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Abstract: The British Film Institute (BFI) has provided a decade of training for teachers

In the area of media education. With currlcular changes that would see the

incorporation of media education as a requirement In the secondary English
curriculum Itbecame obvious to the BFIthatface-to-face Inservice programs would

no longer suffice. Over 46,000 teachers have little or no preparatory background In
media education, That, coupled with decreasing time and financial support for

inservice education, indicated the need for a different approach. The BFI, In

collaboration with the Open University and the BBC Production Unit, developed a
com prehensive distance education Inservice training course In media education for

teachers. This paper documents the development of that course.

R6sum6: La British Film Institute (BFI) forme des enselgnants, dans le domalne de
I'etudedes medlas, depuisdeja unedecennie. ['integration de I'etude des medias
auxprogrammesd'enseignementdel'anglaisaunlveausecondalreaamenelaBFI
d prendre conscience que les stages de formation face-d-face ne sufflralent plus.
Plus de 46 000 enselgnants n'ont aucune, ou ont peu de preparation en cette
matiere. De plus, les contraintes budgetaires et le manque de temps les em pechent
de pouvoir faire des stages de formation. Il est done necessalre de changer
d'approche. La BFl, en collaboration avec I'Open University et la BBC Production
Unit, ont done elabore pour les enseignants, un stage de form ation integre en etude
des medlas, d distance. Get article expose en detail le developpement de ce cours.

"At first | didn't know what quegtions to ask the children about the
photographs.. .Then| went on theBritish Film I ngtitute Easter School on media
education — suddenly it became dear. | could see how al the media could be
sudied asastefor languagelearning. Now (July) | can have adiscussion about
atdevidon programme | haven't seen and discuss points about redlism and
congtruction” (Letter from primary teacher, West Sussex).
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Y oulearnalotfromtrainingteachers. Overthepast tenyearsBF Education
has worked with well over a thousand teachers and advisers from al leves of
education, in short courses and conferences and in five-day residential schools,
the Easter School referred to above. And that number doesn't include the many
others that our four education officers have been invited to teach, in workshops
and seminarsrun by other people: advisers, trainers, consortia of schoals.

Butby 1988it wasd ready dawningon usthat therewerevast trai ning needs
inmediaeducationthat we, and other agenciesinthefield, couldn't possibly meet
through face-to-faceencounters. New speciadist examination courseswerebeing
st up at the levd of the Generd Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE),
taken by dxteen year olds and at the Advanced Leve Generd Certificate of
Education (GCE) taken by eighteen year olds, but all too often thesewerebeing
taught by inexperienced people. Moresignificantly though, intermsof numbers,
there wereby then campaignsaf oot to insert mediaeducation into thecurricular
reforms that were developing in al parts of Britain, on the basis that media
education should be the entitlement of every child from the early years of
schooling.  That argument is logica, and easy enough to make as a piece of
rhetoric, but in practiceit has daunting implications, given that the government
was not planning any financial support for training or resources relating to the
new curricula.

As a cultural organisation whose remit is to foster the arts of film and
televison, the BFl does not have any statutory responsibility to develop media
education ortotrainteachers; itisour own palicy decision that doingwhat wecan
in the educational field is oneway of fulfilling the remit, while other parts of the
Institute fulfil it in other ways.

In England and Wales, the government was determined to force through a
National Curriculumbased ontentraditional subjects. arecipefor overcrowding
and conceptual overlgps. Inthissituation our pragmatic judgement wasto argue
for mediaeducation to haveabasein English, sncethat ssemed itsbest chance
of becoming abasic entitlement for eight million school aged children. Thereare
good rhetorical argumentsfor mediaeducation that permestesthewholecurricu-
lum, especidly at primary level, and there are dangers in attaching a hybrid
subject like mediaeducation to atraditional arealike English, but there seemed
tobeno practica dternative.

Even s0, that meant that in theory there were 46,000 English teachers
needing advice and training on media education, and many more generdist
primary teachers who would need to integrate mediawork into their teaching.
Although it wasapretty limited agpect of mediaeducation that actually ended up
inthe Statutory Order *, the examples and guidancegiven madeit clear that the
curriculumwas at least open to broader interpretation and that those teachers
whowanted to—and had theability and confidenceto do so—coul d develop more
flexible and imaginative versons.

These changes, however, were happening dongside other educationa re-
forms such asa drastic shift in the provision of in-service training. There were
goingtobefar fewer opportunitiesfor teachersto attend long courses, especidly
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full-time ones, and the financial base of training wasto be shifted to the schools,

who would purchasetrainingaccordingtotheir needs. Thiswould aggravatean
exiging problem: it wasvery difficult for teechersto obtain any trainingin media
education that went beyond basic introductory sessons. A 1987 report by Her
Mgesty's Ingpectors confirmed that the media teaching actually going on in

sthools tended to lack any sense of progression in learning — even though,

accordingto asurvey donethefollowingyear by BF andtheNational Foundation

for Educational Research, some 30% of schools claimed to be doing some media
education. Therewasapreponderanceof isolated topicsand projects—thesame
exercises might be tackled by eight year olds as by fifteen year olds, with little
snxe a either age of what was being learned or where it might lead.

Oneanswer, we decided, might beto devel op adistancelearning coursethat
woul d enableteachersto progressbeyond theintroductory sageandto seemedia
education as something that could be systematic and continuing. Even though
it would only reech rdatively few of the potentia audience of 46,000 plus, such
acourse would at leest serve as an exemplar for other training providers, and
might help to lift mediaeducation out of the campai gning and rhetoric stage, into
the realm of serious and coherent educational provison.

Accordingly, we entered negotiations with the Open University to develop a
package in collaboration with them. Thiswasto be afree-standing package, not
linked to any broadcast components and not, at this stege, carrying any certifi-
caion. We planned a seventy hour course, taught through five components. a
book, avideo, an audiotape, a st of dides, and ateachers workbook. A course
team of eight people was assembled, and work began in 1990.

Inretrospect, it isclear that theentire packagewas constructed back tofront.
Driven by production demands, we embarked first on the book and the videotape,
without any very clear idea of the pedagogic Strategies in which they would be
used. Itisposshble, though, that if we had tried to start from first principles, we
would still be arguing about them. We designed the book with an eye to what
books aready exiged in the field, and what we thought any aspiring media
teacher ought toknow. Thereisno shortage of bookswith impressivearguments
for mediaeducation and bright idees for ways of doing it. But mediaeducation,
in different guises such as Film Appreciation and Teevison Studies, hasalong
history in Britain and many of itsdebates are perennia ones. TheBFFsfirst book
on the subject, Talking About the Cinema, by Kitses and Mercer, was published
in 1966, and one of the most influential booksin thefield was Hall and Whannel's
The Popular Arts, published by Hutchinson in 1964. We decided that the book
had to give asense of the history, of how the debates about the medids nature,
cultural status and effects have trampled to and fro over the same ground, and
how, out of those debates, variousformsof classsoom practicehaveemerged. An
higtoricd dimension would, wefelt, giveteachersthat confidence to engagewith
these debates on their own terms, rather than imagining that there is an
intimidating and established body of knowledge to which they must defer.

Atthesametime, thebook obvioudy hadto giveasenseof theexcitement and
immediacy of working with children in dassooms. We accordingly commis
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soned twenty teachersat al levels of education to write short accounts of their
own practice: someat micro levd; someat themacro levd of planning and policy.

Thismode of atwo-part anthology, part historicd review and part contem-
porary experience, remai ned our workingbaseasweturnedto other components
of the package. But asthey grew, we redised that we needed more hi the book.
More origina writing was commissoned: guides to the different traditions of
thought coming from cultural studies and sociology; studies of pedagogy and
learning. Onequestion still remained: what linked the debates of the 1960sand
1970sto the practice of the late 1980s and 1990s? What did wethink teachers
ought to be thinking and doing? What the book needed was apivot, apoint which
made sense of how we had anthol ogised both past and present.

By now wewererefining our ideasabout the conceptual basisof the package
asawhole. We had agreed to take as our framework the six-part "Key Agpect"
structure of broad headings which was first outlined in our 1989 book Primary
Media Education: A Curriculum Satement?. Developed by a group of primary
teachersand advisers, thisframework attempted to link and adapt anumber of
the key concepts currently taught to students of fourteen years of age and ol der,
to the group's own perceptions of children's initial understandings about, and
interestsin, themedia.

Figure 1.
Chart of Key Aspects

- Who produces a text; roles In production process;
MEDIA media Institutions; economics and ideology: Intentions
AGENCIES and results.
R Different medla (television, radlo, cinema, etc.); forms
MEDIA : (documentary, advertising, etc.); genres (sclence
CATEGORIES | fiction, soap opera, etc.); other ways of categorising
- 4 texts; how categorisation relates to understanding.
MEDIA What kinds of technologles are avallable to whom,
CHNOLOGIES how to use them; the differences they make to the
TE production processes as well as the final product.
MEDIA How the medla produce meanings; codes and
LANGUAGES conventions; narrative structures.

How audiences are Identified, constructed, addressed
and reached; how audiences find, choose, consume
and respond to texts.

MEDIA
AUDIENCES

MEDIA
REPRESENTATIONS

The relation between medla texts and actual places,
people, events, Ideas; stereotyping and Its
consequences.
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Many media education curricula are basad on a series of axioms. For
example, Ontario'sresourceguide, Media Literacy, haseight Key Concepts, each
of which asserts aprecept: "media contain ideolo%!cd and value messeges” or
"form and content are dosdy rdated in the media™” But thereis not aclear link
between these precepts and the multiplicity of dassroom activities or "coping
drategies’ offered in the pages that follow. Are the precepts teaching gods, or
first principles? Itishard totell, and it iseven harder to tell how onewould plan
or evauate children'slearning (as opposed to dassoom activities) in relation to
them. It ought tobepossibletodeviseacurriculum framework that encompasses
both gods and first principles, and is cgpable of being mapped on to the
progresson of children's learning, without developing a mechanistic one-thing-
after-another syllabus,

A paper by Eke (1986), oneof the Primary M ediaEducation working group,
criticised "the tendency to break down mediaissues'theory into smdler "logicd’
components' after which "it is difficult to avoid the temptation to sequence the
fragments logicaly in terms of difficulty...and to teach on thisbesis' . The
group's own investigations into children's talk about the media expanded this
idea V ery young children were clearly making judgementsand hypothesesthat
could belinked, conceptudly, to key issues of mediatheory, "Blue Peter's more
rederthan BugsBunny"°isamodality judgement, focusingontheredity status
of texts, but drawing on generic knowledge and askilled reading of audiovisual
techniques and conventions. "They never let the baddies win" not only summa-
rises generic conventions but dso contains the term "they" which is capable of
devel opment towards an understanding of mediainstitutions, economic determi-
nants, waysof address ng audiencesand circul atingtexts. Any conversationwith
children about media has these theoretical connotations. In the end, it is not
crucia exactly which working concepts are chosen for acurricular base. But any
curriculum map of mediaeducation, whatever conceptua ground it covers, ought
to be capable of interpretation in both horizontal and vertical dimensions, likea
geographica contour map. It ought to ddlinegte the range of concepts, but at the
same time we have to be able to read the different levels at which each concept
can be thought about and discussed, from the most basic principles or generdi-
sdions, to the most complex and sophidticated interpretation. Inbrief, it hasto
beboth accessibleand challenging. A list of axiomsrunstherisk of being neither.

That sad, it must dso be recognised that we learn from our teaching.
Consequently, any curriculum framework should be provisona. Our Key Aspect
framework is, perforce, arecurrent thread in the package, atool for measuring
progress, generatingquestions, and planningactivities. Tosupportit, asubstan-
tial chapter outlining the Key Agpect framework was added to the book.

Thesixty minutevideo component was made by the BBC Production Unit at
the Open University, which introduced the practices and procedures of athird
institution to the BFI-OU collaboration dready in place. Television production
schedules are inexorable, and the video had to be made in the autumn of 1990
whether wewereready for it or not. Pragmatically, weknew therewereseverd
tasksthevideo had to perform. It had to offer audiovisud textsfor andyss, and
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there was no time for aleisurely review of cinema and broadcasting to find the

perfect exemplar. Onewell-used tactic was chosen: beginning the entire course
raw, as it were, by showing the opening of a feature film and asking people to
i dentify their ownresponses, their ownquestions, their own predictions- onthese
wewould build the conceptua framework of the course. Thefirst few minutes of
Celiawerechosen: an Australian film by Ann Turner which interestingly mixes
fantasy and palitics, and which has a child protagonist.

Adoptingthistactic for adistancelearning project created itsown problems.
Facetoface, itispossbleto draw out peoples comments and show how they link
to the conceptua framework. Tothe comment "l think it'sahorror film" onecan
respond ""how do you know?', and then draw out the student's own knowl edge of
category, identifying that as a worthwhile basis for further questions and
investigation. But in designing print and video for an unknown audience, there
isnoguaranteeof regponsesunl essthey areanticipated, andthereby pre-empted.
Thereisnosmplesolutiontothisdilemma Wesupplied alot of workbook notes
-far morethan originally planned— but it dso ssemed important todemonstrate
the conceptua framework in action on thevideo. Choosing aromantic, soft-sall
Italian tdlevison commercid for pasta, avoice-over waswrittentotakeviewers
through adowed and paused version of the commercid, to show how each Key
Aspect could be brought to bear on thetext and illuminate it in adifferent way.
Intheworkbook, asat of noteswasprovidedthat challengedthevoice-over, asking
readersto think again about what wassaid and to consider how far they feltit was
justified. Thevideo then providesanother text - aBBC programmetrailer - for
the package users to analyse on their own, using questions and notes from the
workbook.

In devisngthis part of the package we were on familiar ground. Wehad all
done exercises with teachers in the analysis of texts, using this conceptual
approach. Providing dides and audiotape, we could dso enable students of the
package to undertake standard exercisss in image andlysis and in making a
photo-story with a sound track. All this was based on the sound principle of
darting where the students are. showing them that they aready have knowl-
edge, understanding and skillsthat they can use and deveop.

Atypica procedurein many trai ningcoursesisto movefromthissort of work
draight into dassroom activity, either leaving the trainee to work out how the
activity is supposed to link to the conceptual signposts dready set up, or on the
basis of pure assartion: "thisactivity will teach children to..." or "by doing this,
pupilswill learn that..."

We were not happy with this gpproach. We felt we had to start with our
students own levels of understanding, hence we should be encouraging themto
dothesame. But how could we demonstrate the significance of their students
knowledge and understanding? We could not literally do this, but what we could
dowasto provide both video and audiotape of children's activitiesand talk, and
demandananayssof both, intermsof what kindsof knowledgeand understand-
ing were demonstrated, and what kinds of learning seemed to be going on.
Working with smal groups of children aged six, ten, and twelve, we taped
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discussions of two items already included in the package - adocumentary style
photograph and thepastacommercia . Wesd ected teachersof threedifferent age
groups (seven, thirteen, and sixteenyear olds), and filmed them at work in their
dassooms with their students.

Herewecameup againgt thepeculiar difficulti esof mediaeducationtraining.
If one is teaching people to andyse the way texts are constructed and to
interrogate their conventions, one cannot just show dassroom practicel  In
piloting sections of the package our nicefilms of busy children were shredded by
our newly critical students. Questions on the audiotape were pilloried. The
answer, and it isinevitably apartial one, wasto demand that the package users
focus specificaly on the problem of representing classroom practice through the
media. Any medium— print, audio, video, photography — involves choices. of
words, of framing, of editing from severd hours down to a few minutes. In
confronting these choices through both anaytica and practicd tasks, our
studentsinvolve themsavesin mediaissues and educationa issuesat thesame
time.

Dedlingwith these problemsgot usto thestage of identifying and producing
the content of nearly all the components, but in terms of the package's pedagogy
wehad only gotten through stageone. Most guidesto mediaeducation stopthere;
you havethe conceptual picture, you havetried out afew useful activities- goout
thereanddoit! Wewantedtodomore. Wewantedtoreturnto, and openup, some
of the intractable critical debates that shook media education in the 1970s and
have tended to be siwept under the carpet in the rush to make mediaeducation
arespectable curriculum subject for the 1990s What ever happened to ideology?
Wheat happenedtopleasure? And goingbackfurther ill, what happenedtovaue
judgements and aesthetics? These are by no means dosed subjects from an
unfashionable decade. We devisaed athree-sesson unit of the package that met
thesedebateshead on, revisiting suchtextsastheM acCabe-M cArthur debateon
realism® and Judith Williamson's "How Does Girl Number Twenty Understand
Ideology?" *, but asking students to engage with them in terms of their own
motivations, practice and gods here and now.

Prompted by the Ingpectorate's critiques, we dso wanted to tackle progres-
gon in learning.  The major difficulty here was that there is practicaly no
evidenceto use virtually no one gets achanceto teach mediasystematically to
thesamechildren over severd years. Thisunit thereforebecamevery hypotheti-
cd, asweasked studentstorevisit thetapesof children'stalk andwork at various
age leveds, and to think about the differences. The problem is that one cannot
extrgpolate progresson in learning from developmenta evidence.

Speeking of a 1940s documentary photograph, the 6-year-olds say "this
pictureéssomethingred.” What do they mean by this, and how doesonefind out?
Twelveyear oldslooking at the same photograph say "it doeslook abit fa se*yeah/
it doesn't look redigtic." Areboth groups recognising the documentary intention
of theimage? Aretheolder students ableto focuson what theyounger oneshave
missed, or are they reading it differently? And what difference would it maketo
those six year olds understanding if they had the opportunity to take different
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Figure 2.
Bert Hardy Photograph

photos of asubject and to explore their ownjudgementsabout what they think is
real and what they think isnot red? We cannot answer these questionsyet, but
we can at leedt dert teachersto their complexity and importance.
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Finally, it seemed crucial that the packagesusersshould not just learn about
mediaeducation asasat of teaching and |earning concerns, but that they should
be able to place those concerns in a gtrategic context. Where would they locate
mediateaching? How doesit relateto their own curricular requirements? How
would they promoteit in their own ingtitution or their own region? Again, the
debates anthologised in the book feed in a this point, as we ask the teechers
studying the package to plan aterm's work, and to prepare a presentation on
mediaeducation for an audience of colleagues or parents.

Not everyone using the package is going to take it on asafull seventy hour
course®. It isconstructed in sixteen sessions, someof two hoursand someof four,
organised into five units. Thereisdso asubstantial amount of reading between
ss50ns. Wehaveassumed that itisat least aslikely that trainerswill adapt and
sect from the package according to their own time constraints and needs, and
we indicate some ways of doing this. Nevertheess, our intention al aong has
been to set anew agendafor training. Any educational trainingthat failsto link
theory to practice, that offers teaching based on predetermined activitiesrather
than on children's learning, will not redly meeat teechers needs, however
accessible it may seem at first sight.

Inthefinal andysiswedo not want to train teachersto think that they know
ital - or eventhat they could know it dl. Thefinal session of the packageisopen-
ended, inviting teachersto define and undertake their own dassroom research,
taking the work of the package on into their own practice and into as yet
unanswered - or even unformulated - quegtions, of which there are many.
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