to these four teachers it is more possible to speculate about the influence of
choice of GCSE syllabuses for English, even though three different syllabuses represent
the four schools. Only Joan has chosen the NEAB coursework Media option, allowing
her more scope to address the moving image if she chooses, but she interprets the syllabus
as encouraging more emphasis than previously on the analytical in Media Education. This
suggests her own preference for print may be more significant here than her choice of
syllabus. The other choices (MEG for Brian’s department and Mary’s department, and
SEG for Helen’s) inevitably encourage teachers to select print texts for Media study since

both MEG and SEG assess Media understanding in terminal written examinations.

Four newspaper lessons

Aims

Aims for the lessons varied, but had a number of common characteristics. In particular,
all four teachers chose to focus on language (i.e. lexis and rhetoric rather than syntax) and
its power to persuade. Helen, considering the Big Issue, wished to focus on the language
used by the writer to “persuade or manipulate the reader.” In doing so, she expected
pupils to use appropriate [mainly rhetorical] terminology. Joan similarly had in mind a
particular analytical vocabulary that she wished pupils to learn and to use, language that
would allow them to go beyond “good and bad” in their analytical responses and also
allow them to develop their own “voice.” Joan’s ‘necessary terminology’ did include
words like “long-shot” and “focus”, whereas Helen’s tended to lean towards “pun” and
“paradox.” Mary, like Helen, favoured a type of language that lay somewhere between
the two (“tone, expression”, and “image”), and though Brian, like the others had
understanding of persuasive language as a lesson aim, he seemed less interested than the

others in passing on to pupils specific terminology.
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Three of the teachers shared a very specific objective, to provide pupils with direct
experience in, or practice related to, their examination study. Helen very specifically
offered pupils a textual analytical model that might appear in the examination they were to
face. Despite teaching Media in a syllabus (NEAB) that allowed, in the coursework, more
moving image exploration, Joan chose to make this particular lesson part of the pupils’
experience of more general skills and development of vocabulary. There was a sense in
which she was encouraging pupils to be more analytical for its own sake, rather than to be
more analytical about the newspapers on which she chose to focus. Brian, despite
teaching Media in a syllabus (MEG) that demanded preparation for examinations, chose to
make this lesson a part of pupils’ general experience of textual analysis, in that the pupils
were, after the newspaper analysis, to write their own piece of persuasive writing, linked
very closely to the texts studied. There was a sense in which, for Joan and Brian, their
preparation for their respective GCSE syllabuses was, in some way, detached from or in
opposition to the actual Media assessment experiences encouraged by those syllabuses.
Mary’s main lesson aim seemed to lie entirely outside the demands of the GCSE syllabus

and reside in her determination to change her pupils’ perceptions of themselves.

Teaching approaches

The lessons themselves were extraordinarily similar in their general teaching approach.

All four teachers chose to use photocopies of newspaper extracts, images or headlines. In
none of the lessons did pupils encounter actual newspapers; nor were they shown the
newspapers from which the extracts were taken. In none of the lessons was the
immediacy of news an issue. The stories represented typical newspaper stories rather than
the burning issues of the day. There was no diachronic or synchronic study of news.
News, in these lessons, tended to have a situational context but no specific time context.
But if these teachers decontextualised news, they did avoid the cliché of tabloid versus
broadsheet comparison. Brian focused on one particular tabloid; Helen focused on one
newspaper/magazine; Joan compared national tabloid to local broadsheet; and Mary’s

collage of headlines rendered their original source irrelevant.

In relation to teaching about news, there were other strong similarities between the

lessons. Although Joan briefly referred to reporters and editors in terms of responsibility
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for what gets in the papers, in none of the lessons was there any significant discussion in
terms of newspapers as institutions, either from the ideological perspective or the
professional practices that such institutions might carry with them. It is no surprise,
therefore, that the teaching approaches reflected this general decontextualising. So, there
were no examples of simulation, or pupils role-playing professional journalists. There
were no examples of newspaper production, either in terms of news values, news

selection, journalistic writing or news editing.

This is not to criticise the teachers concerned for any lack of imagination but merely to
describe the sort of lesson that might result from the circumstances in which newspapers
are addressed in the curriculum for English. All lessons involved the teacher leading
discussion from the front of the class, and while teachers spoke, virtually no pupils did.
Also, those teachers were willing to hand back some of the responsibility for the learning,
though to different degrees and with different results. Brian varied activities by combining
spontaneous pair discussion with more structured group work. Helen adopted a similar
approach, but used only spontaneous, unstructured paired discussions, and tended to let
go of the pedagogical controls for shorter periods of time. Surprisingly, Joan, the most
liberal of all four teachers in many ways, conducted the whole lesson in terms of a
dialogue between her and the class and retained greatest control over discussion.
Observation of her lesson suggested, however, that it was her enthusiasm for the issue and
strong relationship with her pupils that led her to ‘forget” some of the group work she had

in fact planned.

Mary’s activities, like Brian’s, depended on structured group work, though the activities
were not as closely tied in to the group structure. However, in many ways, the sometimes
subtle differences between these approaches disguised the central, very strong similarity.
That is, that all teachers maintained strong control over the learning. Though individuals,
pairs and groups were allowed their voice, it was clear that, in each case, there was a
specific aspect of the chosen text that the teacher expected the pupil to come to
understand. It is interesting to view this common approach in the light of the dispute
between Buckingham and Masterman (see Chapter 2). It is not clear where each of these

teachers came by their particular understandings of and approaches to Media Education,
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but it is clear that they come much closer to a demystification model rather than a reader-
response model of Media Education. If these examples were typical it would suggest that,
whatever the merits of the argument, teachers are likely to be embracing a model of Media
Education which, while allowing the individual voice, is keen to encourage demystification
of texts. There was certainly not much evidence of starting with the pupils’ own Media
perceptions, or of considering the social contexts in which such perceptions are habitually
acquired or reflected on. And there was no discussion of the means by which young

people use the media to define their individual identities.

Learning

Detailed consideration of pupils” responses in these four lessons might, theoretically, go a
little way to illuminating the Buckingham-Masterman ‘debate’. That is, close attention to
pupils’ responses, as individuals and in groups, could provide some evidence as to the
nature of pupils’ learning, the degree to which their learning meets the expectations and

assumptions of the teachers — in short, whether ‘demystification’ works.

However, Mary’s lesson demonstrates the complexity of the debate. Her aim was,
admittedly, demystification, in that she wished the boys in her class to be more aware of
the predominantly negative images of men in newspaper headlines. But her aim included
the desire to lead on from demystification to redefinition of personal male identity, and
social male identity (within the school context). Not surprisingly, given the ambition of
these aims it is not clear that either aim was actually achieved. The point is not just that
redefinition of identity will not take place within a 50 minute English lesson, but that, if
the teaching approach is not absolutely focused, there is a danger of reinforcement of

stereotypes rather than redefinition of identity.

To begin, Mary’s pupils were offered a list of newspaper headlines and invited, in groups,
to identify a common theme; amongst others they included:

RHODES BATTERS DELIA

STRAW’S ATTACK

RACISTS

THUGS FACE TOUGHER SENTENCING
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PERSIAN TO PACK PUNCH

MoD CHILD PORN BEAST IS JAILED

HAVE THE POLICE GONE SOFT?

HARD-RUNNER

DANGER MEN RELEASED AS PART OF PEACE PACT

BERGKAMP BACK BLOW

BUSMEN IN STRIKE OVER YOB ATTACKS

3 MONTHS FOR JURY SEX PEST

SLEAZY: MATT DILLON PLAYS THE RATHER UNSAVOURY PRIVATE
EYE

The boys found no difficulty in identifying themes of violence and maleness: “top ones all
to do with violence”; “it’s all bad words. ..batters, attacks, racist”; “it’s all got men in
it...it’s got to be about men.” (In some cases, of course, the assumption that males are
indicated is based not on references to men, but on the absence of references to female,
and the assumption that the ‘default’ gender is masculine.) The teacher chose not to
distract pupils by offering any more of the original stories/articles than the headlines
themselves, but, as is common in such pedagogic strategies, some pupils were mildly
frustrated by never having their natural curiosity satisfied, “What happened to Delia

then?”

When asked by the teacher to focus on nouns amongst these phrases, pupils still tended to
choose noun phrases or ‘compound’ nouns, as in DANGER MEN, CHILD PORN
BEAST, PRIVATE EYE, HARD-RUNNER, and clarification of the term ‘noun’ was
necessary. The potential for grammatical uncertainty to provide an obstacle to discussion
of language connotation was clearer in the next stage of the lesson. Asked to provide
positive nouns to represent men, one group confidently offered, “king, father,
businessman, gay and policeman™ but another suggested positive adjectives that might
preface male or female nouns, including, “intelligent, confident, powerful, and
commanding.” The point is not that some pupils were uncertain about nouns, but that
their uncertainty betrayed the fact that they had not really grasped the central point of the

lesson, that there is significance in the names by which members of different groups are

132



called. The choice of gay as a positive noun, though reported to the teacher was not
commented on, despite the significance that the term must carry in the playground of an

all-boys school.

The teacher moved the discussion on to consideration of positive names that might
exclude the notion of gender entirely, including “politician, doctor, lover and judge.” In
conclusion, she argued that, by using words like “thugs” we are “dehumanising them
(men).” However, evidence from the pupils suggested that the central notion about the
connotations of male names was only partially understood. This is not entirely surprising
in the context of a fifty minute lesson, but it is not clear that there was an intention on the
part of the teacher to develop this partial learning further, and in this lesson at least there

was no strong attempt to link the learning to the boys’ own experiences.

However, it was certainly not part of the long-term planning to explore the role of the
media in determining how individuals and groups are named. The teacher did not explore
or intend to explore the source of these headlines and the institutional and professional
routines that might lead to thoughtless and negative naming processes. In this, Mary was
behaving only as the other 10 teachers suggested they would behave. That is, institutional

issues, as argued several times in this Chapter, would be overlooked or ignored.

Opportunities for institutional learning were there in the teacher’s requirement that the
pupils, in response to the learning above, write a humorous, “argumentative article” for a
magazine, to show men in a positive light. The pupils were given a framework for the
writing, that included,

Title

Impact opening statement (list three negatives)

Current Stereotypes of Men (which?)

Which sources: magazines/newspapers TV/films

Alternative male roles to mention plus possible photos

Constructive advice - how men should be viewed

Conclusion - what lasting impression of men/boys will be presented?
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After teacher reinforcement of the need to reverse male stereotypes, pupils were asked, in
groups to come up with a title for the piece. Variations on “Men Behaving Not so Badly”
were offered from more than one group, but the particular images of men offered in that
situation comedy were not pursued. Then pupils were invited to complete their “satirical’
writing individually. Mary’s pupils went straight from analysis to parody. Grahame
argues that it is helpful to first allow pupils the space to imitate or identify with such
complex and sometimes personal issues before taking up a mocking, oppositional stance

(1995, pp. 105-139).

Mary’s aims were by far the most ambitious of any of the 11 lessons observed, and it
would be unreasonable to expect life-changing decisions about self and others to be made
within the context of a single lesson. But there is little doubt that Mary’s lesson did not
come close to achieving its aims. The question of why teacher aims do not always match

lesson outcomes is developed in the discussion of Craft Knowledge in Chapter 4.

Brian’s lesson provides an interesting contrast with Mary’s. Like hers, his lesson had little
to do with media contexts such as institution or professional routine, but unlike hers, his
lesson was very narrowly and specifically focused. He wished the pupils to understand
two related aspects of Media Language: that connotations of words can be used to
produce specific emotional responses, and that words combined with visual images affect
potential readings of those images. Brian is an extremely experienced ex-Head of English
with a love of literature. His Media in English is very language-based, but with

background experience of analyéis and production of images.

His lesson began with the distribution to pupils of images of young British holidaymakers
abroad, taken from The Daily Mail and The Mail on Sunday. Though these newspaper
titles were mentioned, at no time did the teacher ever raise the issue about what sort of
newspapers these were politically or ideologically, nor that their format was tabloid rather
than broadsheet, nor that one was a daily paper and the other a Sunday paper. Later in
the lesson the images were followed by news headlines and, subsequently, by the actual
articles that had originally accompanied the images. The main image (the ‘rave’) featured

a large number of young people in close proximity, obviously involved in some
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celebration. A second image was less clear, but again appeared to involve young people
in some sort of party/dance atmosphere. The lesson had three clear stages: consideration

of the image; consideration of words to anchor the image; consideration of the whole text.

The teacher began by offering the pupils the two images that were the focus of the study,
and inviting them in pairs to “try to decide words that you would use to describe these
pictures... descriptive words about what is going on... sort of atmosphere in the pictures...
single descriptive words, rather than, it’s a party.” From paired discussion came a wide
range of suggestions, including, “party, not behaving well, wet, looks like it’s
raining...out of control... they’re obviously clubbing.” They tried to clarify where the
scene might be set: “they’re not out in the streets, they’re in a night-club... they’re young
adults...she’s grinning, dancing...dirty dancing.” Other words and phrases offered by
other pairs included “loud music, crowded atmosphere, good atmosphere, getting on with
each other, friends, celebrity, lively, joyful, entertaining, wet and wild, enjoyment,
together, rain, hot, music, alcohol-induced.” From the class ‘plenary’ came “exciting,
proud, sweaty, atmospheric, wild, active, flirty, lively, crazy, energetic, giddy, happy,
loud, relaxed.” This was the first stage in a meticulously planned lesson leading pupils to
a very specific understanding. The paired work was ‘genuine’ in that individuals were
allowed their personal responses to the image, but the plenary ensured that ideas favoured

by the teacher were given more prominence.

In the second stage of the lesson Brian invited pupils to discuss in pairs and write as
individuals, headlines that might appropriately accompany the image to provide a
specifically positive or negative image. Examples offered included:

TEENAGER DIES AFTER DRUG-INDUCED COMA

PEOPLE PARTY HARD AS NEW CLUB OPENS

TEENAGER TRAGEDY OF THE KILLER TABLET

RECORD HIGH - STUDENTS GRADES FLY

MAD MAYHEM AS STUDENTS PASS A LEVELS

YOUTHS YELL AS EXAM RESULT ARE IN

BOOZY PARTIES RUIN HOLIDAY DESTINATION

A LEVELS ON THE UP
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CRAZY PARTY GANG GOERS CELEBRATE A LEVEL SUCCESS
FLIRTY KIDS GO WILD AT CLUB

COOL CLUB OPENS WITH MAJOR FUNKY PARTY

NEW CLUB OPENS WITH WET AND WILD PARTY

WILD WET PARTY ENDS POP STARS WORLD TOUR

NEXT GENERATION GO WILD

SCHOOL LEAVERS OUT OF CONTROL

DRUG FREE FUN FOUND IN NEW CLUB

STUDENTS SWEAT IN WONDERFUL WET IBIZA

IBIZA RAVERS GO MAD

In discussing these responses with the pupils, the teacher’s use of terminology gave some
indication of his approach to Media: while he commented variously on rhyme, alliteration
and rhythm, he made no specific reference to anchorage, despite the fact that this Media
notion was clearly at the centre of the lesson. And he made no reference to any aspect of
journalism or the press other than headline and newspaper. But again, in accepting pupils’
responses he was very careful to rule out the possibility of a ‘right” answer. In particular,
when he showed the pupils the actual, original caption, FAMILY RESORT AFTER VICE
CONSUL’S ATTACK, he made no suggestion that this was more appropriate or more

effective than the pupils’ own offerings.

When pupils were next asked to consider the article itself and select from it any language
(Iexis) used emotionally, he switched the work from pairs to groups. Although Brian’s
management of the learning strategy was very tight, observation of one group of pupils
offered evidence of how group work can provide opportunities for personal response,
regardless of the context and task set. This particular group, while listing appropriate
examples of emotional language, including, “unrivalled”, “fun-loving” and “animals”, also
took the opportunity to respond as consumers. For example, one girl chose to reflect on

her grandmother’s experiences as a holidaymaker in Ibiza.

The capacity of group work to offer opportunities for pupils to ‘subvert” the learning was

evident in another group. After the teacher had commended them for some choices of
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emotional language (e.g. “mayhem”, “animals”, and “attacks”) he criticised choices like
“very few complaints” as lacking the same sort of “depth”, “not heavy words.” When he
left the group, the girls in it remained jealously possessive of their own choices and
argued, “I think we’re right...it’s a matter of opinion isn’t it...he’s quite obsessed with
short words.” However, the subversion was very mild, not at all rejecting the teacher’s
premise about the use of emotional language, simply rejecting his particular selection.
That he was not able to convince them on this point could possibly be attributed, despite
his long experience as a teacher of English, to some gaps in his own analytical or
pedagogical experience. He was either unaware of, or reluctant to use Media notions like
connotation, and ideology, or linguistic terms like lexis and syntax, and instead, relied on

metaphors of depth and weight.

In fact, if one also considers that the teacher did not make reference to journalists, editors,
audience, institutions etc., one could argue that this textual analysis is comparatively light
in the use of terminology. What the teacher was mainly doing was using a number of
effective strategies to encourage pupils to make explicit what they already knew; once this
knowledge became public, his role was to highlight those elements of it that were most
significant. There seems little doubt that Brian was successful in achieving his aims for
the lesson. By the end of it, most pupils did seem to have a clearer understanding of the
way in which lexical choices can operate and give meaning to an image. One comment
from one group was typical: when one pupil wished to select “fun-loving, party
atmosphere” as an example of language used emotively, she was corrected by another
who admonished, “No, you’re trying to pick up negative words.” In fact, the teacher took
care to sum up for the pupils what had been learned both in relation to this particular
article (that the verbal reference to “family resort” did not necessarily reflect what was in
the picture), and to anchorage in general (that visual images are often neutral until words

in captions define their meaning).

In a sense, Brian was working outside notions of demystification and of audience
response. Instead he was implicitly operating within a narrow critical discrimination
model of Media Education where the focus was on text. It seems quite conceivable that

this particular lesson could have been taught in 1979, before Media Education was a
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serious consideration for many teachers. Brian’s lesson bore several resemblances to
Mary’s: both focused narrowly on Representation in newspaper headlines and the
connotations of lexical choice. But the clarity of Brian’s lesson owed more to general
pedagogical skill than to choice of any particular model of English teaching or Media
Education paradigm: conceptual frameworks are meaningless without the necessary

pedagogical skills to work effectively within them.

Conceptual frameworks appear even less directly relevant when applied to Joan’s and
Helen’s lessons. Both experienced Heads of English coincidentally taught very similar
lessons. Helen focused on an article from 7he Big Issue and Joan focused on two articles
from local and national newspapers, but both, essentially, began at the beginning, moved
through the text paragraph by paragraph and point by point. Both led the discussion from
the front. Helen handed back a little more of the responsibility to the pupils as she asked
them at various points of the lesson to reflect in pairs, threes or larger groups, but in
practice, Joan’s lesson differed very little. Her skill in question and answer and very good
relationships with her pupils meant that a similar number of pupils in each class were
involved in the respective discussions. If this picture suggests authoritarian, didactic
teaching, this is not so. Both teachers were liberal by nature and open to pupil
suggestions, but neither, in these particular lessons, had much sense of specific, staged
learning points within them. There was a sense in which the lessons were organised on
the basis of the textual format — Headline, lead paragraph, narrative development and

conclusion.

In some ways, the open-ended nature of both lessons meant that more Media issues
emerged than in the other two more obviously Media lessons. For example, Helen’s
lesson on The Big Issue led to [albeit brief] discussion of potential readership and
distribution. Joan’s lesson very briefly brought out issues of censorship (in the home),
editorial responsibility, and the target audience for each newspaper. In the main however,
both lessons centred on the language features of the texts. So, Helen’s class considered
puns, deliberate omission of full stops, and a paradox. Joan’s lesson referred to puns,
alliteration, the connotations of careless spelling of a name, the implications of the lexical

choice “claims” before a quote, and style. Neither teacher attempted to pull from this
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particular lesson exactly what the pupils had learned in them, but both expressed

confidence that such learning points would be developed in future lessons.

It is certainly arguable that to discuss any of these four newspaper lessons in relation to
Media Education is essentially misleading. All, in different ways, dealt with issues related
to the Media curriculum, but none to the extent that any lessons were other than
‘English’. (Media concepts and media terminology played only a small part in shaping any
of these four lessons). More than this, it was an ‘English’ essentially derived from a study
of literature than of language. Teachers seemed more likely to refer to alliteration and
pun rather than, say, noun or verb, and in all cases the focus was on lexical choice rather
than grammatical construction. These lessons may not be typical of all teachers of English
when addressing newspapers. It may be, that teachers most comfortable with verbal
language chose newspapers as their focus when asked to be observed teaching Media.
But the surprising thing about the four newspaper lessons is not how few references there
were to Media concepts or institutional influences, but how few references there were to
discourse features that might illuminate non-fiction, information texts. For example, none
considered the notion that syntactical choices also carry connotations and are potentially
“mystificatory” as Fowler would argue (1991, p. 80). And if one takes Fairclough’s
overview (Fairclough, 1995) of Media and language, a number of absences are apparent.
For example, the four newspaper lessons contained no references to:
e socio-cultural practices
e discourse relationships such as, reporter-audience, expert-audience or politician-
audience
* whether linguistic choices are self-conscious or, for example, the product of
professional routine
e semiotic analysis
e the ways in which public persons are called on for their opinions and private
persons for their experiences
e the fact that up to eight people in a newsroom may contribute to a story
e the fact that newspaper texts are essentially embedded within other texts
e the fact that news is a form within which one might find a range of genres

e the fact that modality is an important factor in whether news is regarded as ‘real’
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Of course no one lesson, nor perhaps any group of four lessons could address all these
and other areas of discourse analysis. The point is that three of the four experienced
teachers of English tended to treat newspapers not as if they were examples of discourse,

but as if they were examples of literature.

In conclusion, what this fieldwork reveals about the treatment of newspapers in the
curriculum for English is that, in the lessons observed, there was little sense in which
Media Education paradigms played a significant part in shaping what was taught or how it
was taught. The analysis for those teachers in this study who chose to demonstrate their
Media in English through film is very different. Since film is not traditionally part of the
curriculum for English it was perhaps inevitable that Media paradigms and Media
concepts could be seen to play more significant roles. For those who chose to
demonstrate their teaching of Media in English through newspapers, it seems a rather
different Media model applied. In this way, to think about individual teachers as working
within one paradigm or another might be misleading. It might be equally valid to think of
one teacher working within different paradigms as they shift from one medium and one

form to another.
The research suggests that in relation to newspapers more than any other medium and
form, a much wider conceptual base is necessary, drawing both on notions of textual

discourse as well as socio-cultural and economic aspects of Media Education.

Chapters 5 and 6 of this study will go on to consider what a wider conceptual/theoretical

base for teaching about newspapers might look like.

Before that, Chapter 4 considers the particular conditions that might need to be in place

before such educational change can take place.
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Chapter 4
Craft Knowledge: from theory to practice

Chapters 1 to 3 argue that Media Education within the curriculum for English at Key Stage 4
is narrowly defined and further constrained by a conservative GCSE examination system.
They also argue the need for a broader Media-in-English curriculum, one that would allow
for a richer and more coherent approach to teaching about newspapers. This Chapter begins
by discussing the epistemological and pedagogical contexts in which such an approach might

take place.

The argument for a ‘newspaper curriculum’ is not based on a deficit model of current
teaching about newspapers. Indeed, one legitimate response to a perceived mismatch
between teacher practice and any theoretical potential might be to give newspapers a lower
educational priority, rather than to develop approaches to their teaching. One could argue
that their transience and their complexity as texts make newspapers, by and large, unsuitable
for the school curriculum. However, though the current newspaper curriculum may be
narrow and lacking coherence, there are surely few who would dispute that, for good or i,
newspapers play a highly significant role in public and cultural life and need to be addressed at

some stage in a child’s education.

There is more than understanding of newspapers at stake here. The real issue is to do with
the need for pupils to learn about the ways in which knowledge and information are
constructed. Kincheloe (1993, p. 87) argues that we are living in a Hyperreality with
“individuals bombarded by ever-increasing images [finding] their identities and sense of self
changing.” For him, it is important that teacher-training programmes encourage teachers to
study the nature of information itself, and that they lead to teachers making media
“problematic to our students in a way that causes them to assess the impact of information
and information sources in their lives” (p. 91). In this context, what arguably is needed is a
‘newspaper [or information] curriculum’ that renders news problematic, that explores the
complexity of news and news texts, and indeed, of all other information and knowledge

sources within education, from the class text-book to the Internet.
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However, redefining theory cannot in itself lead to a change of teacher practice. It is
necessary, therefore, to speculate on the particular conditions that would allow a move from
theory into practice, to consider the nature of teacher thinking and the manner in which and
means by which that thinking manifests itself in teacher action in the classroom. The first part
of this discussion centres on the notion of teacher knowledge, how one defines what teachers

know or need to know in order to become effective practitioners.

Teacher Craft Knowledge

As implied above, any definition or description of teacher knowledge will be dependent on
descriptions or definitions of knowledge itself. Curriculum designers, examiners and teachers
will have their own views on the nature of knowledge, but tensions will exist if these various
definitions come into conflict. For example, a teacher might, like Kincheloe (1993, p. 5) take
a strongly anti-modernist position, arguing against a “one-truth epistemology” with its
technicist, positivist stance. This teacher might, like Kincheloe, favour a postmodernist,
critical-constructivist, approach to knowledge, one which “transcends empirically verifiable
facts and ‘reasonable’ linear arguments deployed in the quest for certainty.” Such an
approach questions the very nature of knowledge, “contextualising historically how world

views and self-concepts come to be constructed.”

For the postmodernist teacher of Media within English there is the critical question of where
textual knowledge lies — within the text, the reader, or the context, or in the interaction of all
three? Certainly, if, like Luke (1998), the teacher believes in the significance of the cultural
location of texts and readers, then what is important in teaching about media is, “teaching
students about the politics of identity formation, difference(s) and reading positions as a
prelude to image and text analysis” (p. 24). Of course, for many teachers of English, defining
the nature of textual knowledge is made even more problematic by the very particular

curricular tensions in the subject.

The postmodernist Media teacher will surely recognise the dichotomy in the Key Stage 4

curriculum for English, with, on the one hand, its emphasis on a recognisable, knowable and
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examinable canon of Literature, but, on the other, an implicit acceptance (through the Media
element) of the need to challenge, deconstruct and demystify. With a nice irony, the
dichotomy is resolved via the examination system. As described earlier, four out of five
Examination Boards position the assessment of Media within terminal examinations. The
consequence is that the ‘deconstructive’ core of Media Education is, to a large degree,
removed, as understanding Media is reduced to recognising [and admiring] the literary styles
of those who write reflective articles in newspapers. In this way, the postmodernist element
of the curriculum for English is benignly absorbed into the modernist whole. Media
Education is reduced to knowing with certainty about texts, not uncovering the
contradictions within texts and exploring the political and sociological significance of

contexts.

To a degree, it is difficult to see how the particular approach to teaching about Media
[newspaper] texts proposed in the next Chapter could be accommodated in the current
curriculum for English. A prerequisite for a new approach to such texts might be a new
approach to the subject of English. Yet despite some tentative moves in this direction, the
general climate of education in the UK makes any major change unlikely. That climate, with
its emphasis on targets and measurement of performance, rests on assumptions of
epistemological certainty. One cannot, for example, measure improvement in children’s
reading unless one first accepts that there is a clear, common, and measurable notion of what

constitutes effective reading.

However, a new approach to conceptualising the subject of English does imply some more
general debate about the nature of knowledge itself. Kremer Hayon (1990, pp. 64-66) offers
a useful historical perspective on attempts to define knowledge for educational purposes. For
example, she describes the several theorists who have distinguished between knowing that
and knowing how, later expanded to include knowing with, taking account of the context in
which a situation is perceived or judged. Others have distinguished between intuitive or tacit
knowledge (built up from personal experience) and formal knowledge taught explicitly in
schools. Sometimes described as dichotomies, sometimes as positions on a continuum, there
have been distinctions variously between scientific or positivist knowledge on the one hand

and humanistic on the other. At the heart of this debate is the notion of relativity, as different
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views of knowledge change with time. Kremer Hayon sums up this general debate in terms
of a continuum of tacit knowledge/explicit knowledge, with structure, absolutism,
positivitism, rules, norms and validity at one end, and fluidity, relativitism, humanism and
utility at the other. Oddly perhaps, the curriculum for English appears to position Literature

at one end of this continuum and Media at the other.

More specifically in relation to pedagogy, Wilson et al (1987, p. 114) have defined the
different types of knowledge needed by the teacher. These include content knowledge (facts,
concepts, grasp of subject matter structure), knowledge of educational aims, goals and
purposes, knowledge of learners, curricular knowledge (of materials and programmes of
study); knowledge of other content and pedagogical knowledge (techniques and principles not
bound by subject matter, including ways of representing the subject matter). This group of
notions is generally referred to under the umbrella title of pedagogical content knowledge or
teacher craft knowledge. Evidence from my fieldwork suggests that in relation to teaching
about Media, knowledge of learners, of the curriculum and of pedagogy was well developed
in virtually all 11 teachers observed. Where there was less consistency was in relation to their
detailed knowledge of subject concepts (Media) and their willingness to be specific about
goals and learning objectives. This is not surprising: Kremer Hayon, (pp. 65, 66) suggests
that studies of attitudes of teachers reveal a preoccupation with “teaching strategies and
particularistic knowledge that relates directly to immediate and daily decision-making.” This
contrasts with teacher educators who place more emphasis on “general knowledge underlying
the framework of teacher decision-making.” For a new Media-in-English curriculum with a
focus on teaching about newspapers, there would first need to be an acceptance by teachers
of English of the benefits of a concept-based approach to teaching. Such an approach would
be unfamiliar to many teachers of English, given that Literature, which forms the heart of the
curriculum for English, has long been unchallenged in terms of its conceptual basis. Its
rationale is, by and large, assumed, relying on liberal/humanistic notions of the benefits of

aesthetic activities.
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Teacher images and realities

Yet the 11 teachers observed and interviewed in my fieldwork, if not always clear about
Media concepts, demonstrated a willingness to make their Media teaching concept-based.
Although their [Media] content knowledge was not always strong, they were clear in their
belief that their practice should be grounded in such a knowledge base. In this context
therefore, more helpful than thinking of types of teacher knowledge is the notion of teacher
realities or teacher image. Hannay and Seller (1990, p. 241), citing Elbaz, define teacher
image as “a kind of knowledge, embedded in a person and connected with the individual’s
past, present and future. Image draws both the present and future into a personally
meaningful nexus of experiences, focused on the immediate situation which called it forth.”
So a teacher may have an image of self, or of the curriculum, or of the learner, or of how
these elements interact. For example, in relation to the learner, the teacher may adopt a
‘radical’ perspective, seeing the need to empower the pupil through a range of strategies
intended to demystify texts and crack codes. Or the teacher might favour a ‘progressive’
perspective being concerned with the need to allow the pupils their own voice. When
teaching about newspapers then, the radical teacher might concentrate on exposing the
ideological perspective of tabloids; the progressive teacher, on the other hand, might
encourage pupils to bring into the classroom those newspapers that they enjoy (including

tabloids) and explore the pleasure that they find in reading them.

There are clearly risks involved in adopting either position. While radical pedagogy could
conceivably lead to arid deconstruction, the progressive position runs the risk of “potential
slippage into a vacuous celebration of individual ‘taste’, ‘pleasure’ or ‘personal response’ ”
(Luke, 1998, p. 36). However, a compromise position between radical and progressive could
beneficially result in pupils learning the skills of deconstruction and analysis in order that they
learn to “politicise their own culturally and historically situated experiences and identities”
(Luke, p. 36). Applying this conclusion to teaching about newspapers within a Media-in-
English context, it would be essential for teachers to help pupils become aware of their own
histories as readers in general and of newspaper in particular before engaging in detailed

textual analysis.
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However, notions of empowerment, from whatever perspective, carry with them the risk of
failure to recognise that the teacher-pupil relationship will always be affected by the authority
attached to the teacher’s position within the institution; the relationship can never be equal.
As Luke suggests, (1998, p. 31) when the power imbalance is not recognised, then «. .
embodied difference and power access are camouflaged under a false pretence of equal

subject positions.”

As significant as self-image and learner image, might be the image of the curriculum that the
teacher holds. The importance of the curriculum ‘image’ is demonstrated by Hannay and
Seller (1990), who, in a research project with five Geography teachers, found that in the
process of curriculum development, it was first necessary to revise the teachers’ image of
geography from content to concept and skill. Yet in English, the issue may be more complex.
The teachers in my own research seemed to have different images of themselves as teachers,
depending on whether they were teaching literacy, Literature or Media. Indeed, it is possible
that their aims as teachers varied depending on which aspect of the curriculum for English

they were addressing.

These tensions pose particular problems for developing a coherent newspaper curriculum, for
it is not always clear where, in the curriculum for English, teaching about newspapers is
positioned. Is it mainly a Media issue; is it an aspect of developing literacy (reading
comprehension); or is it, as implied in the majority of GCSE English syllabuses, an offshoot of

literary appreciation?

Even when teacher images of self, learner and curriculum allow for a clear and cohesive
approach, it is possible that different teaching realities will conflict, and prevent those images
translating themselves into practice. Massey and Chamberlain (1990, p. 138), citing Werner,
refer to three types of teacher reality: paramount reality, (teacher’s everyday world, hopes
fears etc.); ideal reality (what teaching would be under controlled conditions); and
technological reality (emphasis on methods, procedures, rules, remedial acts etc.). As an
example of realities conflicting with image, one might cite Mary in my own research. Her
ideal reality appeared to involve a classroom where teacher, through debate, challenged and

provoked students, leading to greater student awareness of self. In addition, she held an
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image of her pupils as boys lacking in self-esteem, who needed only to be introduced to
newspaper misrepresentation of males in order to see themselves as worthy individuals. But
the technological realities of the classroom, (the problems involved in effective management
of collaborative and detailed textual analysis) contributed to the aims of the lesson being

unfulfilled, and the self-image of the learners being confirmed rather than altered.

Pre-service training; in-school cultures: in-service training

Mary cited her family’s love of debate and argument as an important influence on her attitude
towards teaching English. She seemed to bear out Zeichner’s review of pre-training
influences on teacher craft knowledge (1987, p. 29), namely the influence of “tendencies lived
out in families and classrooms”, and the significance of “socialisation with important adults.”
With the exception of Mary’s volunteered responses, questions about early childhood
experiences were not part of my own study, but it was clear that individual perspectives on
society, on the media, and on young people as consumers of those media, did play a
significant role in determining the approach of teachers to their Media curriculum. Still, as
Zeichner acknowledges, much work remains to be done in exploring biographical influences.
There is little empirical evidence on the impact of early influences on craft knowledge, and
“the best one can say is that biography exerts a powerful influence on teacher development”
(p- 29). Perhaps, as suggested by Buckingham, (see Introduction) more use could be made of
reading histories, reading profiles and reading positions of teachers if we are to establish
more clearly links between biography and teacher craft knowledge in the context of Media
and English teaching.

Evidence about the influence (or lack of influence) of pre-service teacher training, in-service
teacher training, and the influence of the school itself is more readily available. Zeichner (p.
26) argues that there is “much evidence that the pedagogical methods and content knowledge
introduced to students in campus courses has little influence on the subsequent actions of
students.” Calderhead (1987, p. 15) agrees that “in teacher education we have a body of
painful experience that tells us that planning is something that is difficult to teach to
students.” Yet, in defiance of such pessimism, those in my research who had experienced

Media Education as part of their PGCE training tended to refer to it as either the starting
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point or a significant point of development in their teaching of Media within English, and this
despite the fact that it tended to be a comparatively small element of their training. One could
speculate as to why this should be so. When one considers the fact that such training
coincided with the introduction of a National Curriculum of English, a curriculum that for the
first time required teachers to teach about the media, it is possible to argue that the PGCE

Media element was meeting a very specific teacher need.

Research before 1990 (cited by Zeichener, 1987, p. 27), tended to emphasise the significance
of the University institution rather than the teacher training itself, sometimes referring to
notions of a hidden [University] curriculum that “fosters a cognitive style of liberal
individualism™ or which “encourages objectivist conceptions of knowledge... and views of

learners as passive recipients of officially approved knowledge.”

Later research tended to focus on the significance of the school as an institution attempting to
shape the theory and practice of those who teach within it, especially those new to the
profession. Surprisingly perhaps, despite the significant institutional and structural systems at
the disposal of schools, and despite the inevitable insecurity and naivety of the new-to-service
teacher, the evidence seems to suggest that even new teachers manage to resist institutional
pressures. Zeichner’s own research (pp. 52-53) found that “beginning teachers under some
conditions at least were able to maintain a perspective that was in conflict with the dominant
institutional cultures in their school”, and this, despite the policies and management systems
instituted by the school. A number of factors are offered to account for such independence
on the part of beginning teachers. These include the self-contained nature of the classroom,
the socialising influence that pupils themselves bring to bear on the teacher, and the
comparative absence of personal or direct supervision of the teachers. In the UK, OFSTED
in the 1990s may have changed the culture of supervision somewhat, but such inspection is, at
most, a four-yearly event, and it seems likely that supervisory cultures are strongest in the
time immediately prior to inspection. Several researchers, including Zeichner, have argued,
that one factor militating against school influence over teacher action is that each school will
have a number of competing cultures, both formal and informal, allowing the individual

teacher to find a culture that will accommodate her/his own particular perspective.
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My own research offers two contrasting examples of how individuals might negotiate their
own position within a broad institutional context. Chris’s Media lesson was strongly film-
based despite teaching a GCSE syllabus that placed an emphasis on the analysis of print texts
in a terminal examination. Supported by a department and head of department confident in
their own curriculum expertise, Chris was able to justify his approach in terms of the
assessment outcomes: written analysis of films that met specific writing assessment needs not
directly related to Media. Thus, Chris was able to follow his enthusiasms and resist the
institutional pressures (Examination Board syllabus in conjunction with school desire for
good GCSE results). By contrast, in relation to Media teaching, Mary felt somewhat isolated
in her department, a department that she saw as strongly focused on Literature and coming to
Media Education late, and then only because of perceived effects of poor Media performance
on examination results. Mary negotiated her position by calling on her pre-training, family
influences (a culture of democratic debate), her own perceptions of the need to raise the self-
esteem of boys, her growing status as someone with expertise in Special Needs education,

and individual teacher allies within the school but outside the department.

Of course, Chris and Mary articulated their teaching position within Media and English
because they were asked by the researcher to do so. It is not possible to say to what degree
such positions were implicit until that point, or to what degree these positions were intuitive
rather than ‘designed’. Clark and Yinger (1987, pp. 97-98) offer a number of propositions
about teachers and planning, or teaching as a ‘design profession’. At the heart of these
propositions is a common theme: much teaching is reactive rather than proactive: “Teachers
are primarily confronted by practical problems — problems about what to do, radically
different from ‘what if> theoretical questions and problems.” And, citing Zahorik (p. 91),
they argue that, in preparing for lessons, “objectives are not a particularly important planning
decision in terms of quantity of use.” In my own research there was some evidence to
support both propositions. In particular, it seems likely that “‘what to do” questions took
precedence over ‘what if” questions, particularly in relation to practical work in Media.
Indeed, there was a marked discrepancy between what several teachers saw as their favourite
lesson and what they were observed teaching. Their preference for encouraging pupils to
explore conceptual and theoretical issues (whar If) through reflecting on practical options was

commonly rejected in favour of print-based, examination-related activities. Of course,
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conceptual issues were still dealt with, but practical issues (what to do) appeared to skew the
manner in which such conceptual issues were addressed. An additional factor in influencing
such choices seems to have been the potential difficulties of using technology (e.g. teacher
diffidence, availability of equipment and rooms, time-management). Although all teachers
observed were experienced and/or confident in their management of the pupils, the learning
and the environment, they did seem, as argued by Calderhead (1987, p. 13) to “attach high
priority to being in command of classroom processes.” Activities that might have threatened

such command appear to have been rejected in the lessons observed.

So far, this Chapter has considered the significance of epistemological, biographical, pre-
service and in-school influences on the ways in which teachers might develop theory and
move from theory to practice. A fourth area to consider is that of in-service training, from
the perspective of the institution in which teachers serve (allocation of resources, school
priorities etc.), and from the perspective of those who might provide the training. Assuming
for a moment that a broader and more coherent Media-in-English curriculum is both possible
and desirable, particularly in relation to teaching about newspapers, one needs to consider the
impact of in-service training issues on the chances of such a curriculum moving successfully
from theory to classroom practice. In a broad sense, what is needed for effective change is
“genuine collaboration and reciprocal interaction between the initiators of change and the
local agents of change, such as head teachers and teacher co-ordinator” (Reynolds and

Saunders, 1987, p. 196).

Yet, whatever the in-service training provider might offer, however well managed the in-
service provision, much would clearly depend on the attitude of the school itself and of the
teachers within it. Evidence from my own fieldwork suggests that for the 11 teachers in the
research, in-service training opportunities in relation to Media Education were severely
limited. Whole-school curriculum objectives rarely gave priority to Media Education; most
teachers were dependent on ‘cascade’ initiatives from colleagues who had received their own
in-service as a very limited part of examination syllabus training. Exceptions were one school
where a highly democratic approach allowed most teachers to attend at least one course at
the English and Media Centre, and two others where the Media Studies in-service training

received by the curriculum co-ordinator for Media was used to support the Media-in-English
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curriculum. Access to in-service training appeared to be particularly problematic where the
teacher was very experienced and had accumulated many years in the service. Ben-Peretz et
al (1990, p. 185) found that “teachers with seniority... were less interested in learning about
new teaching strategies than their colleagues with fewer...years of teaching experience.” It is
certainly true that those teachers in my own research who had most experience seemed least
likely to attend in-service training courses, but there was no evidence that these committed
teachers were in any way reluctant to learn new concepts or strategies. It was simply that the
few opportunities for in-service training in Media Education appeared to be allocated to those
in their first five to ten years of teaching, those still seeking to develop professionally in the
subject. This applied particularly to Heather, Chris and Claire. Two of the heads of
department, Joan and Helen, seemed to assume that their in-service training in Media
Education was likely to come from young teachers fresh from teacher training courses, or
current in-service training in Media Studies. It seems likely, therefore, that any new
curriculum in Media-in-English, though having the support of the Head of English, might, in
practice, be mediated by the training experiences and professional development of the

younger members of department.

There is no shortage of research into what criteria are necessary to allow curriculum
development to flourish within a given institution. For example, Day (1990, p. 236) suggests
motivation, ownership, collaborative planning, voluntarism, reflection, analysis,
participation, horizontal relationships, problem identification and individualism, use of
human resources, support of management, knowledge of dissemination and utilisation, and
harmony of working relations. But these criteria were related to school-based initiatives,
where it was possible that the institution could, to some degree, be united in its purpose and
organisation. How much more difficult are curriculum initiatives that are representative of
only one element of that institution (e.g. the English department), and also relate to a very
specific curriculum feature for that department (Media in English, or newspapers in Media).
Moreover, when the curriculum development in question requires a fundamental shift in
approach for the curriculum development to take place, then the difficulties are likely to be

even greater.
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Given the discussion in this Chapter, it is worth revisiting my fieldwork briefly to consider
those personal characteristics and institutional elements that might, in the 11 teachers and the

11 schools studied, constrain or encourage curriculum change.

Fieldwork: teacher backgrounds, aims, attitudes and philosophies
Although early experiences of teaching Media were important for each of the 11 teachers, in
most cases it was possible to identify an earlier influence on their attitude to teaching about
Media. Claire and Chris were clearly influenced by their love of film, both endorsing the
auteur perspective, giving centrality to the role of the director. Mary’s early family debates,
and Ros’s professional move from teacher of careers to teacher of English were other clear
influences — and in all four examples, what these teachers taught in a Media lesson appeared
to have very direct connections with these biographical experiences. From this it seems likely
that the biographical experiences of these teachers as readers of newspapers would have a
similar effect on their teaching of any newspaper curriculum; it would be important that these

teachers learned first to see themselves as newspaper readers.

Fieldwork: teacher understandings of Media concepts

All teachers were aware of such Media concepts as those, suggested in the BFI Signpost
Questions, (Bazalgette, 1989) and a number were readily able to discuss them. So, to
persuade these teachers to adopt a conceptual approach to teaching about newspapers would
not, it seems, introduce any philosophical conflict. However, it was typical practice of this
group of teachers to ‘hybridise” such concepts, favouring terms and notions that might fit
easily in both Media and English paradigms. Such terms included, purpose, bias, audience
and style. In addition, they acknowledged the importance of Institutions as a concept, but
felt that it was not an issue that, for a variety of reasons, they were able to address within the
curriculum for English. Thus, while it might not be difficult to persuade such teachers to
accept a conceptual approach to teaching about newspapers, it might be necessary to help
them re-conceptualise their knowledge if they were to expand their approach to newspaper

texts and take more account of context and readers.
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