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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

 Over recent decades, the innovation and dissemination of Internet-capable devices has 

grown exponentially (Friedman, 2013). Subsequently, children and adolescent use and 

ownership of Internet-capable devices, social media, and technology in general has increased as 

well (Lenhart et al., 2011; 2015). While it is evident that device access and use have increased 

over the years, the potential benefits and dangers of media have increased in tandem. This 

creates an intricate web of beneficial resources (e.g., access to information, social capital, 

community, etc.) and dangerous or inappropriate information (e.g., difficulties with information 

management, dangerous content, cyberbullying, social comparison, etc.) that can be difficult for 

youth to navigate (Best et al., 2014; Christofides et al., 2012; Chunawalla, 2010; DeAndrea & 

Walther, 2011; Dredge et al., 2014; Mintz, 2012). 

 While parents may provide guidance, rules, or regulations regarding use of or access to 

technology or the Internet (Álvarez et al., 2013; Office of Communications [OFCOM], 2016), 

this is not always effective. Approaches vary substantially across parents (OFCOM, 2016), and 

children are capable of overcoming parental rules and regulations (McAfee, 2013; Lenhart et al., 

2015). Therefore, media literacy (i.e., the ability to access, analyze, evaluate, create, and act 

using all forms of communication; National Association for Media Literacy Education 

[NAMLE], 2019) may be an effective method of bridging the figurative gap between high device 

use and access and potential limited understanding of appropriate online behaviors and skills. 

Research has found media literacy programs to be an effective means of teaching these concepts, 

increasing metacognition and reflection skills, and educating students (Chamberlain, 2017; 

Dvorghets & Shaturnaya, 2015; Kao et al., 2016; Martens & Hobbs, 2015). 
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 Since schools have expanded their classroom technological capacities (Sheffield, 2015; 

Zhang, 2018) and device ownership among students in recent years (Zheng et al., 2016), the 

school setting is an appropriate arena to introduce media literacy concepts. This trend of 

increasing school-based technology use has only increased during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

COVID-19 is a respiratory virus that is spread by person-to-person contact (Center for Disease 

Control and Prevention [CDC], 2020a; 2020b). The virus presents in a variety of forms ranging 

from mild (i.e., no notable symptoms) to severe (e.g., loss of sense of smell, severe respiratory 

distress, use of ventilator to facilitate appropriate breathing, etc.). At the beginning of the 

pandemic, based on the lack of a vaccine available and the transmissible nature of the virus, the 

preventative measure deemed most appropriate at the start of the pandemic was social distancing. 

This included actions such as limiting in-person contact or interactions, deterring unnecessary 

travel, and maintaining approximately six feet distance between individuals (CDC, 2020a). 

Following the release of these recommendations by the Center for Disease Control and 

Prevention (CDC) in March 2020, approximately 185 countries across the globe implemented or 

announced school closures (CDC, 2020a). This included a vast number of K-12 schools, 

colleges, and universities across the United States which opted for an emergency online 

instruction format in order to best comply with these guidelines and limit potential transmission 

of the virus (CDC, 2020b; World Health Organization [WHO], 2020).  

The COVID-19 emergency required most students to access class materials using digital 

devices or other means of technology, thereby substantially increasing the expected device use of 

students. Since the initial school closures in March and April 2020, schools across the United 

States continued education in a variety of methods (e.g., in-person, hybrid learning formats, 

remote instruction) that continue to utilize technology at unprecedented levels (American 
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Academy of Pediatrics [AAP], 2020; CDC, 2020b). Despite the literature calling for media 

literacy programs and given evidence of substantial increases in student device use (particularly 

in response to COVID-19), there is no evidence of comprehensive media literacy programs being 

initiated with students. In this case, comprehensive refers to a program containing education on 

technical and social components of literate, appropriate use of media. This is as opposed to 

programs that focus on a singular aspect of media literacy, such as smoking advertisements or 

news media. It is unclear if students are receiving school-based instruction to facilitate literate 

use of media, despite the expectation to use technology exponentially more than previous years. 

The literature provides examples of classroom-based media literacy programs that have 

been found to be effective (Gialamas et al., 2013; Hobbs et al., 2013; Yoo et al., 2009). 

However, the literature is not comprehensive in terms of samples used and breadth of media 

literacy programs (Draper et al., 2015; Hobbs et al., 2013; Hong et al., 2014; Sung et al., 2016). 

For example, most media literacy programs focus on a narrow facet (e.g., advertising), as 

opposed to a comprehensive (e.g., understanding technology, social nuance online, appropriate 

online behavior, impact of advertising, personal responsibility online, etc.) intervention covering 

all aspects of media literacy (Draper et al., 2015; Hobbs et al., 2013; Hong et al., 2014; Sung et 

al., 2016). This gap in the literature paired with the substantial increases in educational 

technology use due to the COVID-19 pandemic presents a need for school-based media literacy 

research. 

Powers (2017) completed a study on adolescent understanding of the Internet and the 

efficacy of direct instruction of media literacy concepts. While this provided an example of a 

comprehensive media literacy curriculum in a school setting, it neither focused on children nor 

accounted for the substantial increases in educational technology use as a result of COVID-19. 
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To date, there has been no research that addresses the effectiveness of a comprehensive, 

classroom-based media literacy intervention implemented through a direct instruction approach 

with children. Research of this nature can help identify barriers related to children learning 

appropriate online behavior and skills. Further, this knowledge can support media literacy 

education within the school setting. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of a classroom-based, direct 

instruction of media literacy concepts with children. As previous research identified school-

based media literacy curriculum as an effective method of instruction, the study tested whether 

or not this was consistent with fourth and fifth grade students. Specifically, media literacy 

understanding was measured prior to the implementation of direct-instruction, and following the 

direct instruction. Analyses were conducted in order to assess the effectiveness of the direct 

instruction intervention on media literacy understanding.  

 With increases of device use and ownership among children over recent decades 

(Common Sense Media, 2015), this study aligns with a substantial need to educate children 

directly on literate use of technology and the Internet. Study findings may inform professionals 

on appropriate strategies to teach children media literacy concepts. 

Definitions of Key Terms 

 Media Literacy. Media literacy refers to the ability to access, analyze, evaluate, create, 

and act using all forms of communication. Media literacy incorporates digital components into 

the traditional literacy definition, allowing for critical thinking and effective communication to 

be fostered among active citizens. This definition includes all electronic and digital means of 

print, visuals, and other methods of communication (NAMLE, 2019). 
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 General Media Literacy. General media literacy refers to literacy concepts related to the 

three main domains of media literacy: representations and reality (i.e., media as a representation 

that may differ from reality), authors and audiences (i.e., media that is expressed and experienced 

from different points of view), and messages and meanings (i.e., media is intended to persuade; 

Bier et al., 2011; Hobbs, 2006; Hobbs & Jensen, 2013; Primack et al., 2006). 

 Technological Understanding. Technological understanding refers to media literacy 

concepts related to functional use, or understanding how and where information is transferred or 

located, and numerous other technical concepts. Understanding the operational processes and the 

complex interconnectedness of the Internet is a key feature in accurate understanding of the 

Internet (Denham, 1993; Powers, 2017; Yan, 2005, 2006, 2009).  

Social Understanding. Social understanding refers to media literacy concepts related to 

appropriate and inappropriate use of, communication with, and consumption of online content or 

social networks. The presentation and management of an individual’s online identity, in addition 

to maintaining appropriate social relationships, is another key factor in appropriate use of the 

Internet (Denham, 1993; Powers, 2017; Yan, 2005, 2006, 2009). 

 Direct Instruction Approach. Direct instruction approach refers to explicit instruction 

on concepts through a directive approach. Research suggests that young children learn about 

media through unintentional exposure from the culture or experience (Kohnen & Saul, 2018; 

Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). 

Research Questions 

1. What are the descriptive estimates of fourth and fifth grade students related to media/device 

access, ownership, use, parental rules, and understanding of media literacy concepts? 
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2. Is participation in direct media literacy instruction associated with increases in levels of 

understanding of media literacy concepts? 

3. Is direct media literacy instruction effective at different levels of device access? 

Hypotheses 

In regard to question 1, it was hypothesized that students would report high media access 

and device use. Additionally, it was hypothesized that there would likely be variations in parental 

rules, with the most common rule being the amount of time allowed on devices. Further, young 

students (i.e., fourth and fifth grade students) would demonstrate minimal media literacy 

understanding (i.e., technical and social understanding). These hypotheses were based on 

literature summarized in the next chapter, which suggests that children typically learn media 

practices primarily from exposure and are not frequently exposed to explanations of the technical 

and social complexity of the Internet (Powers, 2017). 

Concerning question 2, it was hypothesized that when educated on media literacy 

concepts using a direct instruction method, students would demonstrate a significant increase in 

media literacy understanding. This hypothesis aligned with previous research that found older 

participants who underwent direct media literacy instruction displayed increases in media 

literacy understanding (Powers, 2017). 

Regarding question 3, it was hypothesized that device access would predict media 

literacy at the pre-test; however, it would not predict media literacy at the post-test following the 

intervention. This hypothesis was based on previous research suggesting that media literacy 

education is effective, regardless of prior knowledge (Powers, 2017) 

Methodology 



9 

 

The current study explores the effect of a direct instruction approach on understanding of 

media literacy components (i.e., technical and social understanding) in children. The study 

involved survey completion before and after receiving direct media literacy instruction by 

participants in fourth and fifth grade. Several statistical analyses (i.e., preliminary analyses, 

paired samples t-test, exploratory factor analysis, ANOVA) were performed in order to answer 

the research questions. 

Results 

Overall, the majority of fourth and fifth grade students report owning or having access to 

between one and three devices, which aligns with previous literature suggesting that technology 

access is ubiquitous (Common Sense Media 2015, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015; Rideout 2013; 

Rideout & Robb, 2018). The most commonly owned device was a video game player. In 

addition, the majority of participants reported owning a tablet or a smartphone. Fourth and fifth 

grade students reported typically using media/devices for personal entertainment. The use of 

media/devices for social interactions was less frequently reported. These trends align with 

previous research suggesting that this age range is beginning to transition to utilizing 

media/devices for social interactions (Common Sense Media, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015). 

The most frequently reported parental rules about media/devices pertained to 

downloading or purchasing apps. Further, the majority of students reported having rules about 

which video games they are allowed to play, what they can do on the computer, time spent on 

video games, and having a social media profile. Other reported rules were time spent on a cell 

phone, time spent on the computer, and time spent on the Internet. This aligns with previous 

research reporting similar media rules implemented by parents (Badri et al., 2016; Goh et al., 

2014; OFCOM, 2016; Valcke et al., 2010). It should be noted that about half of participants 
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reported that their parents implement each of these rules. Further, when asked how often parents 

check that rules are being followed, the majority of students reported that their parents check 

sometimes-to-often. This implies that a consistent set of parental rules for media between parents 

of students is ambiguous and, in general, rules are not always consistently followed. 

When considering fourth and fifth grade students’ understanding of media literacy 

concepts, the hypothesis of the study was that minimal understanding would be shown. However, 

the results of the study suggest that most students have partial understanding. This aligns with 

previous research on media literacy trends in slightly older children (Duda, 2020; Powers, 2017; 

Tsai & Tsai, 2010; Yan, 2009). The media literacy education intervention implemented within 

this study was found to be significantly correlated with increases in media literacy understanding 

in fourth and fifth grade students. In addition, the results were found to have a large effect size, 

which indicates that this finding has practical significance. This aligns with previous research 

that has found a variety of media literacy programs to be effective at increasing media literacy 

with older populations (Powers, 2017; Yan, 2006) and increasing knowledge of media-related 

concepts with elementary students (Draper et al., 2015). 

In considering the pilot test of the Media Literacy Scale (i.e., MLS), it should be noted 

that the scale was developed from the combination of NYS learning standards (New York State 

Education Department [NYSED], 2020a, 2020b), questions directly related to the intervention 

content (Common Sense Media, 2020), and media safety standards for children (Ben-Joseph, 

2018; Common Sense Media, 2020; Connect Safely, 2018; Connect Safely, 2019; Turner & 

Borwick, 2020). The scale was found to have acceptable reliability, therefore suggesting validity 

to the data collected within pre-test and post-test results which utilized the MLS scale. 
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Based on results of the analysis of the interaction between device access and media 

literacy scores, the number of devices owned or available, ownership of smartphones, and 

parental rules (which may influence overall device access) was not related to media literacy 

scores prior to or after the intervention. This aligns with previous research suggesting that 

students tend to learn from experience, but that experience is not effective in improving their 

media literacy (Kohnen & Saul, 2018; Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). 

Importance of the Study to School Psychologists, Schools, and Parents 

 One of the many services that school psychologists can provide involves 

psychoeducation and the promotion of positive behavior (National Association of School 

Psychologists [NASP] Practice Model, 2020). This study provides psychologists with the 

resources to address concerns and implement interventions related to children’s use of 

technology. Furthermore, it serves to provide a comprehensive framework of appropriate online 

behavior to use during consultation with teachers or parents. Additionally, a school psychologist 

can use this information to reduce the aforementioned potential danger in student populations 

they work with. Since a positive relationship between media literacy understanding and a school-

based direct instruction approach was found, the evidence for the development of an intervention 

in schools may be warranted. Therefore, this study serves as the foundation intervention that 

focuses on increasing media literacy in children. Furthermore, based on the COVID-19 

educational landscape, school psychologists are likely to benefit from additional information on 

students’ understanding, or lack thereof, related to media and technology use. 

 In terms of implications for schools, there are several considerations. Primarily, there is 

emergence of an ethical dilemma from requiring students to use technology at high rates without 

explicitly teaching them appropriate media literacy skills. This study provides an example of a 
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universal media literacy education intervention that could be implemented with elementary 

students; in addition, the intervention was found to be significantly effective at raising media 

literacy scores. Overall, this gives substantial evidence for the appropriateness and effectiveness 

of media literacy education within the school and classroom setting. Additionally, schools that 

expect a student to utilize digital educational materials outside of class should assess each 

student’s technology needs. Ideally, a school should provide these materials (e.g., laptops, 

tablets, or WiFi hotspots) to each student, in order to promote a universally accessible education 

for all students 

In terms of implications for parents, the results imply that a set of parental rules for media 

between parents of students is not consistent across parents and, in general, rules are not always 

consistently followed. This further supports the need for media literacy education, such as was 

conducted in the current study. In terms of recommendations for parents (or practitioners 

working with parents), several may be considered. Primarily, it is essential to clearly teach 

children positive and safe behavior online, similar to what was done in the current study. In this, 

parents should focus on the appropriate alternatives, as opposed to what children should not be 

doing online. Ideally, parents should begin teaching appropriate media habits at a young age, 

prior to larger or more complex media-related issues arising. In addition, parents should be 

encouraged to use the free resources available through Common Sense Media. Finally, parents 

can apply Bloom’s Taxonomy to answer questions about access or ownership. 

Contribution to the Literature 

 There were no known studies that examine a school-based, direct instruction media 

literacy intervention with children prior to the current study. While several examples exist of 

similar programs with older populations, the effectiveness of a comprehensive media literacy 
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intervention completed with children had yet to be explored. For example, a comprehensive 

program would cover all aspects of media literacy (e.g., understanding technology, social nuance 

online, appropriate online behavior, impact of advertising, personal responsibility online, etc.), as 

opposed to a narrow focus (e.g., understanding advertising). Given the aforementioned research 

on the benefits of directly instructing students on media literacy concepts, the information 

derived from the study may be beneficial for those invested in the wellness of children and 

adolescents. An intervention of this nature could then be developed and implemented for a wide 

range of students. 

  



14 

 

CHAPTER II: RELATED LITERATURE  

Background of Current Media Landscape 

Forms of Media 

Within our world, media takes on a variety of forms. Given that this chapter delves into 

the intricacies of our current media landscape, it is imperative to provide definitions and 

descriptions of relevant forms of media. While traditional forms of media have encompassed 

printed materials such as books, newspapers, and magazines (Chunawalla, 2010), the focus of 

this literature review is on technological-based media. One of the oldest forms of technological-

based media are televisions (TVs) (Chunawalla, 2010), which currently includes the use of a 

television set or watching TV online (Common Sense Media, 2015). TV is defined as a system 

for transmitting visual images and sounds that are reproduced on screens, and typically used for 

entertainment, information, or education (Chunawalla, 2010). Within TV use, DVDs (i.e., 

compact discs that store data, including audiovisual material) or flash drives can be used in order 

to access digital programming to watch (Common Sense Media, 2015). Another form that can be 

used is online videos, which can be watched online through websites such as YouTube. 

Examples of the content comprising online videos are how-to videos, podcasts, webisodes, music 

videos, or funny pet videos (Common Sense Media, 2015).  

Along with videos, media consumption also encompasses listening to music. Common 

Sense Media (2015) defines this sphere of media to include music that is downloaded (e.g., 

transfered to a computer, iPod, smartphone, MP3, etc.), streamed (e.g., music played through an 

app or service such as Pandora, Spotify, Apple Music, etc. on a computer, tablet, iPod, phone, 

etc.), played on the radio, or played on digital discs (e.g., CD, records, etc.). While watching 
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music videos involves a component of listening to music, it is typically counted within the online 

video consumption category (Common Sense Media, 2015).  

Another important form of media is phone use; this encompasses basic phones and 

smartphones (Common Sense Media, 2015; Lenhart et al., 2015). Basic phones are a type of 

mobile phone that have access to only the basic phone feature such as texting (i.e., composing 

and sending electronic messages through a mobile device), as well as making or receiving phone 

calls (i.e., speaking to someone through a phone). In addition to basic phone functions, 

smartphones are able to perform similarly to a computer, have an operating system from which 

apps (i.e., applications or software programs downloaded by the device user) or other programs 

can be run, and often operate with a touch-screen interface (i.e., accepts data or input primarily 

through the screen, as opposed to through a physical keyboard; Common Sense Media, 2015).  

Outside of phones, another major way that media is accessed is through use of computers. 

There are two major groups of computers (i.e., desktops and laptops). Broadly, computers are 

devices that are capable of storing and processing data, which is then displayed in visual form on 

a screen. A desktop typically has a separate keyboard, screen, and hard drive that functions on 

the surface of a desk. A laptop typically has all three aforementioned components in one device, 

which enables greater mobility. Some computers have touchscreen capabilities, as well as 

advanced features such as cameras. A tablet is a touchscreen device that functions as a portable 

computer in capabilities and interface (Common Sense Media, 2015).  

One form of media that can be accessed through phones, computers, and tablets is 

gaming. Gaming is broadly defined as playing games on a device, which includes mobile games 

(i.e., games played on a tablet, smartphone, or other touchscreen device), computer games (i.e., 

games played on a computer, which can be single-player or multiplayer), and video games (i.e., 
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games played on a specific gaming system). The latter of the three types of gaming requires use 

of a gaming system, which are divided into two categories: console and handheld (Common 

Sense Media, 2015). Examples of gaming consoles include Wii, Xbox, Playstation, or any other 

console that requires connection to a screen in order to access the game. In contrast, handheld 

gaming utilizes handheld devices such as a Nintendo DS, Game Boy, LeapPad, or other similar 

devices that do not require access to another device or screen to access the game (Common 

Sense Media, 2015; Lenhart et al., 2015). Some gaming systems in recent years have blended 

forms of console and handheld gaming into one device, such as the Nintendo Switch (Nintendo, 

2019).  

Another major form of media is use of the Internet. The Internet is a global network of 

billions of devices by which an individual has access to and can communicate with an infinite 

number of resources or people (Goodwill Community Foundation [GCFI], 2019). Accessing the 

Internet can be referenced colloquially as going online, surfing, browsing, or a variety of other 

phrases (Common Sense Media, 2013; Common Sense Media, 2019; GCFI, 2019). Within the 

Internet various media platforms exist. Broadly, media platforms are websites, applications, or 

other services that deliver media to a specific set of users or audience. Examples of media 

platforms include Facebook, YouTube, Instagram, Snapchat, and Twitter (DelValle Institute 

Learning Center, n.d.). Typically, social-based media platforms that include creating and sharing 

content or information are referred to as social media (Common Sense Media, 2015, 2019; 

Lenhart et al., 2015). 

To summarize, forms of technological-based media that are primarily audiovisual based 

include TVs, DVDs, and online videos. Additionally, listening to music is another popular form 

of media. Devices such as basic phones, smartphones, tablets, and computers also allow for 
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media use. Gaming is a popular form of media that can be accessed through computer, mobile, 

and video games. Video games include gaming systems, primarily consisting of either gaming 

consoles or handheld gaming devices. The Internet is another form of media that is often 

characterized by media platforms. Finally, socially-based media platforms are often referred to as 

social media (Common Sense Media, 2015; 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015). All of these forms of 

media are pervasive amid our current media landscape (Common Sense Media, 2019; Rideout & 

Robb, 2018). Two forms of media that are particularly ubiquitous within our world are the 

Internet and social media (Common Sense Media 2015, 2019). Therefore, an in-depth analysis of 

the Internet and social media is warranted in order to supply sufficient understanding of relevant 

digital trends within our society. 

General Information on the Internet and Social Media 

Internet and social media use are pervasive within our current society, particularly among 

children and adolescents. Device innovation and Internet capabilities have increased within 

recent decades (Friedman, 2013). Within this sphere, technological advances have allowed social 

media to become a central component of the online experience. Social media is defined as any 

platform that allows interactive communication in response to online posting (Powers, 2017).  

These are typically conducted on social media networks, defined as any platform that allows 

interactive communication in response to online posting (New York City Department of 

Education [NYC DOE], 2013). With increased access to and use of these online resources, 

children and adolescents are faced with a technically and socially complex, beneficial, and 

dangerous world. In order to examine our current media landscape, it is essential first to explore 

typical use of the aforementioned forms of media by adolescents and children. 
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Typical Use of the Internet and Social Media 

Consideration of typical use of the Internet and social media contains both differences 

and similarities among age groups. Adolescents are defined as individuals between the ages of 

eleven and eighteen, while those below the age of eleven are considered children (United 

Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF], 2011). It should be noted that individuals who spend a 

certain amount of time using media may not be spending that time only using media. Individuals 

may multitask in a variety of ways and often may be doing other activities at the same time (e.g., 

watching TV while doing homework, getting dressed while listening to music, browsing social 

media while walking to the bus, etc.). Furthermore, many individuals use more than one media 

platform at the same time, or flip between media platforms frequently. For example, for one hour 

an individual may listen to music while using a social media site; due to the simultaneous use of 

multiple media platforms, the individual has subsequently used two hours of media in one 

temporal hour. This simultaneous use of multiple media platforms is defined as media 

multitasking (Common Sense Media, 2015). The studies referenced in this section do not take 

into account or report media multitasking within their results; therefore, it is important to 

maintain the potential impact of media multitasking while analyzing trends of use that are 

reported. The following sections will discuss these trends across recent years within both 

adolescent and children populations. These trends include device use, ownership, social media, 

and various other forms of media use. The first population discussed will be adolescents, 

followed by children. 

Adolescents’ device use. In 2010, adolescents between the ages of eleven and eighteen 

were reported to be exposed to twelve hours of media per day, while children eight to ten years 

were exposed to eight hours per day (Rideout & Roberts, 2010). The total hours of adolescents’ 
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media exposure has only risen within recent years. This may be partly due to the ubiquitous 

ownership or access to smartphone devices. To illustrate, two studies will be considered: Lenhart 

et al. (2015) and Rideout & Robb (2018). Both studies can be considered in parallel to fully 

grasp the range of changes within the past few years. 

Lenhart et al. (2015) found that 88% of American teens ages 13-17 had access to a 

mobile phone and 73% of teens had access to a smartphone. Overall, the smartphone owners 

tended to be older (i.e., 76% of 15-17 year olds compared to 68% of 13-14 year olds). However, 

15% of teens had access to both a smart and basic cell phone, and half of basic phone users also 

have access to a smartphone (e.g., through a parent, friend, phone without a plan, etc.). Higher 

income families and higher levels of parent education significantly increased a teen’s likelihood 

of owning a smartphone. Additionally, 71% of White, Non-Hispanic and Hispanic American 

teens own a smart phone, compared to 85% of Black, Non-Hispanic teens owning smartphones.  

Additionally, Lenhart et al. (2015) analyzed access to and ownership of a variety of other 

devices. Overall, the majority of youth (70%) were reported to have access to three or four of the 

following: desktops, laptops, smartphones, basic phones, tablets, or game consoles. This is a 

stark contrast to 1% of teens who reported no device access, and 4% of teens who reported 

access to only one device. This high level of access to and ownership of many devices may 

influence the high levels of media use among teens. 

Looking at specific device ownership trends, 87% of reported teens having access to a 

computer (desktop or laptop), and 58% of teens reported having access to a tablet. When it came 

to gaming consoles, 81% of teens aged 13-17 had access to a game console (e.g., PlayStation, 

Xbox, Wii, etc.). Overall, higher family income significantly impacts tablet access or ownerships 

(46% of families earning less than $50,000, compared to 63% of wealthier families). Teens in 
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households making less than $30,000 annually were less likely to own a game console (63%), 

compared to higher income families (83%). Further, gender reported some impact on tablet 

access, with 62% of owners being female, compared to 54% being male. Race or ethnicity was 

not found to significantly impact tablet ownership or access. Ninety percent of teen boys 

reported owning a game console, while 70% of girls reported access to a game console. (Lenhart 

et al., 2015). 

In addition to ownership and access, Lenhart et al. (2015) collected data on teen device 

usage. Overall, 92% of teens ages 13-17 reported going online daily, with 80% reporting going 

online several times a day to almost constantly. In regard to communication, 91% of teens utilize 

text messaging within a week, with 33% of users reporting use of text messaging apps (e.g., 

WhatsApp) to send messages. The average number of messages sent or received within a typical 

day was reported to be 30; this was slightly higher for girls (M = 79 messages per day) than boys 

(M = 56 messages per day), and increases with age (15-17 year old girls exchange closer to 50 

messages per day). When it comes to video calls or chats, 47% of teens talk with others through 

video communication (e.g., Skype, Oovoo, Facetimes, Omegle, etc.), with older girls reporting 

more video calling than any other population (54% of girls aged 15-17). Another highly reported 

form of communication and entertainment is social media (Lenhart et al., 2015). 

When it comes to social media, 81% of teens reported use of social media sites (Common 

Sense Media, 2018). Older teens are typically more likely to use social media (81% ages 15-17), 

compared to younger teens (68% ages 13-14). In regard to specific media platforms, 89% 

reported that they had used at least one platform, with 71% reporting use of two or more 

platforms. Of those only using one platform, the following use of specific platforms was 

reported: 66% use Facebook, 13% use Google+, 13% use Instagram, 3% use Snapchat, and 2% 
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reported a platform not listed (e.g., YouTube, Oovoo, iFunny, etc.; Common Sense Media, 2018; 

Rideout & Robb, 2018). When considering the top reported social media sites, several trends 

emerged.  

The highest reported social media site was Facebook, a free social networking website 

that allows registered users to create profiles, upload pictures, send messages to others, and post 

information about themselves. Overall, 71% of teens reported use of Facebook, with older teens 

being more likely to use the platform (77% of 14-17 year olds), compared to younger teens (44% 

of 13 year olds). It should be noted that Facebook is only open to those who verify their age as 

13 years or older. Teens in low-income households earning less than $50,000 annually were 

more likely to use Facebook (77%) than higher income households (68%; Lenhart et al., 2015).  

Another highly reported social media platform was Instagram, a free photo-and-video-

sharing app and social networking platform. Similar to Facebook, Instagram is only open to 

those who verify their age as 13 years or older. When it comes to Instagram, 52% of teens 

reported use of Instagram, with girls reporting higher usage (61%) than boys (44%). Older girls 

reported the heaviest usage of Instagram (64%). The average Instagram user had approximately 

150 followers, with girls reporting higher average followers (200) than boys (100; Lenhart et al., 

2015). 

 Snapchat is another highly reported social media platform. Snapchat is a free mobile app 

where users can share photo, video, and text messages that automatically disappear once opened 

after a pre-determined amount of time. Similar to Facebook and Instagram, Snapchat is only 

open to those who verify their age as 13 years or older. In terms of Snapchat use, 41% of 

American teens reported using Snapchat, with girls being more likely to use the platform (51%) 

compared to boys (31%). Additionally, older teens are more likely to use Snapchat (41% ages 
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15-17) than younger teens (31%). Individuals in wealthy households were substantially more 

likely to use Snapchat (43%) than lower income households (30%). Teens in households earning 

more than $75,000 annually were most likely to report Snapchat as their top social media 

platform (Lenhart et al., 2015).  

Overall, Lenhart et al. (2015) found the three major social media platforms reported to be 

the most frequently used by teens in 2015 were Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat. A trend of 

higher use among older teen and female populations was also reported. Facebook was more 

likely to be used by low income teens, while Snapchat was more likely to be used by higher 

income teens. The majority of teens reported use of more than one social media platform, as well 

as less frequent use of other social media platforms (e.g., Twitter, Tumblr, Google+) and use of 

other platforms not listed within the study (e.g., YouTube, Oovoo, etc.). While Lenhart et al. 

found high levels of device access and media use, this access to devices and use of social media 

among teens has only increased within recent years (Lenhart et al., 2015). 

In 2018, Rideout & Robb conducted a study in which 88% of teens reported to use social 

media a few times a day to almost constantly. This is nearly a 10% increase from Lenhart et al.’s 

findings in 2015. Eighty-nine percent of teens ages 13-17 years reported owning a smartphone; 

this represents another increase from the 79% of 13-17 year olds who reported smartphone 

ownership in 2015. Similar to 2015, older teens were more likely to use social media in increased 

frequency (82% of teens ages 15-17, compared to 59% of teens ages 13-14). Additionally, 

females again exhibited higher daily usage of social media (81%) compared to their male 

counterparts (66%). Income was found to substantially impact frequency of social media use, 

with higher income teens reporting more daily usage (76%), compared to lower income teens 

(68%). Frequency of texting was found to increase compared to Lenhart et al.’s findings in 2015, 
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with 80% reporting texting daily to almost constantly. Overall, the highest reported favorite 

social media platform of teens was Snapchat (41%), followed by Instagram (22%) and Facebook 

(15%). Similar to 2015, Facebook was most likely to be used by lower income households, and 

teens in higher income households were more likely to use Snapchat (Lenhart et al., 2015; 

Rideout & Robb, 2018). 

Overall, across years the most common ways in which the majority of adolescents utilize 

the Internet consists of: watching videos, listening to music, playing video or mobile games, and 

using social media (Rideout & Robb, 2018). While social media is widely and frequently used by 

adolescents, passive and active entertainment through video games, videos, and TV are also 

common among adolescents (Common Sense Media, 2015). There is a distinct trend of increases 

in device ownership and media use across years. Additionally, there has been a noticeable shift 

in which media platforms are most utilized or preferred. However, the trends of usage among 

age, gender, and socio-economic status remain consistent across years within these increases of 

use. Older, female teens were more likely than any other teen population to use social media. 

Higher-income teens were more likely to own several devices, as well as use newer mobile 

applications. Overall, the vast majority of teens had access to more than one device, owned a 

smartphone, and maintained multiple social media accounts. While there are distinct trends 

among adolescent users, with the increase in access to and use of media across years, it is 

essential to consider any trends among younger populations as well. The next section will 

discuss trends of device access and media use among children. 

Children’s device use. In 2015, Common Sense Media found that children ages eight to 

12 years old spent an average of six hours engaging in various forms of media daily. There was 

large reported variation around this average, with 26% of children reportedly using media for 
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over eight hours per day, 31% reported four to eight hours per day, and 21% reported two hours 

or less per day. Only 6% reported no use of media. Among children, only 24% owned their own 

smartphone; this contrasts with 53% owning a tablet, 47% having a TV in their bedroom, and 

42% owning a gaming system. This is a substantial difference in device ownership compared to 

adolescents. Within actual use of media, children displayed substantial variation in patterns of 

use compared to teens.  

Moreover, Common Sense Media (2015) proposed six distinct patterns of typical hour 

usage and type of media used among eight to twelve year olds: Light users (27%; characterized 

by less than 2.5 hours of media use per day, primarily watching videos or TV), Readers (11%; 

characterized by 3 hours of media use, primarily used for reading), Mobile Gamers (14%; 

characterized by 6 hours of media use, primarily using mobile games and watching videos), 

Heavy Viewers (10%; characterized by 7 hours of media use, primarily viewing videos or TV), 

Video Gamers (23%; characterized by 7.5 hours of media use, primarily playing video games 

and watching videos), and Social Networkers (15%; characterized by 9+ hours of media use, 

primarily social media, watching videos, or using other forms of media). Based on this data, 47% 

of children primarily use media for entertainment through gaming (whether mobile or video) or 

watching videos. This is followed by a large percentage of children who are light users of media, 

primarily using media as passive entertainment. Examples of passive entertainment are listening 

to music, watching a video, or other activities that do not require action. Active entertainment 

includes playing video games, mobile games, or other activities that require consistent conscious 

effort (Common Sense Media, 2015). Overall, the trend suggests that the majority of children use 

media as a form of passive or active entertainment, as opposed to adolescents who heavily use 

media socially. This is consistent with the top rated media activities among children being 
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reported as watching TV, listening to music, playing video or mobile games, or watching online 

videos. This further aligns with the low levels of smartphone ownership among children, 

compared to owning devices that allow active and passive entertainment (i.e., TV, gaming 

system, tablet). Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the majority of social media platforms 

require users to verify that they are 13 years or older in order to make an account. This suggests 

that the age restriction, and subsequent lack of peer use of social media, may impact lower levels 

of social media use. However, while age restrictions are typical among social networking 

platforms, younger children are able to gain access by inputting a fake age, or through use of a 

parent’s device or media account (Common Sense Media, 2015; Coughlan, 2016; Williams, 

2014). 

It should be noted that among children, lower income children on average engage with 

media approximately two hours and 45 minutes more per day than higher income children. 

While the percentage of children actually using media is similar between low income (80%) and 

high income (82%) children within any given day, lower income children use media for longer 

periods of time (4.15 hours compared to 2.41 hours on average). Similarly, children whose 

parents had no more than a high school education spent approximately 1 hour and 50 minutes 

more on media per day, compared to children whose parents received higher education. Black, 

Non-Hispanic children spend substantially more time on media per day (11 hours on average), 

compared to White, Non-Hispanic (8.8 hours on average) or Hispanic children (8.5 hours on 

average; Common Sense Media, 2015). 

In summary, developmental changes within use of media between adolescents and 

children yield several distinct trends. Prior to adolescence, the majority of younger children use 

media as a form of passive or active entertainment. Typically, this is through video or mobile 
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gaming, as well as watching videos or TV. Between the ages of twelve and fourteen, adolescents 

begin to use the Internet for more social communication than entertainment, while still 

maintaining high levels of entertainment use as well. This shift towards social communication is 

typically conducted within popular social media networks (e.g., Facebook) or mobile device 

applications (e.g., Instagram, Snapchat, and Tik Tok) among youth (Common Sense Media, 

2019; Lenhart et al., 2015). Furthermore, research suggests that adolescents begin to use the 

Internet for educational resources and to quell curiosity. This can span across school-related 

research, hobbies, life advice, sexual education, and a multitude of other topics (Boyar et al., 

2011; Kuiper et al., 2005; Lenhart et al., 2015; Masanet & Buckingham, 2014). While it is 

evident that device access and use have increased over the years, the potential benefits and 

dangers of media have increased in tandem. This creates an intricate web of beneficial resources, 

as well as a simultaneously dangerous place with inappropriate information, which can be 

difficult for any individual, particularly youth, to navigate. While it is essential to consider these 

potential benefits and dangers, an individual must first consider how they personally view of 

media, as well as potential benefits or dangers. The next section discusses two main views of 

media use: the protectionist and empowerment views. In analyzing these views, a propensity to 

view benefits or dangers within media may emerge. 

Protectionist View vs. Empowerment View of Device and Media Use 

 Previously mentioned research has shown that device use and media access has increased 

over the years. Additionally, higher use of media increases the chance of engaging content that is 

beneficial or harmful for users (Boyar et al., 2011; Common Sense Media, 2019; Kuiper et al., 

2005; Lenhart et al., 2015; Masanet & Buckingham, 2014). Based on personal experiences or the 

culture one is exposed to, individuals may lean towards believing use of media is either more 



27 

 

beneficial or more harmful. This baseline view is likely to substantially impact our knowledge of 

potential harm or benefits online, as well as what parents teach their children regarding media 

(Hobbs, 1998; Powers, 2017).  

The following views of media proposed by Hobbs (1998) and Powers (2017) illuminate 

how a conscious or unconscious mental framework regarding media may influence an 

individual’s assessment of media. An individual may perceive the aforementioned increases of 

device access and media use as positive, concerning, or a mixture of the two. This perception 

comes from an individual taking on a protectionist or empowerment based view of media. 

Furthermore, it is essential to recognize this underlying inclination when discussing potential 

benefits or dangers in further sections. We will first consider the protectionist view, followed by 

the empowerment view.  

Protectionist. When considering media use among children and adolescents, Hobbs 

(1998) and Powers (2017) argue that there is an undeniable notion that these young media users 

are at-risk for acting as uninformed producers and consumers of media. This can be viewed in a 

protectionist model, where individuals are viewed consistently at-risk of being negatively 

impacted by media (Hobbs, 1998). Further, these young users can be exploited by marketing 

agencies or influenced by organized content (e.g., numerous social media influencers promoting 

a specific product, service, or opinion) as consumers of digital content (Chunawalla, 2010). 

Several examples of sensitive topics with potential negative influence are materialism, nutrition, 

body image, distortion or bias, inappropriate sexual content or sexual exploitation, stereotyping, 

and numerous other influential arenas of exposure (Chunawalla, 2010; Hobbs, 1998; Kaeqpradub 

et al., 2017; Madigan et al., 2018; Powers, 2017; Scharrer, 2008). In light of this constant 

potential for negative influence, a protectionist view maintains a primarily cautious view of 
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media, followed by advocating for primarily protecting users. This viewpoint suggests users 

must be trained in critical thinking skills, which can ultimately reduce potential encounters with 

harmful or negative content. While protection from and reduction of harmful content is the 

primary focus of the protectionist view, proper education and training ideally allows youth to be 

safe and aids in making informed, good choices while using media. This view of needing to 

protect users from negative influences sharply contrasts with the empowerment view, which 

embraces online autonomy and engenders benefits from positive media use.  

Empowerment. While the increase of device access and media use can be seen through a 

lens of rising risks for negative impact, the empowerment model views this increase as an 

opportunity to increase confidence and a sense of control among young users (Hobbs, 1998). 

Primarily, there is a focus on expanding an individual’s sense of agency over their media use, 

thereby gaining another facet of autonomy. Through this increased autonomy, an individual is 

allowed space to create a sense of identity and personally facilitate becoming an active 

participant of media, rather than a passive consumer (Hobbs, 1998; Powers 2017). This 

highlights the benefits resulting from finding one’s own voice, as well as promoting healthy self-

expression within another facet of life (Powers, 2017). The focus of an empowerment view is 

collaborative in nature, allowing the young user to actively participate in a guided exploration of 

media, within safe and secure limits. Youth are instructed on how to handle distressing content 

while maintaining a sense of control, combined with fostering creative expression and 

production of meaningful content (Hobbs, 1998; Powers, 2017). 

In sum, when considering the benefits and negative impacts of media use, it is important 

to recognize an individual’s baseline view of media. A protectionist view is more likely to focus 

on negative impacts, as well as how youth must be protected or taught proper ways to use media. 
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In contrast, an empowerment view is more likely to focus on increasing personal autonomy 

online, as well as improving production of personally meaningful content. While both views 

recognize the potential dangers of media use, the empowerment view is more likely to recognize 

the benefits of media use. Some potential negative and positive impacts have been mentioned; 

however, it is critical to complete a full analysis of the numerous benefits and dangers within the 

online sphere. The next section will delve into these various benefits and negative impacts that 

users may encounter online.  

Benefits and Negative Impacts of Use 

The aforementioned literature has illuminated the increases in device access and media 

use across all age groups. While there are some distinct trends across age, gender, race/ethnicity, 

and socioeconomic status, the benefits and negative impacts are experienced by all. Furthermore, 

benefits and dangers of the media use have increased in tandem with the increases of media 

usage. Communication and access is more persistent, searchable, archivable, and shareable than 

ever before (Chunawalla, 2010). This unique combination of high-risk and high-reward 

potentials within media spheres has created a distinct web of positive and negative resources that 

one must navigate. The next section discusses these potential benefits and dangers in depth, 

ideally allowing for an accurate assessment of our current media landscape. The potential 

benefits of media use will be discussed first, followed by the potential negative impacts of media 

use. 

Potential Benefits of Device Use 

Within the population of adolescents and children, media provides a wealth of social, 

educational, and intellectual resources. As stated through the empowerment model, in a broad 

sense, a variety of positive elements can be fostered and focused on within media use (Hobbs, 
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1998; Powers, 2017). The current literature spans a variety of positive effects related to media, 

device use, the Internet, and social media. In this section, we will consider benefits related to 

access of information, social capital, self-identity, self-esteem, and community.  

Access of information. As opposed to traditional educational resources that an individual 

must expend time and resources to attain (e.g., books, newspapers, etc.), the Internet offers 

information, quite literally, at the tips of one’s fingers (Chunawalla, 2010). This immediacy, 

breadth, and depth of information available is paired with online spaces in which the exchange of 

ideas may occur. This provides an unlimited resource of growth and education on all subjects, 

both simple and complex (Loeb et al., 2014). Due to this increased opportunity for learning, 

many individuals undergo intentional information acquisition and incidental information 

acquisition. Both of these forms of knowledge provide the potential for additional learning to 

occur, ultimately benefiting an individual with access to and increases in knowledge. Intentional 

information acquisition occurs when an individual actively seeks out information; this is not 

marked by the seriousness of the search, but rather the intentionality and activity level associated 

with the search. Examples of this may include entertainment, perspectives on world events, ideas 

regarding work, personal health information, or recipes for a meal (Kohnen & Saul, 2018). Such 

availability and access to information provides substantial benefit through allowing individuals 

to quell personal curiosities or professional requirements with functional ease (Chunawalla, 

2010; Kohnen & Saul, 2018). In contrast, incidental knowledge acquisition occurs through 

unintentional exposure to information through a variety of methods. This ultimately broadens the 

visibility of information and unconsciously broadens our access to relevant and irrelevant 

knowledge. Within our current society, the majority of individuals are exposed to incidental 

knowledge on an everyday basis. Examples of this may include advertisements prior to watching 
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an online video, television news in a restaurant or airport, or any other media that we are 

unintentionally exposed to (Kohnen & Saul, 2018). The expansion and globalization of 

information available is a substantial benefit of device use, particularly within access to the 

Internet (Chunawalla, 2010).  

To summarize, youth are exposed to information both intentionally and unintentionally 

on a frequent basis. This allows for a wide range of knowledge to be readily accessible at any 

time, thereby significantly expanding an individual’s potential for attaining valuable information 

compared to previous generations (Chunawalla, 2010). Within this increase of access, 

individuals have the capacity to interact and share ideas in an infinite number of ways. This 

allows for the production of social capital to occur, which will be discussed in the next section. 

Social capital. With the increase of accessibility to information and other individuals 

within our modern world, social relationships are allowed to be strengthened beyond constraints 

of time or location. Connecting with others online can occur with previously unprecedented 

frequency; this occurs within business, leisure, and personal social relationships. Fostering these 

social relationships increases the social resources, or social capital, one possesses. Social capital 

has been defined as an individual’s investment in social structures or relationships that engender 

the attainment of personal or collective goals (Glanville & Bienenstock, 2009; Putnam, 2000; 

Soysa & Gardner, 2013). This typically contains the networks and connected relationships that 

an individual creates (Kaye et al., 2017). This is comprised of two functions in social ties: 

bonding and bridging. Bonding refers to the perceived close social ties that one possesses, while 

bridging refers to the exposure to alternate thought processes, experiences, and ideas. Therefore, 

the expansion of social capital allows for both increases in perceived social support (i.e., depth), 

as well as increases in the variety of social experiences in one’s awareness (i.e., breadth; Kaye et 
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al., 2017; Magsamen-Conrad et al., 2014). The literature suggests that the accumulation of social 

capital is associated with increases in life satisfaction (Putnam, 2000), self-esteem, and 

psychological well-being (Best et al., 2014; Helliwell & Putnam, 2004). In children and 

adolescents, this may occur within a variety of online contexts. 

 To illustrate, Kaye et al. (2017) conducted a study of social capital within popular youth 

multiplayer games where hundreds of individuals can meet, interact, and play with each other 

online. The results of this study suggested that increases in average play time per week was 

associated with stronger bridging and bonding connections within online social capital. Further, 

the online bonding component within social capital was negatively correlated with loneliness. 

This suggests that online platforms provide potential for substantial, personal social relationships 

to be fostered along with potentially buffering against negative experiences like loneliness, as 

well as increases in social capital overall. Other literature suggests that online contexts provide a 

comfortable, safe environment for individuals reluctant to share personal information to foster 

social capital (Magsamen-Conrad et al., 2014). Given that high levels of self-concealment have 

been associated with lower catharsis and wellbeing (Uysal et al., 2012), this provides a 

substantial benefit for individuals lacking social capital. 

 To summarize, social capital refers to the investment an individual has within particular 

social networks or relationships. Social capital has been associated with increases in self-esteem, 

life satisfaction, and other psychological benefits. Therefore, the ability for social capital to be 

fostered in online contexts alludes to a substantial benefit of media use. Ultimately, positive 

social capital experienced within a collective group of individuals leads to the creation of a 

community and shared identity (Kaye et al., 2017; Quinn, 2010). The benefits of an online 

community will be discussed within the next section.  
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Community. As individuals become personally invested in a particular social network or 

relationship, a sense of community begins to emerge (Quinn, 2010). A community paired with 

the connected nature of the Internet allows for an ease of communication to occur within these 

communities (Kuiper et al., 2005). While this can occur for social leisure or games (Hughes et 

al., 2017), online communities can be particularly beneficial for people groups who otherwise 

would have limited access to a specific community due to personal location or time constraints, 

commonality of community characteristics, personal limitations, or other inhibiting factors. An 

example of this may be individuals with uncommon conditions or stigmatized experiences. 

Ahola Kohut and colleagues (2017) found that the Internet provides a source of community 

support for adolescents with chronic health conditions. Important characteristics for members of 

a community spanned social support and the provision of relevant health information from other 

individuals experiencing the same condition. Similarly, Raghavendra et al. (2013) found that 

using the intervention of an Internet support group increased social participation and satisfaction 

of performance in social networks within populations of youth with disabilities. Other research 

supports the notion that online communities diminish physical limitations, because “online we 

are all able-bodied” (Obst & Stafurik, 2010, p. 525). Furthermore, individuals with stigmatized 

experiences may find appropriate social support and understanding from similar individuals 

online. Participation in a community additionally fosters a sense of belonging and trust within 

group members. For example, individuals who experience depression or serious psychological 

distress may seek social support online rather than in person or a local community (DeAndrea & 

Anthony, 2013). 

Outside of personal or group characteristics, the anonymity of the Internet provides an 

opportunity for individuals to share or ask for information that they would otherwise be reluctant 
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to do. Online communities may provide anonymous options or functions through which 

information exchange may occur (Masanet & Buckingham, 2014; Obst & Stafurik, 2010). While 

this spans the aforementioned uncommon conditions or stigmatized experiences, this also spans 

average individuals who seek an online community. For example, teens may be reluctant to ask 

questions or share information regarding sexual and reproductive health due to the sensitive or 

personal nature. However, the literature suggests that adolescents often refer to online 

information or communities to answer sensitive questions (e.g., if an individual has a sexually 

transmitted disease, forms of birth control available, etc.). Access to this information functions as 

a wealth of knowledge, as well as personal and peer support. (Boyar et al., 2011). Similarly, 

research has suggested that anonymous online forums can function as peer-to-peer education on 

a variety of issues pertaining to life, unobstructed by adult monitoring (Masanet & Buckingham, 

2014). An online community offers peer support on a variety of topics that may not otherwise 

readily be addressed. 

 Overall, online communities offer a variety of benefits for a wide range of individuals. It 

provides social support for individuals with specific leisure interests, as well as those with 

uncommon conditions or stigmatized experiences. It produces a sense of shared identity, as well 

as increasing one’s sense of ability online. Further, the anonymity of online communities can 

allow for sensitive or personal information to be talked about easily. Support from other similar 

individuals is readily accessible and can be beneficial for many. In addition to a sense of 

community and group belonging, online media provides the opportunity for individuals to create 

safe identities for themselves online. The next section will discuss the creation of self-identity 

and fostering self-esteem online. 
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 Self-Identity & Self-Esteem. As an individual develops, an exploration of 

characteristics, qualities, and abilities related to their view of self is fostered. Exposure to 

information and online communities provides avenues for individuals to practice establishing a 

self-identity. Some individuals pursue identity exploration related to specific facets of life, such 

as online leisure practices or gaming (Neys et al., 2014). Other individuals may pursue a more 

holistic exploration of personal identity (Best et al., 2014), particularly as an individual ages and 

matures (Erikson, 1968). Individuals may use online communities to reconstruct their personal 

identities, as well as practice managing their presented identity online (i.e., virtual identity), in a 

controlled setting (Best et al., 2014; Hu et al., 2015). While this may span characteristics such as 

talkativeness or aggression, sensitive or stigmatized identities may be explored as well. For 

example, an individual may be more likely to discuss, explore, or experiment with sexual 

identities in an online setting (Subrahmanyam et al., 2006). Best et al. (2014) found that online 

technology use was associated with increases in perceived social support and opportunity for 

self-disclosure. This suggests that the perceived support and increase in sharing opportunities 

contributes to identity exploration of stigmatized identities (e.g., sexual identities) in online 

settings. Additionally, participation in online communities was associated with increases in self-

esteem (Best et al., 2014). Therefore, not only are there opportunities to explore individual 

identity, but additionally to increase one’s confidence in his or her own abilities, worth, or 

identity. 

To summarize, device use and participation in our current online world provides a variety 

of unique benefits. There is an increase in access to information, ease of communication, and the 

ability to share ideas with any number of individuals in our world. Further, the development of 

social capital can occur through individuals investing in online communities and creating a 
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shared identity. Community involvement online can be particularly beneficial for individuals 

with limited access to a specific community due to personal location or time constraints, 

commonality of community characteristics, personal limitations, or other inhibiting factors. This 

may include individuals with uncommon or stigmatized experiences. Anonymity online 

additionally presents a unique and added benefit for individuals seeking information, advice, or 

community membership. Furthermore, an exploration of self-identity and fostering positive self-

esteem may occur through use of online communities or resources. Overall, device use and 

access to platforms online has substantial benefits for individuals and collective groups. 

However, while these substantial benefits have only increased as time unfolds, potential dangers 

of the online world have increased in tandem. It is essential to examine these negative aspects of 

device use and online participation in order to attain a holistic understanding of our current 

media landscape. The next section will discuss the dangers and negative outcomes within the 

online sphere. 

Potential Negative Impact or Dangers of Device Use 

While there are many benefits offered by access to the Internet, a similar level of 

potential danger has also arisen. These potential negative impacts may impact users in conscious 

and unconscious ways. The current literature spans a variety of negative effects related to media, 

device use, the Internet, and social media. In this section, potential dangers are considered, 

particularly those related to information management, content, online strangers, cyberbullying, 

social comparison, psychological, personality, behavioral, physiological, and Internet addition. 

Difficulties with information management. One dangerous aspect is misinformation or 

lack of information that can influence or propagate harmful actions and mentalities (Mintz, 

2012).  Viewpoints and misinformation that are based on faulty or incomplete understanding can 
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be harmful for the individual, others, and society as a whole. The majority of information that is 

consumed by individuals online is secondary data (i.e., information not directly collected, but 

already exists). An example of this may be an individual watching a news report that describes 

the findings of a recent psychological study. When this information is reported, there is a risk of 

decreased reliability and validity due to the lack of direct collection. The reporter may present 

the information with bias, only present some of the findings, or may intentionally or 

unintentionally misrepresent the findings altogether. A lack of primary data and primary sources 

available, and frequently accessed, through media may perpetuate erroneous secondary data 

(Chunawalla, 2010). In addition, some primary source authors present false or misleading claims 

(Chunawalla, 2010; Finkel, 2019); without a discerning eye, false findings may be readily 

accepted as true (Finkel, 2019). A concrete example of this is the erroneous claim that vaccines 

lead to Autism, which is perpetuated by false scientific data, misleading claims, and freedom of 

speech online (Venkatraman et al., 2015).  

Youth are particularly vulnerable to advertisements, misinformation, and lack of 

information. Therefore, this suggests that youth likely do not have the cognitive resources to 

determine the accuracy or credibility of information that is presented to them. In relation to fake 

news (i.e., deliberate misinformation spread by traditional news sources) youth have been found 

to be far less capable of discerning the credibility of information presented online, compared to 

older individuals. This is despite substantially higher user rates of online platforms, compared to 

older counterparts (Wineburg et al., 2016). This further suggests that youth are developmentally 

more vulnerable to misrepresentation of information in online settings. 

Outside of misrepresentation that may occur online, the reality of big data collection that 

occurs, both knowingly and unknowingly, through online interactions may be another concern. 
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The term big data refers to data sets, generally unstructured, which are collected in large 

quantities, generated quickly, and produce a variety of data forms. For example, all online 

interaction or communication through Facebook can be collected as data, analyzed, and used by 

the company (Finkel, 2019). The tracking and use of this data has caused concern in recent years. 

To illustrate, Rushkoff (2013) published an article entitled Why I’m quitting Facebook, in which 

he argues that online-based companies that collect data (such as Facebook) are much more than 

merely social media platforms. According to Rushkoff, these companies exploit our social 

interactions and behavioral nuances, ultimately turning our personal tendencies (or social 

graphs) into monetized assets for other companies or individuals. As we utilize these social 

media platforms, marketers or influencers pay for access to this data or the ability to advertise to 

individuals who may display interest in their product.  

This data collection and advertising is the business model of many online platforms, 

which is allowed through the terms and conditions or user agreement forms that online 

participants subscribe to in order to participate in the platform. Furthermore, Rushkoff (2013) 

touches on another facet of this data collection: sponsored stories or related content. This issue is 

the crux of the reason why Ruskoff boldly claims he is quitting Facebook. As users like content, 

advertisers with similar content show up on an individual’s newsfeed. This is able to be viewed 

by others (essentially promoting free advertising for the company towards those you are 

associated with) and significantly curates the content you are exposed to. Rushkoff argues that 

this is all based off of the big data that Facebook collects, manages, and sells to second and third-

party companies. Rushkoff calls for individuals to consider the management of their own 

personal data, particularly related to what will be collected through online platforms. It should be 
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noted that Rushkoff’s article is based off his personal experience, and not an empirical research 

finding (Rushkoff, 2013).  

In 2018, Rushkoff published a follow-up article entitled I ditched Facebook in 2013, and 

it’s been fine that highlights privacy and security issues related to this data collection. Namely, at 

the time, Facebook had sold, released, or lost control of data related to millions of users' online 

profiles, uses of the platform, likes, and other relevant data. Rushkoff states that, “[professionals 

purchasing your data] care only about your raw data, from which they can infer your 

psychological that do not require access to another device or screen to access the game,” 

(Rushkoff, 2018, p. 1). Companies purchasing this data use specific language, images, or 

triggering content to elicit particular responses (Rushkoff, 2018). While this is similar to 

traditional marketing practices (Chunawalla, 2010), the pervasive and subtle manipulation 

occurring on an inherently personal website (as opposed to traditional magazine or television 

advertisements) engenders a feeling of one’s privacy being invaded (Chunawalla, 2010; 

Rushkoff, 2018). This is combined with manipulation through likes, reviews, comments, or other 

interactions that can impact our opinions, self-esteem, well-being, and deeply influences the 

choices we make (Reagle, 2015).  

Furthermore, consistent and strategic exposure to media content has been found to 

produce effects related to increased propensity to ascribe to or purchase the focus of the exposure 

(e.g., advertisements; Chunawalla, 2010). In contrast, consistent and strategic exposure to media 

content has been found to produce desensitization to violent or shocking content. This can 

produce normative beliefs about aggression, or subdued reactions to violence one is exposed to 

in real life (Gentile et al., 2017; Scharrer, 2008). Both functions of media exposure display how 
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easily one can be influenced, knowingly or unknowingly, through online interactions that which 

include misleading or misrepresented information. 

While misinformation or misrepresentation occurs on a broad level within media 

exposure, this can similarly occur within peer social relationships. To illustrate, Christofides et 

al. (2012) studied teen users' negative experiences on Facebook. One of the five major categories 

of bad experiences reported was misunderstandings (7% of all bad experiences). Overall, 

misunderstanding typically occurred due to either posting something that was misinterpreted by 

others, or by making false assumptions or conclusions based on what an individual was exposed 

to online. Common examples given were related to relational jealousy, issues created with an 

individual’s boss, or jumping to conclusions based on intentionally or unintentionally limited 

information posted by an individual. This highlights the difficulty of managing one’s own 

understanding of content being posted online, particularly if it involves peers. Other reported bad 

online experiences were related to bullying/meanness, unwanted contact, and 

exposure/unintentional disclosure (Christofides et al., 2012). 

Overall, it can be difficult to manage the information one is exposed to online. 

Misinformation and misrepresentation occur frequently, both intentionally or unintentionally. 

Furthermore, the collection and dispersion of big data can be alarming for individuals due to the 

seemingly subtle personal privacy invasion that may occur. This use of big data and repeated 

exposure to content can also produce substantial influences on individuals’ opinions and 

behaviors. This can be personally upsetting to individuals who recognize the use of big data and 

advertising as negative or manipulating. Furthermore, management of our own personal 

production of online content can be difficult to comprehend, given the diverse, large-scale 

collection and dispersion of data by online companies. While large-scale data collection may be 



41 

 

overwhelming, even within peer social interactions there may be negative experiences and 

misunderstandings related to mismanagement of data. Another major negative experience is 

unwanted contact or exposure online. This alludes to the potential dangers that may be 

experienced by content exposure or perpetrated by strangers online. The next section will discuss 

these potential negative impacts in depth. 

Potential danger from content or strangers online. One way in which individuals may 

be exposed to potential negative effects from use of media is through the content they are 

exposed to. This can also be paired with interactions with unknown, unsafe, and potentially 

threatening individuals. Some of the most frequently reported negative effects commonly 

experienced online are increased exposure to harm (Best et al., 2014) and unwanted contact 

(Christofides et al., 2012).  

Intentional or self-directed contact with strangers or content typically occurs through 

written communication on social media networks with a stranger, use of location-identifying 

applications to meet up with individuals, and various other methods of engaging in harmful 

content online (Christofides et al., 2012; Connect Safely, 2018; Family Zone Cyber Safety, 

2019). One study looked at negative user-generated content. Negative user-generated content 

was defined as content containing information on physically hurting oneself, committing suicide, 

anorexic/bulimic practices, or experiences with drugs. Additionally, hate messages were 

considered negative user-generated content in the study. This study found that 21% of students 

ages nine to 16 years reported encountering negative user-generated content (Staksrud et al., 

2013). Recent reports of disturbing images and videos being embedded in YouTube videos 

aimed at children is an example of accidental consumption of harmful media or individuals. This 
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can range from pictures with themes of death, severe injury, or cannibalism, to instructional 

videos of how to cut one’s own wrist (Alexander, 2019; Brown, 2019; Orphanides, 2018).  

Further examples of negative exposure to content or unwanted sexual advances from 

strangers online abound within various social media platforms. Within the popular smartphone 

application TikTok, which contains approximately 100 million accounts in the U.S. alone, 34% 

of accounts belong to individuals between the ages of 16 to 23 and an additional, unspecified 

large percentage are below the official age limit of 13 years of age (Mander et al., 

2020).  Among these underage users, 25% of these children (i.e., below 13) have exchanged 

messages with an unknown adult or have been exposed to unwanted sexual content (Alexander, 

2019; Brown, 2019; Connect Safely, 2018; Orphanides, 2018).  Unexpected and expected 

contact to online content of this nature can be disturbing, anxiety-provoking, and extremely 

upsetting for any individual to encounter, particularly young children. One study reported that 

32% of children have become upset after seeing unwanted sexual images or receiving unwanted 

sexual messages (Staksrud et al., 2013). 

Madigan et al. (2018) conducted a meta-analysis of unwanted online sexual exposure and 

solicitation among studies from January 1990 to January 2016. A total of 55,921 participants 

were examined through the analysis with youth ranging from 12 to 16.5 years of age. The 

analysis found the mean percentage of those who experienced unwanted online sexual exposure 

was 20.3%. In addition, 11.5% of users reported experiencing online sexual solicitation 

(Madigan et al., 2018). Furthermore, Young et al. (2017) examined adolescent motivation for 

social media use. It was found that individuals who participate in online media for romantic or 

social purposes are more likely to experience online aggression, compared to youth who 

primarily use social media for entertainment or informational use (Young et al., 2017). This 
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suggests that youth who are seeking personal connection through online means are at particularly 

increased risk for negative exposure. 

Overall, exposure to online content and online strangers is fairly common among children 

and adolescents. Exposure to unwanted content can be disturbing, emotionally upsetting, and 

overall negative for individuals. Furthermore, many common social media platforms provide 

opportunities for many children to be exposed to negative content or harmful strangers. Exposure 

to strangers online may include sexual exposure or sexual exploitation. Furthermore, the 

motivation for an individual participating in online platforms may impact the likelihood of 

experiencing this negative exposure. While some negative exposure may come from unwanted, 

unsolicited avenues from strangers, another major area of negative online experiences can come 

directly from peers. The next section discusses cyberbullying and the associated negative 

consequences of this type of bullying.  

Cyberbulling. Cyberbullying is defined as an aggressive, intentional act carried out by a 

group or individual, using electronic contact, repeatedly over time against a victim who cannot 

easily defend him or herself (Dredge et al., 2014; Ho et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2008; Wang et al., 

2009). Previous literature suggests that 40% of children have been bullied online, while 23% 

have engaged in cyberbullying by ninth grade (Bhat et al., 2010; Smith et al., 2008). However, 

other literature suggests that 72% of adolescents have experienced at least one instance of online 

bullying within the last year (Christofides et al., 2012). Based on previous and current literature, 

cyberbullying appears to increase in frequency over the years in conjunction with more pervasive 

access to the Internet and online platforms; however, research may provide a gross 

underestimation of how much cyberbullying is perpetrated or experienced (Bhat et al., 2010; 

Christofides et al., 2012; Dredge et al., 2014; Smith et. al, 2008, Wang et al., 2009). When it 
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comes to reporting bullying, having a trusted adult or individual to report the bullying to is a 

substantial factor. There may be stigma present in reporting it (e.g., not wanting to “make a big 

deal out of nothing,” not wanting to “be a snitch”), as well as difficulty in recognizing 

cyberbullying when it occurs (Burkman, 2016). 

Research has found several patterns or characteristics in how cyberbullying typically 

occurs. Earlier research suggested that cyberbullying was less common than traditional bullying 

(Smith et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2009). In contrast, a more recent study found that cyberbullying 

was more commonly reported than traditional bullying (Burkman, 2016). This aligns with the 

increase in use of online platforms, as previously discussed. Furthermore, both Smith et al. 

(2008) and Burkman (2016) found that cyberbullying occurs primarily outside of school, as 

opposed to inside of school. Cyberbullying was found to typically be conducted by one or a few 

students within the same age or grade group. The majority of reported cases of cyberbullying 

were reported to last approximately a week; however, other instances were reported to last 

substantially longer (Smith et al., 2008). Additionally, those with more positive attitudes towards 

bullying (e.g., moral acceptance) were found to be more likely to perpetrate cyberbullying, as 

opposed to those with more pervasive negative attitudes towards bullying. The literature suggests 

that an individual’s attitude towards bullying behavior is the most important predictor of 

perpetrating bullying behavior (Ho et al., 2017). When cyberbullying is perpetrated, individuals 

can adopt harmful, internally-focused views as a result. One study found that 68% of students 

ages fifteen to twenty-four reported experiencing an emotional, social, and/or behavioral impact 

from cyberbullying (Dredge et al., 2014). Research has found that this can lead to increases in 

body image issues, depression, anxiety, as well as a multitude of other issues (Kaeqpradub et al., 



45 

 

2017; Li et al., 2014). Furthermore, those who experience cyberbullying are at an increased risk 

of being victims of school violence (Cho et al., 2017). 

Overall, cyberbullying occurs at an increasing rate and may be underreported within the 

current literature. Online bullying typically occurs within similar age and grade groupings and, 

while typically only lasting a week, can continue for substantial lengths of time. Exposure to 

cyberbullying may produce significant negative effects on mood, behavior, view of self, and a 

variety of other facets of life. While youth may engage or be exposed to cyberbullying, it is also 

important to discuss how social comparison online influences these individuals as well. The next 

section discusses social comparison and the fear of missing out related to youth’s online activity. 

Social comparison and fear of missing out (F.O.M.O). As an individual engages with 

online media, they are likely to view information, pictures, videos, or other postings from a 

variety of individuals. For example, one’s online presence has been found to be used as a 

reputation assessment and may impact future opportunities, such as employment or social 

acceptance (Acquisti & Fong, 2012; DeAndrea & Walther, 2011; Walther et al., 2009). In 

addition, this can result in social comparison, which is comprised of evaluating one’s social 

position and abilities compared to others. This comparison is most likely to occur with 

individuals similar to oneself and can have impacts on self-esteem (Major et al., 1991; Wood, 

1989). In particular, social comparison has been found to be correlated with increased sensitivity 

to social cues, as well as negatively impact one’s perception of themselves. Online social 

comparison generally occurs with presentations of individuals living their best lives or a 

highlight reel of sorts (Cash et al., 1983; Young et al., 2017). In turn, this has been found to 

decrease one’s own perception of their attractiveness and increase a negative self-evaluation, 
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particularly among adolescents (Young et al., 2017). Overall, this suggests that most individuals 

will likely engage in social comparison to some degree while using online platforms.  

One facet of this is the capability of youth to broadcast any part of their life (e.g., what 

they are doing or wearing, where they are, who they are with, etc.) to a multitude of individuals 

through social media. While a variety of possibilities are being displayed by numerous 

individuals online, one is still limited in what they may partake in due to practical restrictions 

(e.g., location) and time restraints. This produces the phenomenon of individuals being fearful of 

missing out on rewarding experiences that others are partaking in; colloquially, this is referred to 

as F.O.M.O or FoMO (i.e., Fear of Missing Out). This is typically characterized by the desire to 

stay continually connected to others, frequently checking devices, and feeling the need to 

respond to others immediately (Przybylski et al., 2013).  Higher levels of F.O.M.O. have been 

associated with individuals with less satisfaction with their own competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness (connection to others). Furthermore, F.O.M.O. has been negatively associated with 

general mood and overall life satisfaction. Additionally, high levels of boredom and loneliness 

have been found to be linked to high levels of F.O.M.O. and high levels of media usage 

(Przybylski et al., 2013). This suggests that individuals with high levels of media exposure and 

usage experience high levels of loneliness (Przybylski et al., 2013) or social isolation (Best et al., 

2014) and are therefore more likely to experience F.O.M.O, which has in turn been found to 

increase feelings of dissatisfaction. This, as well as previously mentioned research, alludes to the 

variety of psychological impacts that media use can have. The next section will discuss the most 

common negative psychological effects of online use. 

Psychological, executive functioning, and behavioral implications. As previously 

mentioned, there are a variety of psychological-based negative impacts that can occur as a result 
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of experiences online. Several studies have indicated that frequent use of online platforms is 

linked to increased rates of a myriad of social-emotional-behavioral concerns, including 

depression, anxiety, social anxiety, loneliness, social skills deficits, body image issues, and 

problematic eating behaviors (Best, 2014; Caplan, 2005, 2007; Kaeqpradub et al., 2017; Li, 

2014; Moreno et al., 2015). For example, depressive and suicidal symptoms have been found to 

be associated with high levels of screen time. Increased screen time has also been associated with 

poor sleep, increased device use at night (sometimes, related to poor sleep), and in some cases 

has created a device dependency (Lissak, 2018). Relatedly, lower psychological well-being has 

been found to be associated with increases in screen time (Twenge & Campbell, 2018). This may 

be related to the aforementioned exposure to social comparison and the effects of F.O.M.O. on 

an individual. Another study found that individuals who experience early and prolonged 

exposure to violent content are at an increased risk for antisocial behavior and decreased 

prosocial behavior, or reduction in empathy (Lissak, 2018). This suggests that increases in media 

use is associated with a variety of negative psychological effects, the most common of which are 

depression and anxiety. 

 Alongside negative psychological effects, frequent Internet use has been associated with 

potentially exacerbating or shedding light on personality issues, narcissistic traits in particular. 

Grandiose narcissists generally look for ways in which they can present or promote themselves 

(Ksinan & Vazsonyi, 2016), and online platforms allow narcissistic individuals to self-promote 

(Choi et al., 2015), thereby providing an attractive method of feeding into the cognitive 

processes of individuals with this personality trait. This suggests that these personality traits may 

be fostered through use of online platforms, as opposed to receiving positive help or reduction of 

these personality traits. A study on narcissism and use of online platforms found that narcissistic 
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males are substantially more likely than narcissistic females to primarily use online platforms for 

self-promotion (Ksinan & Vazsonyi, 2016). Therefore, this suggests that the tendency for 

narcissistic personality traits to be fostered online is more common among narcissistic males 

than narcissistic females. Outside of the negative psychological and personality related effects of 

media use, an individual may experience negative impacts on behavior. The next section 

discusses how various behaviors may be negatively impacted by use of online or social media 

platforms. 

Youth typically do not have fully mature prefrontal cortexes until late adolescence or 

early adulthood, thereby suggesting that inhibitory functions may be limited (i.e., lower 

executive functioning; Montgomery & Chester, 2009). There are a variety of behaviors that have 

been found to be negatively impacted by media exposure paired with lower executive 

functioning. One common trait of media users is the propensity of individuals to engage in media 

multitasking or task-switching. This behavior is defined as simultaneously engaging in two or 

more types of media, or using media while engaging in non-media activities (van der Schuur et 

al., 2015). This inherently causes an individual to mentally switch between tasks, thereby 

splitting attention and cognitive resources between multiple things. An example of this may be 

an individual who is scrolling through a social media site while watching a movie. A meta-

analysis on media multitasking found that it is associated with self-reports of poor cognitive 

control, particularly among performance-based tasks. This has also been associated with lower 

emotional well-being, poorer sleep, and poorer performance on academic tasks (van der Schuur 

et al., 2015). Poor performance on academic tasks may be due to this task-switching, which may 

also reduce on-task behavior as well as a reduction in the quality of study habits (Rosen et al., 

2013). Another function of this behavior is that quality sleep time, reading time, and studying 
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time are typically displaced in favor of use of media or online platforms (Gentile et al., 2017). 

Frequent media use may also negatively impact students’ school adjustment. Specifically, 

conduct and hyperactivity/inattention issues were found to be significantly linked with mobile 

device use (Hosokawa & Katsura, 2018). In the same vein, another study found that eight to nine 

year old males, but not females, who played more video games displayed a substantially greater 

likelihood of scoring highly in conduct and emotional problems. Specifically, each additional 

hour playing video games increased their odds of conduct or emotional problems score by 1.07 

times (Mundy et al., 2016). In conjunction with this, screen time reduction was found to be an 

effective intervention in decreasing hyperactivity/inattentive related behavior (Lissak, 2018). 

In addition, the lower executive functioning due to decreased development of the 

prefrontal cortex suggests that youth may be more susceptible to Internet addiction than other 

populations (Montgomery & Chester, 2009). Approximately 11.5-11.9% of elementary and 

middle school students are classified as having an Internet addiction (i.e., impulse-control 

disorder). This was found to be significantly more prevalent in male students in rural settings (Li 

et al., 2014). Internet addiction inherently results in excessive screen time (i.e., over three hours), 

which as discussed above, has been associated with a variety of negative physiological 

consequences. For example, this increased screen time has been associated with poor sleep, 

which has been proven to negatively impact executive functioning and memory (Esbensen & 

Hoffman, 2018; Lissak, 2018). Furthermore, excessive screen time has been found to increase an 

individual’s risk factors for a range of physical illnesses and conditions including poor stress 

regulation, impairments in vision, lower bone density, insulin resistance, and cardiovascular 

diseases such as high blood pressure. Specifically, children with Internet addiction were found to 

have higher levels of sympathetic arousal, which may influence poor sleep (Hsieh & Hsiao, 
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2016). Furthermore, cortisol levels were found to be lower in children who had increased 

exposure of media. Cortisol, a hormonal marker for stress, at either high or low levels are 

associated with poorer ability to regulate stress. This suggests that children with high levels of 

online exposure have been found to have different, possibly worse, biological stress regulation 

than those without high levels of online exposure (Lissak, 2018; Wallenius et al., 2010). 

Furthermore, high levels of media use have been associated with increases in a sedentary 

lifestyle. This may explain why individuals with high media exposure and use have been 

associated with higher rates of obesity (Lissak, 2018) and higher BMI (Scharrer, 2014). 

To summarize, use of media allows a variety of potential negative impacts or influences 

in numerous ways. It may be difficult for individuals to manage their own personal data, as well 

as appropriately assess the information presented to them online. Furthermore, exposure to 

negative content may be disconcerting, inappropriate, or cause harm to individuals. Building 

upon this, negative interactions or inappropriate solicitation of these individuals may occur from 

complete strangers, but with peers or those frequently contacted, cyberbullying may take place. 

Furthermore, social comparison and a feeling of needing to be constantly connected, or missing 

out on experiences, is experienced by those online. Following from that, a wide array of social, 

emotional, behavioral, and executive functioning concerns appear to be impacted by online use. 

Ultimately, individuals may show signs of addiction to media use, which further perpetuates 

extended over-use of media platforms. While navigation of the current online landscape can be 

difficult due to the aforementioned reasons, one way children learn about social media and 

Internet usage is from parents. The next section will discuss parenting styles and trends related to 

media use, the Internet, and social media. 
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Parenting 

Due to the pervasive and ubiquitous use of technology, paired with the increases in 

benefits and dangers of it, youth are likely to benefit from some guidance or modeling of use of 

technology. One way that adolescents and children learn appropriate online behaviors or skills 

can be from their parents. This section will discuss different styles of parenting and attitudes 

towards technology, differences in interacting with media, view of use of media, regulations of 

use, and privacy.  

Styles of parenting. Baumrind (1971) first discussed styles of parenting as a 

combination of attitudes, values, and behaviors that ultimately culminate in specific emphasis on 

two axes of demandingness and responsiveness. These were described as four parenting styles: 

authoritative, permissive, authoritarian, and negligent (Baumrind, 1971). Research generally 

identifies the authoritative parenting style with the best youth outcomes (e.g., higher self-esteem, 

higher perceived support, modeling appropriate behavior, etc.; Buri, 1989; Ihmeideh & 

Shawared, 2014; Kuczynski, 2003). Since this initial theory, researchers have adapted 

Baumrind’s original model to describe parenting styles specifically related to the use of media. 

Parenting styles related to regulation of Internet access can be described within the axes of 

parental control and parental warmth (Valcke et al., 2010; Álvarez et al., 2013). 

The majority of parents fall within authoritative parenting styles, characterized by setting 

forth clear rules while refraining from explicitly limiting behavior outside of practical rules (e.g., 

time limit for media use). This is followed by a permissive parenting regulation style, defined as 

providing no explicit boundaries, avoiding confrontation, and giving into the child’s ideas and 

will (e.g., allowing a child to go on a device whenever the child asks or complains about 

restrictions, even if the parent has prohibited it previously). The third parenting regulation style 
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is authoritarian, which typically allows for no discussion or dialogue about Internet access. The 

last parenting regulation style is laissez-faire, which reflects little involvement or restrictions 

within Internet use (Álvarez et al., 2013; Valcke et al., 2010).  

Attitudes towards technology related to parenting style. The literature suggests that 

parenting style substantially impacts a child’s Internet use in primary school (Valcke et al., 

2010). One example of this impact is the actual content that a parent prioritizes or allows a child 

to be exposed to. When it comes to parental attitudes towards the Internet, the majority of parents 

hold motives desiring learning, as opposed to social interaction, for their children (Álvarez et al., 

2013). Research has also found that different parenting styles result in different parenting needs 

from media. Parenting needs in this context are defined as the main objectives that parents hope 

to gain by allowing their child to partake in media. These needs may drive the parents’ selection 

of specific apps, screen time allotted, or other aim in using media. Paired with this, the needs of a 

parent when selecting specific content for a child typically fall within the following general 

needs: entertainment, information seeking, social interaction, emotional satisfaction, and passing 

time. Overall, authoritarian parenting is positively associated with the need for education, while 

negatively associated with all other general needs. Permissive parenting is negatively associated 

with all aforementioned general needs. Authoritative parenting is negatively associated with 

passing time, while positively associated with all other general needs (Broekman et al., 2016). 

Specifically, authoritative parents place greater importance on mobile applications that 

entertain or educate their child (e.g., enrichment games, educational television). In contrast, 

authoritarian and permissive parents desire apps that can occupy a child’s attention (e.g., funny 

videos, movies, etc.). This suggests that the parent’s view of different forms of media, as well as 
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the subsequent information children are exposed to, are substantially impacted by the natural 

parenting style adopted (Broekman et al., 2016).  

In summary, parents generally fall into one of four parenting styles, which can be directly 

related to digital-based parenting decisions. Additionally, these parenting styles may influence 

the desired impact or need of media that a parent allows a child to partake in. For example, 

differences in desiring education, entertainment, attention occupancy, or other factors may be the 

driving force of a parent allowing or disallowing a child media access. The next section will 

further discuss the differences of view that parents and children have, pertaining to actual use of 

technology. 

View of Actual Use 

 While parents differ in decisions pertaining to media and overall parenting or cultural 

trends, it is important to consider how the view of media use differs between youth and parents. 

The perceived appropriateness of technology use, or subsequent concerns, are important to 

consider from both the youth user, as well as the parent. This next section will describe general 

trends of how digital usage is viewed by youth, followed by trends in parental views. 

Youth view of media. The aforementioned trends suggest that youth engage in frequent 

use and exposure to media through a variety of digital and technological methods. The literature 

suggests that overall, adolescents tend to view their near-constant usage of media as typical and 

are unconcerned (Toh et al., 2019). This suggests that in general, youth are not concerned with 

the amount or frequency of use of media. Additionally, research suggests that 74% of children 

believe that most people act differently online, compared to face-to-face interactions. This is 

paired with three out of five children believing that they can easily delete any information they 

have posted online, at any time they choose to remove it. In general, youth display a lower 
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concern for posting online, compared to parents (OFCOM, 2016). This suggests that youth tend 

to view their media use as fluid, with low-risk and high control in posting information online. 

Additionally, this suggests that youth may view content posted online from others as misleading 

or a façade. Rideout & Robb (2018) found that 72% of youth feel as if they are being 

manipulated online or the content that others post is similar to a highlight reel. Despite this 

awareness of unrealistic or manipulative content, youth reported various, and sometimes 

paradoxical, emotional reactions to content, and appear to value feedback from others. Forty-

three percent of youth described that they feel bad about themselves if no one likes or comments 

on their media posts (Rideout & Robb, 2018). This suggests that youth view social interaction 

online, and positive feedback, as highly valuable. 

Parental view of media. When it comes to the parental view of media and technology 

use, the majority of parents report concerns about the frequency of use (Toh et al., 2019). In stark 

contrast to youth perceiving their use as typical and normal, parents reported their children’s use 

as excessive. Additionally, parents described several concerns about their children’s media use 

(Toh et al., 2019). These concerns pertained to the possible negative effects on mental health or 

behavior (e.g., energy levels, ability to focus, time management, or violence), physical 

development (e.g., eyesight, posture, physical activity level), social development (e.g., social 

skills, family bonding, cyberbullying), and exposure to inappropriate content online (Toh et al., 

2019). This suggests that parents view substantially more risks online, and are in general more 

concerned about a youth’s media use than youth themselves. Despite these risks or concerns, 

69% of parents reported that they believed the benefits for allowing their child to go online 

outweighed the risks (OFCOM, 2016). Due to this concern paired with perceived potential 
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benefits, it is common for parents to implement some sort of regulation or apply rules to media 

use. The next section will discuss common trends in regulation of device and media use. 

Regulation of Device and Media Use 

The aforementioned literature stated that parents are both concerned with media use, as 

well as aware of benefits that may come from going online. Overall, there appears to be a high 

level of Internet access within the home allowed by parents. Therefore, parent regulation, 

defined as assessment of time, concerns about content, and guidance about developmental 

adequacy, has become a primary concern for many individuals (Álvarez et al., 2013). This next 

section will discuss common parental rules and regulations and how youth overcome these rules. 

Parental rules and regulations. When it comes to rules and regulations for media and 

device use implemented, parents use a variety of methods of mediating use. OFCOM (2016) 

found four approaches to online mediation: regularly talking to children about managing risk 

online, rules related to child’s online activities, supervision while online, and awareness or use of 

technical tools. The research found that most parents use a combination of these approaches, 

with 96% using at least one approach. This suggests that approximately 4% of parents do not 

mediate their child’s media use in any way. The most commonly reported method of parental 

mediation was using content filters or parental control software on devices. The next common 

method was using some sort of rule or supervision for use of devices (OFCOM, 2016). 

The most common parental rule relates to completion of homework prior to use of 

Internet-based devices (Badri et al., 2016; Goh et al., 2014; Valcke et al., 2010). Other rules 

include time limits, permissible sites or content, choice of applications, and various other 

dimensions of Internet access and use. Parent regulation style, parental time spent on the 

Internet, and parental level of education are all factors that influence the supervision a child 
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receives. Specifically, more parental education was associated with more control and regulation 

of their child’s internet use (OFCOM, 2016; Valcke et al., 2010). While parents may attempt to 

regulate a child’s use of the Internet, many parents are unfamiliar with or experience difficulties 

understanding the variables associated with the constantly evolving digital landscape (Prensky, 

2001a; 2001b). This creates a disparity between perceived and actual regulation of Internet 

access and use. Specifically, children may use a variety of methods to overcome parental 

mediation (Goh et al., 2014). The next section discusses common ways that youth overcome 

restrictions on media or device use. 

Overcoming parental rules and regulations. Despite efforts to implement rules or 

regulations on a child’s use of technology, several challenges in parental monitoring may 

emerge. Due to the greater portability of devices, as well as the pervasiveness and ubiquity of 

use, youth find creative ways to overcome parental rules. Several common methods are clearing 

browsing history, closing/minimizing browser when parents walk in, lying or omitting details 

about online activities, and using devices that a parent cannot or does not check (McAfee, 2013).  

This can cause inconsistencies among parental supervision techniques, despite the type of 

parental regulation style used. Furthermore, children are able to use a variety of methods to 

overcome parental regulations pertaining to device access. Youth may borrow or be given 

devices from a friend, or simply use peer-owned devices to continue media use that may be 

prohibited (McAfee, 2013; Lenhart et al., 2015). 

Another common barrier for parental supervision is the private nature of media and 

device use. Overall, the commonality of Internet-capable devices paired with inconsistent 

parental supervision has led to children and adolescents having an increase in privacy of media 

use.  Furthermore, due to the connected nature of the Internet, there is a distinct increase in an 
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individual’s public sphere or reach (Bayum & boyd, 2012; Williams, 2014). The combination of 

these factors can potentially lead to inappropriate, unsupervised usage of the Internet that can 

have severe short and long-term consequences (Acquisti & Fong, 2012). 

 To summarize, parents may differ in their style of parenting, thereby impacting their view 

of media and subsequent parental mediation. Parents tend to have substantially different views of 

media and device use, compared to children. Additionally, youth often view their media use as 

typical and normal. In contrast, parents generally view their child’s device use as excessive (i.e., 

too much time spent using device) and report a variety of concerns related to over-use of 

technology. Despite these concerns, parents appear to believe that the overall benefits of media 

and device use outweigh the concerns or dangers. In order to cope with the potential concerns, 

many parents use some form of rules or regulations in order to mediate use of technology and 

media. Common methods involve content filters, rules about finishing tasks prior to use of 

devices, time limits, and supervision. While these rules may be effective at times, the increased 

privacy and ubiquitous use of media may lead to unsupervised usage or work-arounds to parental 

mediation tactics.  

Due to the potential disparity between parental regulation methods and actual 

effectiveness, combined with the potential dangers and benefits of pervasive and ubiquitous 

media use, media literacy may serve as a benefit. For example, parents may teach appropriate 

skills and behaviors, while children may bypass some or all of these teachings. Furthermore, 

technology is constantly changing, thereby creating difficulty for parents to stay up-to-date on 

appropriate practices, or how their own regulations may be circumvented. Some parents may 

additionally not have technological resources available, while their child may have increasing 

opportunities through peers (e.g., borrowing cell phones). Despite these potential disparities in 
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education provided by parents, the Internet continues to grow in benefits and dangers. Media 

literacy provides a comprehensive understanding of these issues, and could potentially bridge 

this gap of knowledge, practice, or between the two. The next section will examine current 

school-based media literacy programs, perceptions of media literacy from educators, and school-

context relevant factors. 

Technology Use in the Classroom 

The frequency of use and accessibility of technology has increased the classroom. Many 

schools provide students Internet-capable devices (laptops, tablets, etc.), but typically provide 

only basic instruction on the use of these devices, without media literacy components (Sung, 

2016). The following section will discuss these increases in classroom-based technology use, 

potential benefits and challenges of classroom-based device use, and perceptions of increases of 

device use within schools. Increases and trends within device-use and media literacy will be 

discussed first. 

Increase of Internet-Capable Device Access and Use in the Classroom 

Since the introduction of the Internet there have been increases in computer-based 

components being integrated into the classroom and academic curriculum. Ciampa (2016) cites 

numerous devices and digital tools that are increasingly available in the classroom for broad and 

specific use. Examples mentioned include the use of laptops or tablets by students within the 

classroom, as well as a specific web workshop for professional development of high school 

students. The number of one-to-one laptop or tablet programs in schools has substantially 

increased over the past decade (Zheng et al., 2016). Within recent years there has been an 

increase in use of electronic boards (i.e., touch sensitive interactive white boards with interactive 

screens, such as the Promethean Board) within US classrooms (Promethean Limited, 2020; 
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Sheffield, 2015; Zhang, 2018). Additionally, educational modules, which require or encourage 

use of the Internet (e.g., reading e-books online) or device-based academic interventions, have 

been developed and implemented as well. For example, using academic blogging as an 

intervention strategy for increasing metacognition and reflection skills (Chamberlain, 2017; Kao 

et al., 2016). These increases in classroom-based device use aligns with the aforementioned 

increases in technological access and use within our culture. 

In alignment with these increases of device use, some educational standards have adopted 

technological components. For example, New York Common Core includes a variety of Internet 

and technology use within K-12 state learning standards. At the earliest stage, the K-5 College 

and Career Readiness Anchor Standards for Writing require, “use of technology, including the 

Internet, to produce and publish writing and to interact and collaborate with others,” (p. 1). 

During fourth grade, technological skills such as sufficient command of keyboarding and specific 

typed page requirements are added (i.e., type a minimum of one page in a single sitting). A 

variety of other learning standards ranging from fourth to twelfth grade additionally require the 

use of technology, including the Internet, to complete a variety of learning tasks (NYSED, 

2020a, 2020b). This suggests that there is an expectation of technology use within the classroom, 

however, the responsible use of this technology is not inherently included in these educational 

standards, thereby signaling the potential need for media literacy education.  

Media literacy programs within the classroom. While the access to and use of 

technology and the Internet has increased dramatically within the educational context, there is 

limited evidence that media literacy is being taught. There are several trends within academic-

based media literacy programs: experimental programming, focus on high school students, and 

content specific programs. Current research holds several examples of one-off, experimental 
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media literacy programs used within a school context; however, there is a continual call for 

embedding media literacy within the school curriculum (Powers, 2017; Sekarasih et al., 2018). 

Research regarding these programs is typically experimental and focuses on content-specific 

subjects such as tobacco use, alcohol consumption, cyber-bullying, news content, or advertising 

and creative content (boyd, 2017, 2018; Dvorghets & Shaturnaya, 2015; Martens & Hobbs, 

2015; Primack et al., 2006; Sekarasih et al., 2018). 

Further, the focus of these programs has mainly been on using media as a means of 

increasing understanding of a specific content area (e.g., sex education, substance abuse, 

advertising, etc.). For example, Hobbs (2004) describes the use of media methods to teach other 

concepts (e.g., analyzing film in English language arts, media production classes), but not a 

specific focus on media literacy. This is opposed to education regarding literate use of media-

capable devices or safe social navigation of the Internet, which are crucial aspects within the 

broader framework of media literacy (Sung, 2019; Powers, 2017). It is important to note that this 

suggests that while access to and use of technology has increased, comprehensive media literacy 

education has not similarly increased. With this increased expectation of device use within 

schools, there are a range of potential benefits and challenges specific to the classroom 

environment to consider. 

Classroom-specific benefits of Internet-capable device use. Current research suggests 

that there are a variety of benefits to allowing student access to devices within the classroom. Liu 

et al. (2013) found potential benefits including expanding the offered learning paths for students 

to allow for differentiated learning. Additionally, this allows students multiple tools to create 

learning artifacts (e.g., writing, drawing, video, etc.) to suit their specific learning needs. This in 

turn supports students’ improvisation and connection skills within the context of learning (e.g., a 
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student taking pictures to illustrate learning connections), and supports sharing or connecting this 

work with other students. Furthermore, device use was found to support language and content 

learning, as well as increase learning time away from the classroom (Liu et al., 2013). 

Additionally, the Internet is a substantial informational resource that can be used in a variety of 

ways to support student learning and information processing (Kuiper et al., 2005). According to 

students, the most commonly cited advantage to classroom-based device use is access to 

information (Bartholomew & Reeve, 2018). 

Classroom-specific challenges of Internet-capable device use. While there are 

substantial benefits, research also suggests that there are substantial challenges with device use 

within the classroom. One major challenge is student distraction, due to the accessibility of non-

education-related content (e.g., a student flipping between an online game and their school 

writing task; Project Tomorrow, 2011; Shuler, 2009). Additionally, there is the added potential 

for harassment and cyberbullying online, student privacy concerns, and the potential for cheating 

on academic work (Lenhart et al., 2011; Project Tomorrow, 2011; Shuler, 2009). Research 

suggests that compared to classrooms that do not allow mobile device usage, there are increases 

in student disciplinary problems, lower academic achievement, and decreases student 

engagement in classrooms that do allow mobile device usage (Kitchen, 2014; Project Tomorrow, 

2011; Shuler, 2009; Swan et al., 2005; Thomas & McGee, 2012). Additionally Gasser et al. 

(2012) argue that online activity, and subsequent media skills learned, are vastly different 

between academic and non-academic contexts. For example, the motivation for non-academic 

online activity (e.g., entertainment) is vastly different than the skill-driven or knowledge-driven 

expectations of academic-based online activity (e.g., learning a concept, showing competency). 

The example of content creation is given, where the norms of creating differ substantially 
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between academic-based and recreational media use (e.g., editing tools available on an app vs. a 

school-based computer program, expectation of following directions of assignment from teacher 

vs. following cultural expectations or trends). Due to the differences in motivations, which 

inherently drive learning, the question of student’s ability to transfer academic-based media 

skills to non-academic work remains open (Gasser et al., 2012). 

Perceptions of Internet-capable device use within the classroom. Furthermore, it 

should be noted that anticipated or perceived technology use may differ from the actual use of 

students within the classroom. Bartholomew and Reeve (2018) studied perceived and actual 

device use within the classroom and found a variety of challenges when allowing a student 

access to technology. According to this research, the most common disadvantages to device use 

within the classroom reported by students were the addition of distractions, cheating, and 

viewing inappropriate material. When it came to actual use, students were found to be most 

likely to use their mobile devices to create, edit, and manage photos and videos. However, when 

students were asked how they would use mobile devices in the future (compared to actual use 

during study), the only significant relationship was with additional use to communicate with 

other classmates. Despite the most commonly cited advantage of being allowed a device having 

been reported as access to information, the actual and planned use vastly differed. This suggests 

that while device use may be well intentioned within the classroom, there may be substantial 

variation between planned, perceived, and actual use. 

It is additionally important to note the perceptions of these increases of device use within 

the classroom, as well as how these perceptions may differ between parties. Overall, students 

have been found to have a mainly positive perception of the increases of device use 

(Bartholomew & Reeve, 2018). In contrast, teachers, parents, and administrators have held a 
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historically negative view of device use within the classroom (Project Tomorrow, 2011), 

although there appears to be a shift of opinion towards a more positive perspective in more 

recent surveys (Project Tomorrow, 2014). For example, 64% of parents surveyed reported that 

their school was doing a good job of using technology to promote achievement (Project 

Tomorrow, 2012). Dunn & Sweeney (2018) found that teachers and students who added tablet 

devices to writing instruction reported substantial benefits to use of tablets, including fun and 

enjoyment, greater choice and creativity, and assistance with spelling. 

Overall, there is a substantial increase in technology use within the classroom, and within 

the exposure of media literacy concepts to student populations. More students have access to 

devices than ever before within the schools, with many schools implementing one-to-one 

technology programs. This allows many students to have access to different learning 

opportunities, modalities, and information that previously may have not been allowed. However, 

increases in access and use of technology is not without its challenges. Many students and staff 

cite concerns with cheating, distractions, privacy, and other issues related to differences between 

planned, perceived, and actual use of technology within the classroom. While the research on 

device use and media literacy within classroom settings is essential to consider, there are 

substantial limitation across the existing research base. The next section will discuss the nature 

of media literacy, as well as important components of being a literate user of media. 

 Media Literacy 

The field of media literacy emerged in response to concerns over inappropriate use of the 

Internet, parental involvement education and supervision of Internet use, and a rapidly changing 

digital world. The following section will discuss the definition and history of media literacy, 
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frameworks for media literacy, and current trends in media literacy programs. The definition and 

history of media literacy will be discussed first. 

Defining Media Literacy 

While educational scholars have valued critical consideration of media throughout the 

20th century (Dewey, 1916; Freinet, 1946; Gerbner, 1959; Laporta, 1957; Postman, 1979), the 

emergence of a more generalized and shared theoretical framework is fairly recent. The 2010 

World Summit on Children and Media was considered to be a landmark moment in terms of 

developing theoretical consensus within the field, allowing for media literacy practices to 

flourish (Cappello et al., 2011). 

According to the National Association for Media Literacy Education, media literacy is 

broadly defined as the ability to access, analyze, evaluate, create, and act using all forms of 

communication. Media literacy incorporates digital components into the traditional literacy 

definition, allowing for critical thinking and effective communication to be fostered among 

active citizens. This definition includes all electronic and digital means of print, visuals, and 

other methods of communication (NAMLE, 2019). While the theoretical basis of media literacy 

has developed, there are other important factors to consider within media literacy. This section 

will address traditional literacy skills related to media literacy, sociocultural contextual 

perspectives, domains of media literacy, and other relevant theories that can be applied to the 

field. Traditional literacy skills related to media literacy will be discussed first. 

Media literacy and traditional literacy skills. In the discussion of media literacy, it is 

essential to consider traditional literacy skills. Traditional literacy skills include awareness of 

sounds, alphabetic knowledge, phonological awareness, print awareness, vocabulary, etc. (Mills, 

2016). Emergent literacy, such as verbal and language skills, begins as early as birth and 
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continue to grow in complexity. An increasing wealth of research has shown that children at 

similar ages and developmental stages have increased media exposure (Common Sense Media, 

2019; Rideout & Robb, 2018). Some research has found that exposure to structured activities and 

immediate feedback in digital programs promotes emergent literacy skills, such as phonological 

awareness (Mills, 2016). Overall, it is difficult to parse the impact of digital exposure on growth 

of literacy skills from traditional methods of language learning, as empirical research is limited 

(Blanchard & Moore, 2010).  

Regardless, for over two decades the inherent need of the term literacy to be expanded 

beyond traditional views of reading and writing printed text has been noted (Corio, 2003; 

Lankshear & Knobel, 2006; Leu et al., 2004; Lewis & Fabos, 2005). With the inclusion of digital 

texts in this definition, Kress (2003) argues that a readers’ skills must additionally include 

attaining and constructing meaning using images, sounds, videos, color, or a combination of 

these elements. The term media literacy has embraced the inclusion of digital texts, and skills 

essential to digital task demands, as part of the expanded definition of what is traditionally 

considered literacy (Kress, 2003).  

Context within media literacy education. A sociocultural perspective of literacy 

illuminates the need for consideration of culture and context in the definition of literacy 

(Lankshear & Knobel, 2006, 2007). Primarily, the appropriate application of knowledge, based 

upon the context of the situation and cultural demands, is considered literacy. Our digital world 

is saturated in technology, and also provides a constantly evolving context for what is considered 

knowledgeable or literate use. For example, common media use in 2010 was substantially 

different than common media use in 2018 (Rideout & Roberts, 2010; Rideout & Robb, 2018). 

Additionally, media access, cultural expectations, and education differs substantially across the 
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globe, therefore making generalizations for media literacy somewhat difficult (Cappello et al., 

2011). Similar to new and changing print literature, digital technology requires a thorough 

understanding of the current cultural context in order to be a literate user (Hutchison et al., 

2016).  

Media literacy additionally involves prompting an individual's awareness of media, 

essential components of use, and how to critically assess the validity and reliability of what is 

experienced online. Aforementioned literature suggests a multitude of concerns pertaining to 

access to media and assessment of its validity and reliability (Chunawalla, 2010; Finkel, 2019; 

Prensky, 2001a; 2001b), which ideally would be addressed through media literacy. However, it 

is important to note the sociocultural context for digital natives related to the presentation of 

media literacy curriculum. Boyd (2017) argues that ubiquitous access has created a culture in 

which children believe they can just do the research for themselves, thereby allowing them to 

understand relevant information better than anyone else. This cultural view does not take into 

account the aforementioned dangers of misinformation and issues pertaining to big data 

collection (boyd, 2017, 2018). It is essential to understand the relevance of cultural viewpoints 

when attempting to assess appropriate and effective media literacy curriculum and definitions. 

While media literacy can be viewed or assessed from a multitude of angles, it is also 

essential to consider the educational portion of media literacy in terms of the pupil’s 

development. Specifically, it is important consider the stage of understanding an individual may 

be at within the development of media literacy skills. Bloom & Krathwohl (1956) and revisions 

by Anderson & Krathwohl (2001) offer a developmental approach to describe different levels of 

thinking and cognition.  
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The skills range from lower- to higher-order thinking and are described as the following: 

remembering (i.e., ability to recall information such as dates, events, places, ideas, definitions, 

formulas, and theories), understanding (i.e., ability to grasp the meaning of the information, 

express it in own words and/or cite examples), applying (i.e., ability to apply knowledge or skills 

to new situations, use information and knowledge to solve a problem, answer a question, or 

perform another task), analyzing (i.e., ability to break down knowledge into parts and show and 

explain the relationships among the parts), evaluating (i.e., ability to judge or assess the value of 

material and method for a given purpose), and creating (i.e., ability to pull together parts of 

knowledge to form a new whole and build relationships for new situations; Anderson & 

Krathwohl, 2001; Bloom & Krathwohl, 1956). Bloom’s taxonomy has been used by a variety of 

researchers as a method to assess thinking skills related to media (Crompton et al., 2019; 

Diacopoulos, 2015). It is important to consider the different thinking skills within media literacy 

that a child may or may not utilize. The development of positive media habits are directly related 

to using critical thinking skills. Ideally, media literacy will identify the level at which individuals 

currently think of media literacy concepts and subsequently promote higher-order thinking skills 

outlined in Bloom’s taxonomy. 

Producer and consumer. A key facet of media literacy is an individual’s ability to 

understand and juggle multiple layers and audiences within the digital experience. Primarily, the 

user can take on the role of a producer or a consumer of online content (Hobbs, 2006; Hobbs & 

Jensen, 2013; Primack et al., 2006). This creates a multi-faceted lens by which media literacy 

can be viewed, and subsequently taught. This is described by Hobbs (2006, 2009) and Primack et 

al. (2006) as three main domains of media literacy. The first domain is authors and audience; 

this includes understanding that authors, defined as anyone creating content, create messages 
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aimed at profiting or influencing a specific, targeted audience. For example, media literacy may 

choose to focus on assessing specific agendas particular authors or information sources hold for 

particular audiences. Messages and meanings relates to understanding that messages contain a 

point of view that impacts behavior and thinking; this ultimately can be interpreted differently by 

different individuals. For example, media literacy may choose to focus on how different 

marketing messages attempt to influence buying behavior. Representations and reality 

encompasses understanding that media messages may omit information, providing only part of a 

representation of reality. For example, media literacy may choose to focus on F.O.M.O. and false 

social media representations. All three domains can subsequently be viewed from the standpoint 

of being a producer or consumer (Hobbs, 2006; Hobbs & Jensen, 2013; Primack et al., 2006). 

For example, the issue of representations and reality can be viewed as someone who actively 

produces curated content on social media, or the implications of consuming curated content on 

social media. 

 Complexity of the Internet. One of the main goals of media literacy is related to 

fostering accurate understanding of media in a variety of ways. Yan (2006) described the 

complexity of the Internet as a key feature of improving children’s literate use of media. The key 

features described in understanding the complexity of the Internet were technical and social 

understanding (Yan, 2006).  

The first aspect is the technical component of the Internet, social media, and Internet-

capable devices. This spans functional use, or understanding how and where information is 

transferred or located, and numerous other technical concepts. Understanding the operational 

processes and the complex interconnectedness of the Internet is a key feature in accurate 

understanding of the Internet. Another aspect is the social component of the Internet, which 
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encompasses appropriate and inappropriate use of, communication with, and consumption of 

online content or social networks. The presentation and management of an individual’s online 

identity, in addition to maintaining appropriate social relationships is another key factor in 

appropriate use of the Internet (Denham, 1993; Powers, 2017; Yan, 2005, 2006, 2009). In order 

to accurately assess media literacy, a broad overview of current media literacy programs is 

essential. The next section will discuss overall trends and common media literacy programs. 

Current Media Literacy Programs 

 With the rise of a digital landscape, the research on, provision of, and access to resources 

aimed at fostering literate users of the Internet has increased in tandem over the years. This has 

resulted in a collection of a sparse, but loosely related literature base of media literacy programs. 

In general, media literacy programs follow three basic models: educational programs, 

interventions, and resources. The following section will briefly discuss these three media literacy 

program models. 

Media literacy as an educational program. Existing research has mainly focused on the 

assessment and teaching of media literacy as it relates to a potentially negative, specific subject. 

For example, research on how youth may be influenced by tobacco companies or teaching 

students to critically assessing news media (Maksl et al., 2014; Primack et al., 2006). This is as 

opposed to educational programs geared towards teaching and assessing general, overarching 

media literacy skills (Powers, 2017; Yan, 2006). There are a wide range of skills that media 

literacy programs have attempted to address. Babad et al. (2012) studied a media literacy course 

specifically aimed at addressing judgmental biases of nonverbal behavior. Some media literacy 

programs have focused on the subject of critical media literacy and addressing social justice 

issues (Robertson & Hughes, 2011; Saunders et al., 2017; Wiseman & Wrenn, 2018). Other 
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research has focused on media literacy related to smoking or alcohol consumption (Martens & 

Hobbs, 2015; Primack et al., 2006). Common media literacy programs specifically relate to sex 

education, marketing and advertising, and mass media consumption (boyd, 2017; Dvorghets & 

Shaturnaya, 2015; Sekarasih et al., 2018). Media literacy can take the form of an educational 

program, course, or curriculum for a specific population in order to increase media literacy skills. 

Media literacy as an intervention. Another model of media literacy programming is use 

as an intervention for a specific, at-risk group. Generally, these interventions relate to a specific 

subject, as opposed to overarching media literacy skills. For example, literature suggests that 

media literacy could be an effective intervention for advertising related to use of tobacco 

products or alcohol consumption (Bier et al., 2011; Maksl et al., 2014). Draper et al. (2015) 

found that a media literacy intervention focused on advertising content was able to significantly 

decrease positive perceptions of cigarette and alcohol consumption for low-achieving middle 

school students. Other studies have focused on substance abuse prevention among vulnerable 

groups (Scull et al., 2017). Additionally, McArthur (2019) piloted a media literacy curriculum 

centered on improving critical analysis of media for young, Black women. Media literacy can be 

used as an effective intervention for specific populations, and targeted towards specific skills or 

outcomes related to the media literacy domain. 

Media literacy as pedagogical resources. While educational programs and interventions 

focus on a direct instruction, media literacy can also take the form of on demand resources. 

Organizations and individuals have produced media literacy resources for parents, educators, and 

children. For example, Common Sense Media distributes a wide range of resources for a variety 

of media literacy products that can be used as media literacy resources. The goal of this is, “to 

create easily accessible and understandable information that can be distributed and used by 
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populations to produce a digital world where individuals can thrive” (Common Sense Media, 

2019, p.1). 

To summarize, media literacy can be broadly defined as the ability to access, analyze, 

evaluate, create, and act using all forms of communication. In approaching media literacy 

education, several key themes emerge. Media literacy can be approached from the lens of a 

producer or a consumer within the domains of authors and audiences, messages and meanings, 

and representation of reality. Furthermore, the technical and social complexity of the Internet has 

been identified as an important factor within the assessment of media literacy skills. While these 

media literacy skills can be identified, it is essential to consider the sociocultural differences that 

may impact an individual’s conceptual understanding of media literacy skills. Similarly, an 

assessment and focus on critical thinking skills related to literate use of the Internet may be 

beneficial when considering methods of media literacy education. Media literacy can be used as 

an educational course, interventions, or simply as resources for individuals to use as they desire. 

It should be noted that the aforementioned frequency of use and accessibility to technology has 

transcended into the classroom as well. Many schools provide Internet-capable devices (laptops, 

tablets, etc.), but typically provide only basic instruction into the use of these devices, without 

media literacy components (Sung, 2016). Therefore, this presents a potential gap in the realm of 

media literacy: direct instruction within school-based settings. The next section will discuss these 

limits of existing research within the field of education-based media literacy. 

Areas in Need of Further Study 

 Within the existing research, there are several apparent limitations. Outdated research and 

a narrow focus on specific populations characterize the majority of the research. In addition, 

there is limited evidence of comprehensive media literacy programming within school 
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curriculum or of a direct instruction approach of a school-based comprehensive media literacy 

program. The following section will discuss these limitations, beginning with issues pertaining to 

outdated research. 

Research Unable to Keep Up with Innovation 

One major limitation within the literature base is the difficulty of producing empirical 

research on current technology and media literacy trends. This mainly occurs due to the pace at 

which technological innovation occurs within our world. For example, some research outcomes 

feature reports of minimal or limited online exposure or device use for children under the age of 

10 (Yan, 2005). This is not representative of the current media landscape, which in recent years 

has heralded reports of owning one or multiple devices per person and vast use of handheld 

smartphones across all spheres (Rideout & Robb, 2018). Additionally, some research references 

or cites outdated media use as most common (e.g., AOL Instant Messaging [AIM], MySpace, 

emailing as primary mode of communication, etc.), which is also not representative of current 

media uses or trends (Prensky, 2001a, 2001b; Wang et al., 2009; Yan, 2005). This calls into 

question the ability to apply these research claims to the vastly different state of technology and 

media use in the present day. Particularly, it is difficult to judge the accuracy of media literacy 

research, when the constructs of literate use of media defined in research five, ten, or fifteen 

years ago are substantially different from and inadequately describe current times. For example, 

Yan (2005) defined literate use of media as it pertains to computers and does not account for 

innovation such as social media or popular apps. Powers (2017) looked at media literacy in terms 

of the Internet and social media, but still includes outdated platforms (e.g., MySpace, AOL 

Messaging, Vine). Further, some of the most popular current media platforms (e.g., Tik Tok) 



73 

 

have very little empirical research surrounding their use. Media and technology are constantly 

evolving; therefore, the research needs to reflect this changing landscape and adapt to it. 

Needs to Focus on Younger Children 

Overall, the literature supports that device usage is occurring at higher rates at earlier 

ages. Based on this trend, it is crucial that research focus on evaluating media literacy practices 

with younger populations. Further, to one degree or another, most schools in the U.S. require 

students to participate in education using technology. This has been particularly exacerbated by 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Children are both exposed to more media and expected to use more 

media in schools. Taking these two trends in tandem, research on media literacy education 

should occur with young students within the U.S. school system. 

The current literature base widely consists of populations that are too narrow or present 

challenges to generalizability within the U.S. school system. One aspect of this is that there is a 

substantial lack of research on media literacy based in the United States. Additionally, most of 

the literature base focuses on high school or college-aged populations, as opposed to elementary 

or younger students. The following section will discuss these two limitations, beginning with 

lack of U.S. research.  

Lack of studies in the United States. While some research is based in the United States 

(e.g., Hobbs, 2004; Maksl et al., 2017; Powers et al., 2017; etc.) the majority of research 

regarding Internet or mobile use and media literacy in K-12 settings is conducted outside of the 

U.S. (Bartholomew & Reeve, 2018). The main research base for media literacy and media use 

has been conducted in Taiwan (e.g., Hong et al., 2014; Hwang et al., 2012; Kao et al., 2016; 

Sung et al., 2016; etc.). Outside of Taiwan, there is a plethora of articles focused on aspects of 

media use and media literacy from a variety of other countries; for example, South Korea (Yoo 
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et al., 2009), Holland (Kuiper et al., 2005), Greece (Gialamas et al., 2013), Australia, and New 

Zealand (Chamberlain, 2017; Jesson et al., 2018). It is apparent that while many other countries 

have made significant advances in the media literacy sphere, the United States is not producing 

studies at a similar rate. 

While these articles provide an important contribution to the literature base, it may be 

difficult to generalize these findings to student populations within the United States. These 

difficulties stem from different standards and educational expectations, in addition to entirely 

different cultural norms and trends. Specifically, media access and use trends are likely to differ 

across cultures. For example, popular social media apps referenced in other studies may only be 

available in that native language, and therefore would not be as widely used in the United States. 

This highlights the need for research in classroom-based media literacy that is conducted within 

the United States. 

Adolescents and older populations dominate current research. Overwhelmingly, 

research on media literacy programs has been completed with high school-aged (Hobbs et al., 

2013) or college-aged students (Gialamas et al., 2013; Maksl et al., 2017; Obeid & Hill, 2017; 

Yoo et al., 2009). Common Sense Media (2015) outlines the substantial increases in media 

access and use among elementary students, in addition to increases of technology within the 

classroom (Zheng et al., 2016). Despite the apparent need for media literacy research to be 

conducted with elementary populations, there are few examples of elementary media programs 

within the current literature. Pilgrim et al. (2018) provides an example of examining online 

literacy skills within elementary (i.e., first through fifth grade) students. The results suggest that 

most students were proficient with basic online skills and technical understanding; however, this 

program did not include media literacy components. Hong et al., (2014) studied the use of 
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technology to teach science concepts among elementary students, but did not use media literacy 

as a component of the study. Similarly, Chamberlain (2017) was able to improve critical literacy 

skills with elementary students using an online academic blogging intervention. While this 

program was found to be effective with elementary students, it also did not use comprehensive 

media literacy elements. Hobbs et al., (2011) provides one example of an effective media literacy 

program conducted with elementary students, albeit the program focused on promoting global 

understanding, as opposed to a comprehensive media literacy model.  

These studies suggest a variety of methods have been used to study the connection 

between media use and elementary students. However, this literature base has lacked research on 

comprehensive media literacy programs with elementary students, despite ample evidence of 

young children having increasing levels of media access, use, and exposure. This highlights the 

need for research in classroom-based, comprehensive media literacy that is conducted with 

younger populations, particularly elementary-aged students. 

Limited Evidence of Comprehensive Media Literacy in School Settings 

Despite the pervasive nature of Internet-capable devices and the call for media literacy, 

there is limited comprehensive media literacy education in the school curriculum. One example 

of this is research from Denham (1993) assessed children’s conceptual understanding of 

computers. Denham used a series of drawings and coding procedure in his research; based upon 

this method and procedure, Yan (2005, 2006, 2009) conducted research which showed that 

students generally display minimal understanding of technical or social complexities of the 

Internet. This limited understanding is in contrast to the high levels of Internet and social media 

use conducted and consumed by adolescents and children (Lenhart et. al, 2015; Ward, 2013). 

However, due to the rapid change in access to and capabilities related to the Internet, these 
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findings appear to be outdated. This highlights the substantial need for media literacy programs, 

given the apparent trends of limited understanding paired with increasing access to media. 

Additionally, this showcases the need for updated methods and procedures that accurately reflect 

the current media landscape.  

As previously mentioned, most media literacy programs do not provide a comprehensive 

media literacy curriculum or are not studied with elementary students. This is in sharp contrast to 

the aforementioned reports of young children having increasingly growing rates of access to and 

use of media. Draper et al. (2015) provides one example of direct instruction media literacy 

programs with elementary age students, but again focuses narrowly on at-risk populations and 

the specific issue of substance abuse. Lazonder et al. (2020) provide an example of longitudinal 

assessment of fifth and sixth grade students’ digital literacy. However, there is not direct media 

literacy instruction. This highlights the need for research related to a comprehensive media 

literacy program with elementary students, ideally within the classroom setting at the universal 

level. 

Limited Research on Direct Instruction Media Literacy Approaches within the School 

Beyond the limited research on comprehensive media literacy programming in schools, 

there is sparse research on if students benefit from explicit instruction on media literacy relevant 

to the current media landscape. Most young children learn about media through unintentional 

exposure from the culture or experience (Kohnen & Saul, 2018; Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). This is 

similar to a discovery learning model, which is defined as self-guided learning approaches that 

exhibit primarily exploration, discovery, and invention (e.g., interact with materials, manipulate 

variables, explore phenomena, etc.; Alfieri et al., 2011). When it comes to instruction in general, 

Alfieri et al. (2011) found that feedback, worked examples, scaffolding, and elicited explanations 



77 

 

significantly benefit learners, compared to discovery-based instruction. This suggests that the 

current model of Internet education through simply allowing children exposure and discovery is 

not as effective as a more directive approach.  

To illustrate, Powers (2017) completed a study on adolescent understanding of the 

Internet and the efficacy of direct instruction of media literacy concepts. The methods of this 

study were based upon an updated version of those used by Yan (2009). The sample consisted of 

seventy-eight middle school students (i.e., 6th, 7th, & 8th graders) from a middle school in rural 

Indiana. Powers collected student demographic information, as well as information related to 

school achievement, school identity, and daily access to the Internet. Following this, Powers 

conducted a session involving drawing prompts and vignettes related to basic Internet and social 

media concepts. Participants were prompted to depict their view of the Internet, how a 

photograph travels once shared online, and what may happen to a file after it is shared with a 

friend. Further, participants were given two vignettes and asked specific questions regarding 

each scenario. This was conducted in order to assess the participants’ understanding of 

information posted on the Internet. The content of the vignettes focused on photo sharing and 

homework sharing. In a second session, Powers gave a five minute video presentation illustrating 

the path of a digital photograph after it has been shared. Following the video, the participants 

were given their picture from the first session drawing prompt (i.e., “Show me what the Internet 

looks like”). The participants were asked if they would like to make any changes, and given 

ample time to do so. Afterwards, a guided interview consisting of a ten to fifteen minute 

discussion about social media use was conducted. To conclude the session, the students were 

asked to make a hashtag to sum up what they had learned. The hashtags and guided interviews 

were not analyzed by Powers. 
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Powers found that while middle school students are adept users of social media, the 

majority of students displayed minimal understanding of the technical and social complexities of 

the Internet. Powers also found that increases in the number of social media accounts that a 

student had led to increases in specificity of responses. This suggests that students mainly think 

of the Internet based upon their personal experience, which is likely to contain limited 

understanding. Powers found that when exposed to direct media literacy instruction, middle 

school students displayed a significant shift from a minimal or partial understanding to a more 

sophisticated understanding of the Internet. Furthermore, Powers found that direct instruction via 

video presentation led to high levels of student engagement in a media literacy curriculum. 

Ultimately, these results suggest direct instruction of a media literacy curriculum to be both 

effective and engaging for students. 

 When considering Power’s study, there are some apparent limitations that must be 

discussed. In terms of methods and measures, the format of Likert scales used varied across the 

pre-test measure, making it difficult to determine direct comparisons within the survey. In 

addition, while Powers attempted to look at whether or not direct instruction improved technical 

and social understanding of media literacy concepts, the pre- and post-test measures did not 

align. Specifically, there was no post-test measure of social understanding. The only post-test 

measure conducted was to have the students update their previous drawings in response to the 

prompt “Show me what the Internet looks like.”  

While Powers included a discussion of social media in her post-test session procedures, 

this was conducted after the post-test data was collected. This suggests that the only post-test 

measure associated with the direct instruction media literacy program was related to a narrow 

technical aspect; this does not encompass comprehensive media literacy education. Therefore, it 
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is difficult to judge the validity and effectiveness of Power’s direct media literacy instruction, 

considering important aspects of media literacy were not analyzed following the instruction. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that Powers primarily used categorical data gleaned from 

a coding process of students’ drawings. The coding system was additionally developed using 

pilot data from seven students from New York City; this pilot study featured a very small sample 

size, as well as a distinctly different pilot sample compared to the sample used for the actual 

study (i.e., students from a rural school). Additionally, the study’s sample consisted of one rural 

classroom with limited diversity. While the research base of Denham (1993) and Yan (2005, 

2006, 2009) provides support for such a coding system, it is unclear if the data produced were a 

more accurate depiction of student understanding than if standardized scales were used. 

 While Denham (1993), Yan (2005, 2006, 2009), and Powers (2017) have contributed 

noteworthy findings to the realm of student understanding of computer and media literacy, there 

still remains a significant lack of research in the area. Further, there is limited research on the 

effectiveness of media literacy curriculum in schools, despite the apparent need for such 

education. Research surrounding media literacy is also increasingly outdated as the current 

media landscape increasingly changes as culture continues to evolve. Recent findings highlight 

the dramatic increase in access to and personal use of the Internet as early as infancy. Further, 

there is an increase in children reporting exposure to provocative negative experiences (e.g., self-

harm, violent pornography, animal cruelty, eating disorder websites, etc.) that are inappropriate 

for their age (Ward, 2013). Given these trends, children at younger ages are likely in need of and 

would benefit from direct instruction of media literacy components, similar to what was 

conducted with adolescents in Power’s study. 
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There is no current research similar to Powers’ (2017), who focused on younger children 

(under the age of 11 years, 6 months; below 6th grade). This lack of research sharply contrasts 

with the immersive and unavoidable media landscape that children are exposed to daily. 

Additionally, there is evidence that most students have been or are currently expected to use 

technology frequently for educational purposes as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. These 

students have increased exposure to media, increased time using technology, and are often 

participating in class or completing coursework via online platforms. The aforementioned 

literature outlines trends of increased technology exposure and media use within classroom even 

prior to the widespread remote or hybrid learning that COVID-19 introduced. Naturally, more 

time using technology and navigating media platforms puts students at higher risk for exposure 

to negative or harmful content online. 

As mentioned previously in Chapter 2, many students are adept at circumventing parental 

restrictions or parental supervision. Therefore, even within remote learning formats where 

parents may be present, the potential risk for negative exposure during media use is still present. 

Due to the dramatic increases in expected technology use of children over the years (particularly 

exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic), there is emergence of the ethical dilemma of requiring 

students to use technology without explicitly teaching appropriate media literacy skills. There is 

little evidence of research surrounding students’ current media literacy skills, or attempting to 

increase these skills, despite a systematic expectation of frequent device use in recent years. 

Particularly considering the current educational climate and technological expectations within 

schools, media literacy appears to be entirely appropriate, if not crucial, to discuss within school 

settings. Furthermore, this direct instruction of media literacy may be beneficial if completed 

within a school setting or integrated into the educational curriculum. In addition, a classroom 
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would elicit the added benefit of a captive audience, as opposed to attempting to gather children 

in otherwise informal settings or voluntarily. This suggests a substantial need for research related 

to a comprehensive media literacy program with elementary students, which is administered 

using a direct instruction approach. 

Statement of Study 

Findings from the Powers (2017) study suggest direct instruction of a media literacy 

curriculum to be both effective and engaging for adolescent students. However, there remains a 

deficit in research on the effectiveness of direct media literacy instruction with younger children 

(i.e., fourth and fifth grade students). The literature clearly shows that most children use 

technology or have exposure to media frequently. Additionally, because of COVID-19, students 

are expected to use technology frequently for education-related purposes. Further, there is little 

evidence of research addressing increasing media literacy skills, which sharply contrasts the 

increasing requirement of technology use within schools. Higher amounts of screen time have 

been associated with higher risks of potential negative exposure. This suggests that students are 

increasing their potential negative exposure, without being taught what to do if such exposure 

occurs. In addition, there is a lack of literature with appropriate pre- and post-test data to confirm 

the effectiveness of direct instruction of media literacy concepts within a classroom setting. If 

this is found to be effective, then there must be a serious consideration of implementing this 

within a school. 

Therefore, the current study assessed the effect of direct instruction on children’s baseline 

level of depth of understanding of the technical and social components of the Internet (i.e., 

changes in minimal, partial, or sophisticated understanding levels). The effectiveness of the 

direct instruction media literacy program was evaluated as well. In addition, the study examined 
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children’s understanding of basic media literacy, in terms of technical and social components of 

the Internet. The depth of understanding was assessed by determining whether students display 

minimal, partial, or sophisticated understanding levels. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The focus of this study was to examine students’ personal use and understanding of 

Internet-capable devices, as well as the effect of a direct instruction method for education of 

media literacy components related to these devices. Specifically, this understanding was 

measured by looking at general media literacy concepts, technical understanding, (e.g., “when 

you post a picture online, this is where it goes”) and social understanding (e.g., “when someone 

says this to me online, this is how I should or should not respond”). This was a quasi-

experimental study looking at within group differences of younger students, specifically those in 

the fourth and fifth grade. The study’s research questions were the following: 

1. What are the descriptive estimates of fourth and fifth grade students related to 

media/device access, ownership, use, parental rules, and understanding of media literacy 

concepts? 

2. Is participation in direct media literacy instruction associated with increases in levels of 

understanding of media literacy concepts? 

3. Is direct media literacy instruction effective at different levels of device access? 

It was hypothesized that when asked questions regarding personal use and understanding 

of Internet-capable devices, young students (i.e., fourth and fifth grade students) would 

demonstrate limited media literacy understanding (i.e., technical understanding and social 

understanding). Furthermore, it was hypothesized that when educated on media literacy concepts 

using a direct instruction method, these students would demonstrate a significant increase in 



83 

 

media literacy understanding. Additionally, it was hypothesized that device access would predict 

media literacy at the pre-test; however, it would not predict media literacy at the post-test 

following the intervention. This hypothesis was based upon the literature suggesting that children 

primarily gain knowledge of the Internet based upon personal experiences (Kohnen & Saul, 

2018; Powers, 2017; Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). Further, Powers (2017) found that students who 

owned more social media accounts displayed more specificity and detail in their responses 

regarding the Internet. Based upon these finding, higher levels of device access would be more 

likely to produce personal online experiences to learn from; this suggests that higher levels of 

device access would lead to higher baseline media literacy understanding scores. For example, a 

student with limited access to devices would be more likely to display lower baseline media 

literacy understanding scores than a student with frequent access to numerous devices, due to 

lack of exposure. Students with more access to devices would be more likely to have 

opportunities to learn basic media literacy concepts through a variety of methods (e.g., trial and 

error, online information casually seen, information from interacting with other users, etc.). 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that device access would predict media literacy understanding at 

the baseline. 

However, media literacy interventions have been found to be an effective means of 

increasing media literacy understanding (Denham, 1993; Yan, 2005, 2006, 2009; Powers, 2017). 

Previous authors have hypothesized that the effectiveness of the interventions is related to a 

partial, yet incomplete, media literacy understanding gained from personal experiences (Kohnen 

& Saul, 2018; Powers, 2017; Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). Therefore, it was hypothesized that there 

would be a significant increase in media literacy understanding at the post-test, regardless of 

device access. 
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The study was conducted using similar theoretical underpinnings and procedures as 

Denham (1993), Yan (2005, 2006, 2009), and Powers (2017), but with altered methods and 

measures. Specifically, the study consisted of two sessions in order to gather pre-test and post-

test data. The first session gathered information on demographics and information on personal 

Internet access and device use. Further, pre-test measures were administered to collect data on 

the student’s baseline understanding of media literacy components (i.e., technical understanding 

and social understanding). 

In the second session, students received direct instruction of media literacy concepts. This 

was completed through video presentation and brief discussion. Following this direct instruction, 

students were administered post-test measures to gauge any increases in technical and social 

understanding of media literacy concepts. A detailed description of the study’s research methods 

and procedures can be found in the next chapter. 

  



85 

 

CHAPTER III: RESEARCH METHODS 

 The current study explored the effect of a direct instruction approach on understanding of 

media literacy components (i.e., technical and social understanding) in children. The study 

involved survey completion before and after receiving direct media literacy instruction by 

participants in fourth and fifth grade. The following chapter describes information pertaining to 

the study’s participants and procedures. The measures utilized in examining the outcome 

variable are described, along with the data analyses conducted.  

Participants 

 Ninety-six fourth and fifth grade students from one school in Western New York were 

recruited for participation in the study. The school within this region was a small, rural, public 

school with a high percentage of low-income students (i.e., 57-58%) in the population (NYSED, 

2020a). The age range of students was between eight and eleven, with a mean age of 10.07 years 

of age. The sample was split relatively equally between fourth (n = 49; 51%) and fifth (n = 47; 

49%) grade students. There were slightly more female (n = 54; 56.3%) than male (n = 41; 

42.7%) participants; one student identified as non-binary. In terms of race/ethnicity, the sample 

was largely White (n = 84; 87.5%), along with participants of Mixed (n = 6; 6.3%), 

Black/African American (n = 2; 2.1%), Native American/American Indian (n = 2; 2.1%), 

Hispanic/Latino (n = 1; 1%), or Other (n = 1; 1%) races. Overall, this demographic information 

is fairly representative of demographics within the school overall, as well as the western New 

York region. Compared to overall New York demographics, the sample contained a larger 

percentage of White individuals and was not nearly as diverse (NYSED, 2020a). Based on the 

nature of the study (i.e., high reliance on knowledge of English language at a young age), the 
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target population was native English speakers. Further, the classrooms used within this study 

were general education classrooms. 

In the Powers (2017) study, the participants were in the sixth grade and above; several 

media literacy studies have followed this line of using older participants as well (Denham, 1993; 

Yan, 2005, 2006, 2009). However, there are numerous studies on Internet use that have utilized 

elementary-aged participants (Chamberlain, 2017; Pilgrim et al., 2018; Zheng et al., 2016). 

Further, previously mentioned research suggests adequate general literacy development by the 

fourth grade, as well as high exposure to technology both in school and at home. Therefore, the 

study used younger (i.e., fourth and fifth grade) as opposed to older (i.e., sixth grade and above) 

participants. 

Specifically, previous research of this nature has been conducted with students as early as 

sixth grade (Powers, 2017). Therefore, the next two lowest grades (i.e., fourth and fifth) was the 

natural next grade levels to extend to elementary-aged children. Prior to fourth grade, students 

are still mainly developing their basic reading skills. After third grade, students are expected to 

switch from learning to read to reading to learn (Casares, 2019; National Center for Education 

Evaluation and Regional Assistance [NCEERA], 2016). Therefore, students at least in fourth 

grade would have a higher likelihood of having developed the independent reading skills 

necessary for the completion of the questionnaire and surveys associated with the current study. 

This suggests that fourth and fifth grade were the most appropriate elementary grades to conduct 

the current study with. Further examination of the reading level and appropriate supports for 

students below a fourth or fifth grade reading level will be discussed in future sections (see 

Consideration of Measures). 
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Additionally, research on children’s use of technology highlights ages 8-12 as when 

students begin consistently using higher levels of technology and media for entertainment, as 

well as begin using media for a social connection with others (Lenhart et al., 2015; Common 

Sense Media, 2019). Further, many social media sites require a minimum age of 13 to make a 

social media account, with evidence of some children between 1 and 3 years younger creating 

accounts using older birthdates (Common Sense Media, 2015; Coughlan, 2016; Williams, 2014). 

Given these media trends, the age of students in the study (i.e., 8-11; fourth to fifth grade) was 

the most appropriate sample for the current study. For the study, students were assessed based 

upon pre-determined classroom groups. The school from which students were recruited was 

chosen based on professional connections and convenience sampling. The procedures utilized for 

contacting the school are described in the next section. 

Procedures 

HRSC Approval 

 Prior to the collection of data and implementation of the intervention, the author obtained 

approval from the Alfred University Human Research Subjects Committee. Approval was 

granted in April, 2021 (see Appendix A). 

Recruitment of Student Participants 

Based on professional connections and convenience sampling, a school in Western New 

York was contacted for participation in the study in April, 2021. The district was contacted in 

person, due to the proximity of the experimenter. Specifically, the administration (i.e., 

elementary building principal) was contacted for approval of the study. Approval from the 

administration was received in May, 2021. Once contact was made and permission granted to 

conduct the study, a basic three-question screener was completed to assure that no similar media 
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literacy program had already been conducted with the students (see Appendix B; May 2021). 

The questions asked if a similar program had been done, what that program consisted of, and if 

there was anyone else who may have completed a similar program with the students. 

Students who received passive parental consent were eligible to participate in the study. 

Letters were sent home to parents of all fourth and fifth grade students in the district in May, 

2021, outlining the purpose of the study. The letter described the bounds of parental consent, 

indicating that parents should respond if they did not wish for their children to participate in the 

study (see Appendix C). Parents were given two weeks to return the forms and deny consent. 

When parental response was provided, those students were not be eligible to participate.  

Additionally, student assent forms were handed out prior to the start of the study (June 

2021). The assent forms described the purpose of the study, bounds of confidentiality, and the 

right to withdraw at any time without penalty (see Appendix C). The student assent form was 

read and explained verbally by the experimenter prior to having students sign the form. Students 

who were not able to participate (i.e., parental response) or did not wish to participate (i.e., assent 

response) were moved to another room with the classroom teacher. 

In addition, parents who consented to participation in the study were sent a packet of age-

appropriate media literacy information and resources; this was noted in the initial letter 

requesting consent (see Appendix D for parental information packet). All teachers of 

participating classrooms were additionally provided with a packet of age-appropriate media 

literacy resources (see Appendix E for teacher information packet). 

Sample Size 

An a priori sample calculation was run in order to determine the approximate number of 

participants needed. Specifically, the G*Power program was utilized to assess the participants 
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needed for a two-tailed paired samples t-test (effect size dz = 0.5; alpha error probability = 0.05). 

The effect size of 0.5 was chosen based on an analysis of previous literature. Studies on a 

smoking literacy intervention (Scull et al., 2017) and an internet-based intervention with 

elementary students (Chamberlain, 2017) both reported large effect sizes (d = 0.78-0.80). A two-

tailed paired samples t-test was conducted for an effect size of 0.80; the results of this calculation 

suggested a sample size of 13 participants with 0.80 power. 

Further, a meta-analysis of direct instruction interventions conducted by Alfieri et al. 

(2011) reported a mean effect size of 0.64 for computer skills (N=10). Alfieri et al. (2011) 

additionally cites guidance from Cohen (1988) on the selection and interpretation of effect sizes. 

Based on this guidance, the effect size of 0.5 is suggested for moderate effect sizes. Given the 

differences in content (e.g., media literacy compared to smoking literacy or computer skills), 

ages (i.e., fourth and fifth grade students), and methods, a more conservative effect size estimate 

was chosen for the sample size calculation. Therefore, the effect size of 0.5 was used for the a 

priori analysis (i.e., two-tailed paired samples t-test; alpha error probability = 0.05). The results 

of this calculation suggested a sample size of 34 participants with 0.50 power. Therefore, the 

goal of the study was to collect data from at least 34 participants. One hundred and twenty-eight 

students were recruited for the study (i.e., all students in fourth and fifth grade); 31 students did 

not receive consent, and one student did not provide assent. A total of 96 participants were part 

of the study, with 89 participants completing all measures; this suggests that an appropriate 

sample size was attained for the study. 

Administration of the Intervention 

Following the recruitment of participants, the students with parental consent and student 

assent participated in the first session (June 2021), which included completion of the pre-test 
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survey. This survey was comprised of demographic questions, a measure of media use and 

device access, and a media literacy scale (see Appendices B, I, and J). During the second session 

(June 2021), the students participated in direct instruction of media literacy concepts through a 

brief informational video and discussion (see Appendix F). After the instruction, students 

completed the post-test survey. The post-test survey consisted of a media literacy scale 

comprised of one measure (i.e., MLS) described in the measures section. All sessions were held 

in person, and within the same two-week timeframe in June 2021. The number of days between 

sessions varied between three days and seven days, based upon the availability of the student 

classroom groups. Due to technological limitations at the school, both pre- and post-test surveys 

were completed using paper and pencil format. Information on the data entry process and 

verification of data is provided in the results section below. 

Measures 

Consideration of Measures Used 

In order to determine the appropriate procedures for utilizing the measures selected in the 

current study, several considerations were made. A potential limitation of the study may be if the 

measures were above the comprehension skills of average fourth and fifth grade students. 

Therefore, a series of steps were taken in order to assess the fit of the measures with the target 

sample age. The measures that were assessed include the Demographics Form, Media Use & 

Access Questionnaire (MUAQ), Questionnaire of Typical Media Use (QTMU), General Media 

Literacy Scale (GMLS), and the Internet Self-Efficacy Scale (ISES). It should be noted that the 

QTMU was an author-designed measure which is based on the MUAQ. 

First, an analysis was conducted of the ages of participants for each of the measures used 

in previous research. This was done in order to determine if previous research supported the use 
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of the measure with potential participants in the current study (i.e., 8-12 years). Since the QTMU 

was based on the questions from the Media Use & Access Questionnaire (MUAQ; Powers, 

2017), the age range of the MUAQ questionnaire was also assessed. Additionally, since the 

Media Literacy Scale had not been piloted, two other media literacy scales were evaluated in 

order to assess the typical ages of previous media literacy studies. These scales were the GMLS 

and ISES. Table 1 provides a summary of the age range of each measure.  

Based on the results of this analysis, most of the measures had been used with middle 

school students as young as eleven years old, with the exception of the GMLS, which had been 

used with children as young as ten years of age. Since the majority of these studies used slightly 

older samples than was anticipated for the current study, it was determined that the readability of 

the measures used in the study required analysis. Readability of the measures (i.e., demographics 

form, QTMU, and MLS) were calculated (see Table 2). The main purpose of this analysis was to 

determine if the measures were grade-and age-appropriate, and to determine what supports were 

appropriate for students below a fourth or fifth grade reading level. 

Following this analysis, it was determined that one of the measures was above a fifth 

grade reading level (i.e., MLS). Based on the Flesch Reading Ease and Flesch-Kincaid grade 

level scores, the demographics form and QTMU were at an appropriate reading level for most 

average fourth-fifth grade students to read independently. The Media Literacy Scale was at 

approximately an early seventh grade level. 

In order to support all students and assure accurate understanding of the questions, all 

items after the demographics form were read aloud. An empty survey was opened and shown on 

a computer screen or projector as an example, and the examiner read aloud each question 

number, the question, and the possible responses. The students were prompted to raise their 
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hands if they wanted a question to be repeated; requests to repeat a question occurred only a few 

times across all sessions. With the use of these supports (e.g., reading aloud, showing visual of 

survey to follow along, etc.), the measures were determined to be appropriate for the target 

sample age of the current study. The lack of measures that had previously been used with 9-12 

year old children were additionally noted as a potential limitation of the current study. 

The students took the questionnaire and surveys in paper and pencil format and answered 

each question by selecting boxes or checking answers. The students had the capability to 

continue the survey at their own pace; students were allowed to go ahead of the examiner’s 

reading of the questions if they pleased. The classroom teacher introduced the examiner to the 

class and watched the students who did not have parental consent or student assent in another 

classroom. 

Demographic Form 

The demographic form (see Appendix G) that was used in the current study contained 

questions regarding student’s gender, age, race/ethnicity, and grade. All items included on the 

demographic form encompassed multiple choice answer options, as well as an other option, that 

allowed answer choices which were not listed. 

Questionnaire of Typical Media Use 

 In order to assess the participants’ typical experience with media capable devices, a new 

questionnaire (i.e., Questionnaire of Typical Media Use; QTMU) was developed by the author. 

The questionnaire was based on the Media Use & Access Questionnaire (MUAQ) developed by 

Powers (2017). Table 3 describes differences in items used within the MUAQ and QTMU 

questionnaires. A detailed description and copy of the Media Use & Access Questionnaire can be 

found in Appendix H.  
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Use of more portions of the original Media Use & Access Questionnaire may have provided 

a more nuanced view of the participants’ experiences and views of media. However, the majority 

of the questions on the MUAQ did not directly relate to the research questions of the current 

study. Specifically, many items did not reflect current media trends (e.g., referenced apps that no 

longer exist) or were not pertinent to the focus of the study (e.g., “have you ever become friends 

with someone through an online game,” “have you ever flirted with someone online,” “does 

social media help you keep up with current events”). These items were primarily focused on the 

impact of social media on specific feelings, social relationships, or specific online experiences; 

this information was not directly related to assessing media use. Therefore, a new questionnaire 

(i.e., QTMU; see Appendix I) was developed based on the questions of the original MUAQ (see 

Appendix H).  

The Questionnaire of Typical Media Use consisted of six questions that addressed the 

following areas: media/device access, ownership, use, and parental rules. Items 1-3 related to 

device ownership and ask specific questions about the participant’s personal device ownership 

(e.g., Do you have any of the following item?) and device ownership in the home (e.g., Does 

anyone else who lives in your home have any of the following?). The answers for this section 

described multiple options (e.g., various types of devices), with the instructions to check all that 

apply. 

Item 4 related to typical use of devices, the Internet, and media in general. The item 

asked how often a student engages in specific activities, based on a 4 point Likert scale (i.e., 

Often, Sometimes, Rarely, Never). Item 5 asked about parental rules related to media (i.e., 

YES/NO format) and item 6 asked about how often the child follows the rules. A full copy of the 

QTMU can be found in Appendix I. 
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Media Literacy Measure 

In order to assess for media literacy at the pre-test and post-test level, the Media Literacy 

Scale (MLS) was developed by the author (see Appendix J). Upon considering other potential 

scales used in previous media literacy research, no measures accurately assessed for the construct 

of media literacy as it was defined and taught within the study’s intervention (i.e., a preventative 

intervention utilizing direct instruction to raise knowledge and awareness of broad media literacy 

concepts). Therefore, this study served as a pilot test for a media literacy measure that could 

assess changes in media literacy after a preventative intervention. It should be noted that the 

items within MLS were randomized for all paper surveys, in order to limit a potential order 

effect of the items within the scale. 

The MLS was developed from the combination of NYS learning standards, questions 

directly related to the intervention content, and media safety standards for children. The goal in 

the creation of this scale was to directly connect the NYS learning standards to the content which 

is presented in the intervention. An informational table describing each item on the scale can be 

found in Appendix K. In terms of validity, the multiple sources used (i.e., NYS learning 

standards, Common Sense Media curriculum, various online safety standards) in the creation of 

the scale items suggests strong face validity of the measure. 

NYS learning standards. In 2018, the New York State Legislature passed legislation 

which required the creation and eventual implementation of computer science learning standards 

for all grades (i.e., Part R of Chapter 56 of the Laws of 2018). Following this, a group of experts 

in computer science and educational technology created the NYS K-12 Computer Science and 

Digital Fluency Learning Standards. After a panel review in 2019, this set of standards was 

granted conditional approval by the Board of Regents in January 2020. After another round of 
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revisions (e.g., updated K-2 grade standards to reflect developmentally appropriate language and 

examples), an updated draft was submitted to the Executive Standards Committee in November 

2020, and presented for approval at the December 2020 NYS Board of Regents meeting 

(NYSED, 2020a, 2020b). A copy of the NYS Computer Science and Digital Fluency (CSDF) 

Learning Standards for fourth through sixth grade can be found in Appendix L. 

Currently, the standards are grouped into grade sections, with the most relevant to the 

study being the standards for Computer Science and Digital Fluency Standards for Grades 4-6. 

These learning standards have been divided into five major categories: Impacts of Computing, 

Computational Thinking, Networks and System Design, Cybersecurity, and Digital Literacy. 

Each of these broad categories have individual standards which relate to specific content which 

students in fourth through sixth grade will be expected to learn. However, these standards do not 

supply specific skills or competencies from which Likert scale items could be directly drawn 

from in order to assess adequate learning. For example, one standard requires a student to 

“identify and describe actions in online spaces that could potentially be unsafe or harmful,” but 

does not directly describe specific unsafe or harmful actions. Further, while the broad standards 

relate to the intervention materials (e.g., unsafe and harmful actions are talked about in the Super 

Digital Citizen video and discussion), the standards do not mention the specific skills or 

competencies described in the intervention (NYSED, 2020a, 2020b). Therefore, the NYS 

learning standards were used as a framework from which items with specific skills or 

competencies were developed for the creation of the Media Literacy Scale. Specifically, the 

items for the scale were developed from specific skills or competencies mentioned in media 

safety standards or the Common Sense Media curriculum used in the intervention. Each item 
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chosen directly aligned with both general and specific standards in the fourth and fifth grade 

NYS Computer Science and Digital Fluency Learning Standards (see Appendix L). 

Media safety standards. The first phase in the creation of the MLS scale involved the 

analysis of standards of children’s online safety from several published Internet safety standards 

for children (Ben-Joseph, 2018; Common Sense Media, 2020; Connect Safely, 2018; Turner & 

Borwick, 2020). From these standards, a list of media skills or competencies for children was 

compiled and cross-referenced between each source. Once these potential items were compiled, 

the items were cross-referenced against content within the Common Sense Media curriculum that 

was utilized in the intervention. Each potential item was specifically related to one of the three 

Common Sense Media videos and discussion content, in order to assure the content of the items 

would be addressed in the intervention. Any content which was not mentioned in the videos was 

specifically written in the script of the discussion (see Appendix F). 

Common Sense Media curriculum. In the second phase of the creation of the MLS 

scale, content from the Common Sense Media curriculum was added to the list of potential scale 

items. Each video in the direct instruction additionally includes quiz questions that can be 

utilized by educators as a comprehension check following exposure to the curriculum (Common 

Sense Media, 2020). Therefore, the quiz questions from each of the three videos (i.e., Rings of 

Responsibility, Private vs. Personal Information, Super Digital Citizen) were compiled. A list of 

the original Common Sense Media quiz questions can be found in Appendix M. 

The quiz questions and aforementioned safety standards items were added together, re-

worded to improve clarity, and formatted into a 4-Point Likert scale questionnaire structure. Any 

questions which were repetitive between the two lists of items were condensed into one singular 

item. Following this, each item was directly related to one or more of the NYS Computer 
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Science and Digital Fluency Learning Standards for fourth through sixth grade. Once all the 

items were confirmed to relate to the intervention content and NYS CSDF learning standards, the 

Media Literacy Scale was finalized. 

Description of items in the MLS. The MLS is a 23-item scale designed to assess 

children’s understanding of media literacy concepts (see Appendix K). Four items are reversed 

on the scale (items 1, 7, 9, 13). Respondents rate how strongly they agree or disagree with each 

of the items on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree). Items 1-11 were 

created based on the aforementioned safety standards. Items 12-16 were created from the Rings 

of Responsibility video quiz questions. Items 17-20 were created from the Private vs. Personal 

Information video quiz questions. Items 21-23 were created from the Super Digital Citizen video 

quiz questions. Some items were found to relate to content in multiple videos (items 8 and 10). 

Overall, the following number of items relate to each Common Sense Media video: eight 

questions total for the Rings of Responsibility (items 4, 8, 10, 12-16), eleven questions total for 

Private vs. Personal Information (items 1-3, 6, 8-10, 17-20), and seven questions total for Super 

Digital Citizen (items 5, 7-8, 11, 21-23).  

In terms of the NYS learning standards, three general categories were found to be 

relevant to the content of the intervention: Impacts of Computing, Cybersecurity, and Digital 

Citizenship. The other general categories pertained to concepts beyond the scope of the current 

study (e.g., data analysis, modeling hardware or software, functional use of computer programs). 

A full list of the NYS CSDF learning standards for grades 4-6 are provided in Appendix L. 

Within the Impacts of Computing category, three specific standards were found to relate 

to scale items: Society 4-6.IC.1 (3 questions total; items 12, 14-15), Ethics 4-6.IC.5 (1 question 

total; item 14), and Accessibility 4-6.IC.6 (1 question total; item 13). The items within these 
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standards focus on describing the impact of technology in society, ethical use of technology, and 

accessibility of technology.  

Within the Cybersecurity category, four specific standards were found to relate to scale 

items: Risks 4-6.CY.1 (2 questions total; items 1, 20), Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 (9 questions total; 

items 2-3, 6, 9, 15, 17-21), Safeguards 4-6.CY.3 (2 questions total; items 17, 20), and Response 

4-6.CY.5 (4 questions total; items 1, 5, 9, 10). The items within these standards focus on the 

risks of media use, specific safeguards, and appropriate responses to suspicious activity. 

Within the Digital Citizenship category, two specific standards were found to relate to the 

scale items: Digital Citizenship 4-6.DL.6 (8 questions total; items 4, 6, 12-13, 16, 21-23) and 

Digital Citizenship 4-6.DL.7 (11 questions total; items 4-5, 7-11, 14, 21-23). The item within 

these standards focus on digital citizenship, consequences of actions online, and identifying 

potentially unsafe online actions. An informational table describing each item on the scale can be 

found in Appendix K. 

Administration of Pre-Test  

Prior to the pre-test, students were asked to sign an assent form in order to participate in 

the study (see Appendix C). All students who gave assent continued to the pre-test, while those 

who did not give assent left the room. The pre-test consisted of the aforementioned measures 

(i.e., demographic form, QTMU, and MLS). Students took the questionnaire and surveys using 

paper and pencil forms and answered each question by selecting boxes or checking answers. It 

should be noted that the items within MLS section of the Pre-Test were randomized for all paper 

surveys, in order to limit a potential order effect of the items within the scale. 

The surveys were read aloud by the examiner, as well as projected on a screen in the 

classroom for students to view. Students had the capability to continue in the survey at their own 
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pace or go ahead of the examiner if they pleased. The classroom teacher introduced the examiner 

to the class and supervised the students who did not have parental consent or student assent in 

another classroom. 

In total, the administration of the Pre-Test was anticipated to take approximately nine 

minutes, thirty seconds (see Table 5). This was based upon the word count for each measure, as 

well as a preliminary reading test. The preliminary reading test was conducted by calculating the 

mean of three text-to speech calculators with settings set to reading slow (100 words per minute). 

The results of this calculation are listed in Table 5. Further, a timed reading of questions for each 

measure was conducted, with an average of a five-second pause in between each question. The 

results of the preliminary reading test are shown in Table 5.  

When adding in additional time to give assent and complete the measures, the total 

anticipated length of pre-test administration was approximately fifteen minutes. Administration 

of all pre-test measures was consistent with the anticipated length (i.e., approximately fifteen 

minutes for all groups). Due to transition time to set up the administration (e.g., pulling up link, 

technical difficulties, having non-participants leave room, etc.), the pre-test administrations took 

place during one typical 40-minute class period. All administrations were completed before the 

full forty minutes. The pre-test administrations took place during non-core instruction classes 

(e.g., study halls/learning labs, specials such as gym or music). 

Media Literacy Direct Instruction 

In the second session of the current study, direct media literacy instruction was conducted 

prior to the post-test measure. Two methods were utilized for instruction of media literacy 

concepts in the current study: video and discussion. The following section will describe each 

component, and a full script of session two can be found in Appendix F. 
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Video  

The main method of direct instruction occurred through video format attained from 

Common Sense Media (2020). Common Sense Media (CSM) is an independent, non-profit 

company that aims to provide research-backed information on entertainment and technology for 

families and schools. Specifically, CSM reviews and creates resources in order to help youth, or 

those helping youth, navigate the digital world. CSM has produced a Digital Citizenship 

Curriculum focused on preparing students with lifelong media literacy habits and skills. This 

curriculum was produced in collaboration with Project Zero, a research center at the Harvard 

Graduate School of Education starting in 2017. Carrie James (Ph.D. in sociology from NYU) and 

Emily Weinstein (Ph.D. in human development and education from Harvard University) at 

Project Zero led the curriculum development and associated research project. Both James and 

Weinstein have published numerous peer-reviewed articles or books related to media, online 

learning, and social technology related to youth.  

The research conducted in conjunction with the development of the curriculum focused 

on surveying educators, parents, and youth (ages 10-18) about key topics related to digital 

citizenship and media literacy. The information and data collected were used to guide the 

development in order to ensure all relevant topics were being addressed (Common Sense Media, 

2019). Currently, the curriculum has 80 lessons in the K-12 curriculum. Within this curriculum, 

there are a variety of online videos directly addressing media literacy concepts or issues that are 

aimed at elementary-aged youth (Common Sense Media, 2020). Three videos on the specific 

topics of digital citizenship, sharing personal information, and responsibility online were utilized. 

The first video (“Super Digital Citizen”) introduces a “super digital citizen” who 

describes some basic media literacy behaviors and skills (e.g., keeping personal information 



101 

 

private, putting a protector on a phone, asking before sharing content) and is one minute, fifty-

eight seconds (1:58) in length. The content for the video is based on previous research 

surrounding relationships and communication. The lesson was created within the fourth-grade 

digital citizenship curriculum in order to address how to be an ally or positive citizen online, as 

well as to address positive behaviors and roles when faced with cyberbullying, drama, or hate 

speech online (Common Sense Media, 2019). 

The second video (“Private and Personal Information”) describes the differences between 

private and personal information, what is appropriate to share online, and is one minute, twenty 

seconds (1:20) in length. The content for the video was based on previous research privacy and 

security that is drawn from the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), Children’s 

Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA), and various relevant research surrounding privacy and 

security online. The lesson was created within the fourth-grade digital citizenship curriculum in 

order to address privacy and security skills (Common Sense Media, 2019). 

The third video (“Rings of Responsibility”) describes the interconnectedness of online 

communities, and personal responsibility for what is shared online, and is one minute, thirty-two 

seconds (1:32) in length. The content for the video was based on survey results and research on 

media balance and well-being within a digital world. While the lesson is part of the third-grade 

curriculum, it is also part of the broader third to fifth grade (upper elementary) module of the 

program. The “Rings of Responsibility” serve as a cornerstone lesson for the entire curriculum 

design (Common Sense Media, 2019). Common Sense Media recommends that the theory of 

how digital technology impacts many rings of one’s life (e.g., self, family, community, world) 

and can be implemented within any use of the Digital Citizenship Curriculum (Common Sense 
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Media, 2020). Based on the recommendation to introduce a lesson on the rings when using the 

curriculum, this video was appropriate to use despite being a part of the third-grade curriculum. 

As previously mentioned, the three videos were intended for educational use for third to 

fourth grade students. As the study assessed students in fourth and fifth grade, this suggested that 

the videos were developmentally appropriate for later elementary years. Furthermore, the videos 

are tailored to elementary-aged audiences (e.g., bright colors, fun characters, younger voices), 

thereby suggesting appropriate use for media education through an engaging format. A longer 

description of each video and the URL links to each video are provided in Appendix F.  

Discussion  

Following administration of each of the three videos, a brief discussion was led by the 

author. The aim of the discussion was to allow students to interact with the presented video 

material, as well as directly address media literacy concepts. Discussion questions and answers 

were taken directly from the discussion packets Common Sense Media (2020) developed to go 

along with each video. The format of each discussion script included a description of the video, 

list of media literacy concepts addressed by the video, list of all questions (three questions per 

video), answers for each question, and direct URL links to the video and original discussion 

content. The full script for the discussion is provided in Appendix F. 

The first discussion consisted of three questions and centered on defining what a “super 

digital citizen does” (i.e., safe and responsible behavior), identifying specific positive online 

behaviors exhibited in the video (e.g., changing password to something safer), and prompting the 

students to consider how they can be safe online. 

The second discussion consisted of three questions and addressed the kind of information 

that is safe to share, unsafe to share, and why they should not share private information online. 
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The last discussion consisted of three questions. The first question had the students compare 

littering to posting online, both of which impact their community. The second and third questions 

discussed the Rings of Responsibility (i.e., interconnectedness of the world), as well as how they 

could be good digital citizens. Full video discussions and answers are provided in Appendix F. 

The URL links to the original video discussion packets are provided as well. 

Administration of Direct Instruction, Discussion, & Post-Test 

Prior to the start of the second session, the classroom teacher introduced the researcher to 

the class. The teacher then supervised the students who did not have parental consent or student 

assent in another classroom. The administration of the direct media literacy instruction consisted 

of videos and discussion. The format was as follows: Video 1, Discussion of Video 1, Video 2, 

Discussion of Video 2, Video 3, Discussion of Video 3. Each video was played via the URL 

from the Common Sense Media website. Following each video, each discussion was verbally 

presented to the class. All discussions had three questions and followed the same method of 

administration. First, the discussion question was read aloud and the class was prompted to raise 

their hands to provide answers. Between two and four answers were selected, dependent on the 

length of response and accuracy of the responses to the target answer. A short one sentence 

summation of responses was provided, followed by the reading of the next discussion question. 

In the event of incorrect answers, irrelevant answers, or no answers to the discussion questions, 

the correct answer was supplied to the class. Incorrect or no answers did not occur often within 

the groups. However irrelevant answers occurred approximately several times per classroom 

group, as students often wanted to share their personal experiences. These personal experiences 

often related to the correct answer, but was not the correct answer itself. When multiple students 

expressed wanting to share personal experiences, the examiner would allow one more student to 
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share. The examiner would then summarize the experiences, link the experiences to the correct 

answer, and move onto the next discussion topic or video. Of note, starting from the first group’s 

second session, many students wanted to share their personal experiences of negative online 

experiences. Therefore, in order to mitigate numerous responses, the examiner asked for the 

students to raise their hands if they had ever had “a scary or weird message sent to them from 

someone they did not know online.” This was repeated with every classroom group. Nearly 

every student in every classroom group raised their hand to indicate they had received a scary or 

weird message from a stranger while online. Once the discussion was complete, the class was 

prompted to watch the next video, and the next administration of video and discussions ensued. 

Following the final discussion, the class was asked “what did you learn today?” and prompted 

for responses. Following 2-4 answers, the students moved onto the post-test measures. 

Responses typically repeated various main points of the content such as the importance of being 

safe and responsible online, needing to keep private information safe, or realizing that actions 

online impact others as well. Some responses involved expression of a personal commitment to 

appropriate online practices following the intervention, or asking when the examiner would 

return to discuss the topics again. 

Students took the questionnaire and surveys using paper and pencil forms and answered 

each question by selecting boxes or checking answers. It should be noted that the items within 

MLS section of the Post-Test were randomized for all paper surveys, in order to limit a potential 

order effect of the items within the scale. The surveys were read aloud by the examiner, as well 

as projected on a screen in the classroom for students to view. Students had the capability to 

continue in the survey at their own pace or go ahead of the examiner’s reading the questions if 

they choose. Following the post-test, the students were debriefed on the purpose and nature of 
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the study. A copy of the debriefing statement (see Appendix N) was sent home to the student’s 

parent/guardian along with the packet of media literacy resources (see Appendix D). 

In total, the administration of the Direct Instruction, Discussion, and Post-Test was 

anticipated to take approximately twenty-three minutes, fifty seconds (see Table 6). This was 

based upon the length of each video, target length of discussion, and length of the post-test 

measures. The target length of the discussion was determined by the number of questions, 

answers to the questions (e.g., simple answer vs. personal thought), and anticipated transition 

time. The anticipated length of the post-test measures was determined by the previously 

mentioned methods of analyses of word count and a preliminary reading.  

When adding in additional time to complete the measures, the total anticipated length of 

second session administration was approximately thirty minutes. Administrations of the second 

session was consistent with the anticipated length (i.e., approximately 30 minutes for all groups). 

Due to transition time to set up the administration (e.g., pulling up link, technical difficulties, 

having non-participants leave room, etc.), the second session administrations took place during 

one typical 40-minute class period. The administrations took place during non-core instruction 

classes (e.g., study halls/learning labs, specials such as gym or music). 
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Overview of Analyses 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Descriptive statistics were calculated in order to answer the first research question: 

1. What are the descriptive estimates of fourth and fifth grade students related to 

media/device access, ownership, use, parental rules, and understanding of media literacy 

concepts? 

Specifically, the mean differences and trends among factors gathered within the Demographic 

Form and Questionnaire of Typical Media Use (QTMU) were examined. Means, standard 

deviations, and additional descriptive data were calculated for all items. Specific variables of 

interest included device access (items 1, 2, 3, and 5 of the QTMU), device ownership (item 2 of 

the QTMU), typical use (item 4 of the QTMU), parental media rules (items 5 and 6 of the 

QTMU), and media literacy understanding (MLS). Additionally, an analysis of baseline media 

literacy understanding scores were conducted and compared to averages in previous literature 

(i.e., Duda, 2020; Powers, 2017; Tsai & Tsai, 2010; Yan, 2009). 

Based on previous research, other media literacy measures (i.e., ISES and GMLS) have 

reported mean scores out of four, with higher scores indicating higher levels of understanding. 

The media literacy scale in this study (i.e., MLS) utilized the 4-point Likert scale. Research on 

the ISES reported means between 3.11 (Tsai & Tsai, 2010) and 3.27 (Suana, 2018) for high 

school students. Yan (2009) used a different measure of technical understanding, but reported 

commensurate trends to Tsai & Tsai and Suana among high school students (M > 3.0). Further, 

Yan reported scores in the minimal range of technical understanding (M = 1.41-1.98). 

Additionally, Yan (2009) used the GMLS to measure social understanding of students. These 

results suggested minimal to partial social understanding (M = 2.22). Bier et al. (2016) 
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additionally used the GMLS and found a mean of 2.72 with seventh to eighth grade participants. 

Further, Duda (2020) used the GMLS and found a mean of approximately 2.65 for upper 

elementary students. This suggests that overall, younger populations are expected to have lower 

scores than older populations (i.e., older populations having a mean above 3.0, within the 

sophisticated understanding range), likely within the minimal to partial range.  

Following preliminary analyses, a series of statistical analyses were conducted in order to 

answer the remaining two research questions posed in this study: 

2. Is participation in direct media literacy instruction associated with increases in levels of 

understanding of media literacy concepts? 

3. Is direct media literacy instruction effective at different levels of device access? 

Inferential Analyses 

The primary outcome variable for the current study was media literacy understanding, as was 

assessed by the media literacy measure (i.e., Media Literacy Scale). Analyses of within-subject 

differences were conducted in order to determine if and how the participant media literacy scores 

differed in regard to media literacy understanding scores from pre- to post-intervention test 

scores. Increased understanding of media literacy was represented by higher scores on the 

measure of the construct of media literacy understanding (i.e., MLS). Specifically, a paired 

samples t-test was conducted to test the statistical significance of differences between the 

baseline MLS scores and the MLS scores following intervention. This was used to answer the 

second research question (see above). In addition, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted 

in order to assess the reliability of the MLS scale, as it was an author-created scale. A 

confirmatory factor analysis was conducted as well, in order to support the use of the MLS as a 

univariate measure. 
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Finally, split-plot ANCOVAs were conducted in order to determine if the MLS scores 

differed based upon device access. The variable device access was analyzed in three ways, in 

order to address multiple ways a child may have access to devices: 

1. First, device access was analyzed using the total number of owned and additional devices 

available to be accessed within the home (i.e., sum score of items 2 and 3 of the QTMU). 

2. Second, device access was analyzed using ownership of smartphone devices (i.e., item 

2.1 of the QTMU). 

3. Third, device access was analyzed using the number of parental rules a participant 

reported. This was based upon previous research that suggests that parents can moderate 

a child’s access to media/devices (Badri et al., 2016; Goh et al., 2014; OFCOM, 2016; 

Valcke et al., 2010). While students may have access to multiple devices or a 

smartphone, a parent may mediate or restrict use of such devices. Therefore, device 

access was analyzed using the reported parental rules (i.e., sum score of item 5 of the 

QTMU).  

This was used to answer the third research question (see above). The following chapter will 

address the results of the outlined analyses (see Chapter IV). A discussion of the results and 

implications can be found in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

The following chapter will address the results of the research study. First, the preparation 

of the data will be addressed. This will include discussion of the analysis of media education 

screeners, data entry procedures, systematic cleaning of the data, and a basic analysis of baseline 

MLS scores. Following this, the results of the descriptive statistics will be presented. Finally, the 

results of the inferential analysis will be presented. A discussion of the results can be found in 

Chapter V. 

Preparation of the Data 

Analysis of Media Education Screeners 

Following administration of the paper surveys, the media education screeners were 

analyzed in order to verify that no similar media literacy program had been implemented with 

any class included in the analysis. Overall eleven classrooms with 96 participants participated in 

the study; five classrooms (n= 40; two fifth-grade classes, three fourth-grade classes) reported no 

previous media literacy education, five classrooms (n= 48; two fifth-grade classes, three fourth-

grade classes) reported potential short media literacy education (i.e., fifteen-minute instruction 

during one computer class), and one classroom (n= 8; fifth-grade class) reported potential longer 

media literacy education (i.e., eighty-minute instruction during two computer classes). The 

computer teacher was contacted to verify the potential media education, as well as to analyze the 

media literacy education material presented to the classes. The computer teacher confirmed that a 

shorter education had been implemented with all fourth and fifth grade classrooms. Specifically, 

the shorter education involved one short video regarding online safety and summary of the video 

content by the teacher. The classroom that received the longer education involved the 

aforementioned online safety video, video on cyberbullying, and summary of the video content 
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by the teacher. This was reported to have only been done with one classroom; the reasoning for 

this was unclear. No quizzes or outcome materials were collected during this instruction.  

Upon analysis of the material, it was determined that the media literacy education content 

exposed to the classrooms was brief and not comprehensive of the media literacy concepts 

utilized within the current study. In addition, the classes were exposed to the content seven 

months prior to the current study. Therefore, all participant responses were determined to be 

appropriate to include within the data analysis. 

Data Entry and Systematic Cleaning of Data 

The data was then entered into an online platform (i.e., Excel document). Verification of 

data was involved with each step of the process. An assistant input data while the researcher read 

the data aloud from the original surveys. The researcher and assistant then switched roles to 

verify the data (i.e., researcher verified as assistant read aloud). Any errors were verified with the 

original surveys and corrected. The completed, verified dataset in the online platform was then 

transferred to SPSS for appropriate data analysis. Prior to being input into SPSS, the data was 

screened for systematic errors in participant’s responding (e.g., unusual response patterns such as 

selecting the same response option for each item). A description of the pre-determined 

procedures for handling systematic errors can be found in Appendix N. Following this screening 

process, it was determined that no types of these errors occurred within the data. Several steps 

were taken in order to limit systematic errors (e.g., administration error, respondent error, 

respondent bias) from occurring during administration or analysis of the study. Primarily, the 

study used measures and materials that are supported by research or have been used in previous 

studies. The procedures of the current study were pre-determined in order to assure that all 
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administrations were as alike as possible. Limitations (e.g., self-report, convenience sampling) 

have additionally been noted in the study limitations section below.  

All sum scores were produced through computer summation, as well as verified through 

hand calculation in order to confirm correct transformation. This process was repeated with all 

sum score items within the data. As recommended by Bell et al. (2020), five values were 

randomly selected and hand calculated. Following this, the five values were compared to the 

computer sum scores. This verification process resulted in consistent hand calculation summary 

scores and computer summary scores on all values of every item. Therefore, this suggests that 

the computer summary scores were accurate.  

In addition, a basic analysis and clean-up of the data was conducted prior to being input 

into SPSS. A small number of participants dropped-out between pre-test and post-test measures 

(n = 7; 7.29% of original sample). This was identified to be due to participants being absent from 

school (e.g., quarantine, sickness, family travel) during the post-test administration. As these 

participants had completed the pre-test measures, their data was retained and used in the analysis 

of descriptive statistics and baseline media literacy scores. Their data was excluded from 

inferential analyses requiring both pre-and-post test data. Some participants received parental 

consent, but were absent for the first session (n = 11). They were still present for the direct 

instruction of the second session; no survey data was collected from them. 

No data was missing from the demographic, media ownership, or media access measures. 

Missing data found in the remainder of the data was identified and coded as such within the data 

set. Specifically, missing data (e.g., items intentionally or unintentionally left blank) were coded 

throughout the data input process and omitted using pairwise deletion. There were not substantial 
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missing data points (i.e., 31 data points, total percent = 0.38%). Table 7 provides a description of 

the missing data points per item. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The first research question in the current study was: what are the descriptive estimates of 

fourth and fifth grade students related to media/device access, ownership, use, parental rules, 

and understanding of media literacy concepts? Descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, 

etc.) were calculated and reported for the primary outcome variable, levels of media literacy 

understanding, as well as the following variables: media/device ownership, media/device access, 

use of media/devices, and parental rules. The results of the descriptive statistics can be found 

below. 

Media/device ownership and access. 

Device ownership. The majority of participants (n = 70; 72.9%) reported personally 

owning between one and three types of devices. Two participants (2.1%) reported personally 

owning no devices. A summary of the overall total number of devices owned can be found in 

Table 8. The most frequently reported personally owned device was a video game player (e.g., 

Wii, Nintendo Switch, Xbox, PlayStation, etc.; n = 60; 62.5%). Fifty-five percent (n = 53) of 

participants reported personally owning a Smart Phone. A summary of the frequencies and 

percentages of specific devices owned can be found in Table 9. 

Additional devices. The majority of participants (n = 69; 71.9%) reported between zero 

and four additional devices. One participant (1%) reported no additional devices within the 

home. A summary of the overall total of additional devices within the home can be found in 

Table 10. The most reported additional device within the home was a Smart Phone (n = 78; 
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81.3%). A summary of the frequencies and percentages of specific devices available to be 

accessed within the home can be found in Table 11. 

Total device access. Looking at a combination of devices owned and devices within the 

home (or homes, in the case of split parent households), the majority of participants (n = 53; 

55.3%) reported between four and seven total devices owned or available to be accessed. A 

summary of the frequencies and percentages of total device access can be found in Table 12. 

Use of media/devices. Participants were asked how often they used media or devices in a 

variety of ways. The most commonly reported activity was listening to music (69.8% reported 

often; n = 67). The least commonly reported activity was taking videos (13% reported often; n = 

12). When asked about going to a social media site, the majority of participants reported that 

they go to a social media site either often (n = 38; 39.6%) or never (n = 33; 34.4%). It should be 

noted that social media activity (M = 1.49) did not significantly correlate with grade level (M = 

4.51; r(94) = -.051, p = .64). A summary of the participant’s reported use of media and devices 

can be found in Table 13.  

Parental rules of media/devices.  

Participants were asked about a variety of potential parental rules for media or devices. 

Overall, participants reported most commonly having a total of three to six parental rules 

regarding media/device use (n = 52; 58.4%). The most commonly reported rule was 

downloading or purchasing apps (n = 65; 67.7%), followed by which video games they are 

allowed to play (n = 61; 63.5%). A summary of participants’ reported parental rules can be found 

in Table 14. 

Understanding of media literacy concepts. It was the hypothesis of the current study 

that participants would display minimal media literacy understanding (i.e., MLS pre-test mean of 
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0.0-1.9). Score ranges and descriptive labels are provided in Table 4. The results indicated that 

the average understanding level was within the partial understanding range (M = 2.93, SD = .42, 

Mdn = 2.98). The average baseline media literacy understanding level was higher than 

hypothesized. A summary of the mean scores for the MLS pre-test items can be found in Table 

15. The current study’s mean was similar to the range of means reported in previous media 

literacy research (i.e., M = 2.65-3.27; Bier et al., 2016; Duda, 2020; Powers, 2017; Tsai & Tsai, 

2010; Yan, 2009). Table 16 provides a description of the correlations between the media literacy 

baseline scores and other key independent variables (i.e., device ownership, smartphone 

ownership, additional devices within the home, total device access, and parental rules). It should 

be noted that pre-test scores did not significantly correlate with any other key variables. The 

number of devices owned, smartphone ownership, additional devices within the home, and total 

devices available to be accessed all significantly correlated with each other. No variables 

significantly correlated with parental rules. 

Analysis of the Media Literacy Scale. The MLS scale’s overall Cronbach’s α = .81 for 

post-test MLS scores, suggesting acceptable internal reliability. The pre-test Cronbach’s α = .65, 

suggesting acceptable internal reliability as well. A principal axis factor analysis was conducted 

on the 23 items of the MLS scale with oblique rotation (direct oblimin) using post-test MLS 

scores. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO 

= .82 (‘meritorious’ according to Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). All but two KMO values for 

individual items were above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2013). Items 13 and 17 of the MLS 

scale were below the acceptable limit, therefore those items were removed from further factor 

analysis. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Five factors 

had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 52.06% of the 
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variance. The scree plot was ambiguous and showed inflexions that would justify retaining either 

2 or 5 factors. Five factors were retained because of the convergence of the scree plot and 

Kaiser’s criterion on this value. Table 18 shows the factor loadings after rotation. The items that 

cluster on the same factor suggest that factor 1 represents information sharing guidelines, factor 

2 represents behavior moderation, factor 3 represents rule following, factor 4 represents 

confidence in action, and factor 5 represents personal safety. Information sharing guidelines, 

behavior moderation, rule following, confidence in action, and personal safety subscales of the 

MLS all had high reliabilities, all Cronbach’s α >.70. Specific reliability coefficients can be 

found in Table 18. A summary of subscale names and items can be found in Appendix O. A 

second principal factor analysis oblique rotation (direct oblimin) was run using the pre-test 

scores and produced similar results, therefore only the post-test results have been reported in 

detail. 

As the MLS had overall acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s α = .81-.65), in addition to 

there being no theoretical underpinning present for assessing the MLS using subscales, a 

confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the MLS scale using post-test MLS scores. This 

was conducted in order to assess the MLS as a univariate measure. As two items did not meet the 

acceptable limit of .5 (i.e., items 13 and 17), those items were excluded from this analysis. The 

chi-square goodness of fit test indicated that the null hypothesis of an exact-fitting model should 

be rejected, χ² (189) = 348.49, p<.001. The root mean-square error of approximation indicated an 

acceptable fit (RMSEA = .098; Whittaker, 2016). Table 19 reports the confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFA) results. This supports the use of the MLS as a univariate measure; therefore, it 

was treated as such for the remainder of the analyses. 
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Inferential Analyses 

Following descriptive statistics, a series of inferential analyses were conducted in order to 

answer the additional research questions posed by the current study. 

Effectiveness of the direct instruction. The second research question of the current 

study was “Is participation in direct media literacy instruction associated with increases in 

levels of understanding of media literacy concepts?” It was hypothesized that participation in the 

direct media literacy instruction would be associated with higher scores on the MLS. A paired 

samples t-test was conducted to compare media literacy understanding levels in participants 

before direct media literacy instruction and after direct media literacy instruction. The dependent 

variable was the level of media literacy understanding. The independent variables were the two 

levels of related or paired groups of media literacy (i.e., before direct instruction as IV 1, after 

direct instruction as IV 2). 

There was a significant difference in the scores for pre-test (M = 2.95, SD = .41, Mdn = 

2.98) and post-test (M = 3.22, SD = .46, Mdn = 3.24) conditions t(87) = 6.96, p = <.001, and 

represented a large effect size, d = 0.99. The paired t-test effect size was calculated through the 

G*Power software (two-tailed post-hoc test; alpha error probability = 0.05; Faul et al., 2007) 

using the means and standard deviations of pre- and post-test scores.  

Table 15 provides summary of the mean scores for the MLS pre-test items and Table 17 

provides a summary of the mean scores of post-test items.  

Media literacy scores compared to device access. Split-plot ANCOVA analyses were 

conducted in order to answer the third research question: is direct media literacy instruction 

effective at different levels of device access? Specifically, the covariate was device access; device 

access was measured using the following: 
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1.) Total number of devices owned or available to be accessed within the home  

2.) Smartphone ownership 

3.) Total number of parental rules 

An individual split plot ANCOVA was conducted for each of the three device access covariate 

measures (see above). Media literacy scores (i.e., MLS scores) before (IV 1) and after (IV 2) 

direct instruction were the independent variables. The variable of interest was the level of media 

literacy of the participants (i.e., minimal, partial, sophisticated). It was the hypothesis of the 

current study that device access would predict media literacy at the pre-test, but would not 

predict media literacy at the post-test following the intervention. The results of the analyses 

reported a significant main effect of the increase in media literacy scores of the participants; this 

duplicated the results of the paired t-test. There was no significant interaction effect between any 

of the three device access covariate measures and media literacy scores at the pre- or post-test 

level. Table 20 provides a description of the ANCOVA results. 

Number of devices owned or available. The first split-plot ANCOVA was conducted in 

order to analyze the effect of the number of owned or available devices on media literacy scores.  

There was a significant main effect of the media literacy scores of the participants, F(1, 75) = 

17.74, p < .001. This finding replicated the previously reported matched t-test. There was no 

significant interaction between the total number of owned or additional devices available to be 

accessed and media literacy scores at the pre- or post-test level, indicating that media literacy 

scores from participants increased at a similar rate regardless of the number of devices, F(13, 75) 

= 1.65, p = 0.09.  

Smartphone ownership. A second split-plot ANCOVA was conducted in order to analyze 

the effect of smartphone ownership on media literacy scores. The covariate was smartphone 
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ownership (i.e., item 2.1 of the QTMU); media literacy scores (i.e., MLS scores) before (IV 1) 

and after (IV 2) direct instruction were independent variables. There was no significant 

interaction effect between smartphone ownership and media literacy scores at the pre- or post-

test level, indicating that media literacy scores from smartphone owning and non-smartphone 

owning participants were similar both before and after intervention, F(1, 87) = .57, MSE = 11.07, 

p = 0.45.  

Number of parental rules. A third split-plot ANOVA was conducted in order to analyze 

the effect of parental moderation of device access on media literacy scores. The covariate was 

parental rules (i.e., sum score of item 5 of the QTMU); media literacy scores (i.e., MLS scores) 

before (IV 1) and after (IV 2) direct instruction were independent variables. There was no 

significant interaction effect between parental rules and media literacy scores at the pre- or post-

test level, indicating that media literacy scores from students with different levels of parental 

moderation (i.e., multiple rules to no rules) were similar, F(8, 80) = .60, MSE = 12.00, p = 0.77. 
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this chapter, the results of the research study will be briefly summarized. In addition, 

implications and conclusions from the data will be discussed. Next, ethical considerations, study 

limitations, and areas for future research will be addressed. References, Tables, and Appendices 

can be found following the chapter. 

Summary and Implications of Results 

Student Device and Media Ownership, Access, and Use 

 The first research question was: what are the descriptive estimates of fourth and fifth 

grade students related to media/device access, ownership, use, parental rules, and understanding 

of media literacy concepts? Device and media ownership, access, and use were analyzed within 

this study. The results suggested that fourth and fifth grade students typically own between one 

and three devices. The most commonly owned device was a video game player. Additionally, the 

majority of participants reported owning a tablet or a smartphone. Fewer students reported 

owning computers, an iPod Touch, an iPod or MP3, or a basic cell phone. 

 Within the home, the participants reported typically having access to between three and 

five additional devices. The most common additional device within the home was a smartphone. 

The majority of participants also reported having access to a computer, tablet, or a video game 

player. Fewer students reported having access to an iPod Touch, iPod or MP3, or a basic cell 

phone. In terms of total access, the majority of students reported having access to between five 

and nine devices. Fewer students reported having access to between zero and four devices or 

access to between ten to fourteen. Overall, the results suggest that the typical fourth or fifth grade 

student owns or has access to multiple devices within the home. This aligns with previous 

research suggesting that interaction with media or devices is extremely commonplace (Common 
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Sense Media 2015, 2019; boyd, 2017; Rideout & Robb, 2018) and confirms that this trend is 

present in younger populations. 

 When considering how the typical fourth or fifth grade student utilizes media or devices, 

the most often reported activity was listening to music. Following this, the majority of students 

reported to often watch videos online, going on the internet, or playing video games. This aligns 

with previous research that suggested that younger populations tend to use media for personal 

entertainment, as opposed to using media more for social interactions that is seen in older 

populations (Common Sense Media, 2015; Lenhart et al., 2015; Rideout & Robb, 2018). 

Nevertheless, texting was also reported as being used often-to-sometimes (33.3% reported often; 

39.6% reported sometimes). In contrast, only eight percent of participants reported texting never. 

While texting was not the most often reported activity, the results suggest that overall fourth and 

fifth grade students have some exposure to social interaction through texting.  

The majority of participants reported going on social media either often (39.6%) or never 

(34.4%). Based on this result, students in fourth or fifth grade use social media at one extreme or 

the other: either frequently, or not at all. This aligns with the aforementioned research (e.g., 

Common Sense Media, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015) regarding the transition between personal 

entertainment to social interaction as the primary focus of media/device use. Fourth and fifth 

grade appears to be present within this transition, but with the majority of students still utilizing 

technology primarily for personal entertainment means. It should be noted that social media 

activity did not significantly correlate with grade level, therefore suggesting that the beginning of 

the aforementioned transition phase may be occurring at a lower grade level. 

Other activities such as taking pictures and videos were less frequently reported, with 

picture taking being more commonly reported as sometimes-to-not-often (67.8% reported 
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sometimes or not often taking pictures). This trend of infrequent picture or video use appears to 

make sense, given that picture or video taking is often used within a social media application, for 

social media use specifically, or utilized spontaneously. 

 In summary, the majority of fourth and fifth grade students report owning or having 

access to between one and three devices, which aligns with previous literature suggesting that 

technology access is ubiquitous. The most commonly owned device was a video game player. In 

addition, the majority of participants reported they owned a tablet or a smartphone. Fourth and 

fifth grade students reported typically using media/devices for personal entertainment. The use of 

media/devices for social interactions was less frequently reported, although close to 40% 

reported using social media often. These trends align with previous research suggesting that this 

age range is beginning to transition to utilizing media/devices for social interactions. The 

common access to devices, frequent use of media/devices both inside and outside of school, and 

increase in frequency of social interactions of this age range may be additionally be combined 

with research outlining potential dangers online (Boyar et al., 2011; Common Sense Media, 

2019; Kuiper et al., 2005; Lenhart et al., 2015; Masanet & Buckingham, 2014). As students are 

at an increasingly higher risk of being exposed to dangerous or unwanted online content, the 

results of this study suggest that student media literacy education is warranted in order to 

increase student’s technical and social understanding. This is particularly evident as this age 

group is on the cusp of moving into a more social-focused technology use (Common Sense 

Media, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015), and would likely benefit from acquiring such knowledge 

prior to this transition. Therefore, it is necessary to continue media literacy research with this age 

group, as they are at the cusp of this transitional phase. The next section will describe the fourth 
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and fifth grade students’ media literacy understanding (i.e., technical and social understanding), 

as well as address the importance of increasing such knowledge. 

Student’s Media Literacy Understanding 

When considering fourth and fifth grade students’ understanding of media literacy 

concepts, the hypothesis of the study was that minimal understanding would be shown at pretest. 

However, the results of the study suggest that most students have partial understanding. This 

aligns with previous research on media literacy trends in slightly older children (Duda, 2020; 

Powers, 2017; Tsai & Tsai, 2010; Yan, 2009). Overall, this implies that children have more 

knowledge of media literacy concepts than may be expected. An analysis of pre-test item means 

may provide an indication of why the overall mean was higher than expected (see Appendix Q).  

Specifically, the items related to personal safety or asking permission of parents (e.g., 

item 19, “I should ask a trusted adult if it is ok before sharing private information”) received 

higher means than items related to complex social concepts (e.g., item 17, “Sharing personal 

information online can help me connect with other people”). Within the safety/permission-

related items (i.e., items 11, 21, 9, 18, and 19 receiving a mean higher than 2.5), many of the 

concepts were closely related to general safety precautions or instructions that a parent, adult, or 

online entities may communicate to a child. For example, children are generally instructed to ask 

their parents for permission whenever making an online account or using an online platform 

(Common Sense Media, 2021). In addition, the literature suggests that the most common 

internet-related rules involve direct parental supervision or mediation (Badri et al., 2016; Goh et 

al., 2014; Valcke et al., 2010). Research supports that the majority of parents fall within 

authoritative parenting styles, characterized by setting forth clear rules while refraining from 

explicitly limiting behavior outside of practical rules (Álvarez et al., 2013; Valcke et al., 2010). 



123 

 

Therefore, it is likely that students had previous exposure to rules similar to the safety-related 

and parental-permission-related items, and therefore could more easily infer correct responses 

based on personal experience (e.g., parental rules, personal experiences online, etc.).  

Further, the students reported (and the computer teacher verified) having some exposure 

to media literacy content within computer class. Primarily, all grade levels had some exposure to 

media literacy content related to online safety. Since many items on the scale related to these 

concepts (i.e., personal safety and parental permission), it is possible that this previous 

experience led to higher means on those items and overall partial understanding for many 

students. Research has found that students typically base their media understanding on their 

personal experiences (Kohnen & Saul, 2018; Powers, 2017; Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). This 

suggests that the participants’ knowledge may be based on their personal experience, which in 

this case may have included exposure to content from the computer class. However, without a 

comprehensive media literacy education, this personal experience is ineffective in teaching 

students to be fully literate media users (Kohnen & Saul, 2018; Powers, 2017; Prensky, 2001a, 

2001b). For example, the students in the current study did not display sophisticated 

understanding, suggesting that there are gaps within their media literacy knowledge. Therefore, 

this implies that media literacy education is warranted, if not essential. 

Further, as behaviors outside of practical rules are less likely to be addressed by parents 

(Álvarez et al., 2013; Valcke et al., 2010), these items (e.g., social concepts or interactions) are 

likely to have lower means. This trend was supported by the results, as all items related to 

technical understanding concepts (i.e., items 3, 4, 6, 10, 14, 16, 20, 21) fell within the partial 

understanding range. The social items (i.e., items 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 19, 22, 

23) were spread across the minimal and partial ranges. This aligns with results from Powers 
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(2017) suggesting that students’ technical understanding is more developed and consistent than 

social understanding. Technical concepts (e.g., posting content) can be more easily learned 

through personal experiences than social concepts (e.g., how to deal with mean things that are 

said online to you). Therefore, similar to safety-related and permission-related items, personal 

experience may have led to higher scores on technical items. 

Further, these trends align with a parental protectionist viewpoint, where individuals are 

viewed as consistently at-risk of being negatively impacted by media (Hobbs, 1998). The items 

with the highest media literacy understanding means were directly related to personal safety or 

parental permission, which are inherently protectionist approaches to media. Further, the items 

that would fit an empowerment viewpoint (i.e., expanding an individual’s sense of agency over 

their media use) received substantially lower media literacy understanding means (e.g., items 17, 

13, 12). Specifically, the empowerment items reference taking personal responsibility and 

exercising autonomy with actions online. In addition, all items with means within the minimal 

range pertained to these more complex, social concepts (e.g., actions online impacting the 

community, world, others, communicating unkind statements in person being preferred to online) 

that are not easily inferred without direct instruction. 

Overall, this suggests that students have more understanding than expected in terms of 

general media literacy knowledge. This knowledge appears to be strongest with 

personal/permission-based knowledge and technical concepts, and lowest with complex social 

interactions and personal autonomy. Students in fourth and fifth grade displayed partial overall 

understanding of media literacy concepts. However, the overall scores were not within the 

sophisticated understanding range, implying that there are gaps within their media literacy 

knowledge and media literacy education is warranted. 
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The second research question was as follows: is participation in direct media literacy 

instruction associated with increases in levels of understanding of media literacy concepts? The 

media literacy education intervention implemented within this study was found to be 

significantly correlated with increases in media literacy understanding in fourth and fifth grade 

students. In addition, the results were found to have a large effect size, which indicates that this 

finding has practical significance. This aligns with previous research that has found a variety of 

media literacy programs to be effective at increasing media literacy with older populations 

(Powers, 2017; Yan, 2006) and increasing knowledge of media-related concepts with elementary 

students (Draper et al., 2015). Additionally, the results of the current study suggest that typical 

fourth and fifth grade students have frequent exposure to media/devices. Despite having high 

access to devices, their access was not associated with better, responsible usage: no aspect of 

device ownership, access, or parental rules correlated with media literacy pre-test scores. 

However, involvement in the preventative media education intervention in the present study was 

associated with significant increases in the students’ media literacy knowledge. Therefore, this 

suggests that assuming students who have more access to devices also have higher knowledge of 

appropriate behaviors to mediate such use is likely a false claim. Overall, this gives further 

justification regarding the appropriateness of fourth and fifth grade student populations 

undergoing media literacy education, such as is described in the current study. The results of the 

intervention within the current study suggests that such media literacy education is likely to 

result in increases in media literacy understanding for these populations. 

In addition, the direct media literacy instruction was conducted within a school setting. 

This suggests that media literacy education through direct instruction within school is likely an 

effective means at increasing media literacy in fourth and fifth grade students. This aligns with 
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previous research that effectively utilized media-related programs in a school setting (Draper et 

al., 2015; Powers, 2017; Yan, 2009). As previously noted, students are expected to use 

technology within the classroom, which has only increased as a result of the COVID-19 

pandemic (AAP, 2020; CDC, 2020b). Therefore, this gives further evidence that media literacy 

education within a school setting is not only warranted, but effective. 

The third research question was as follows: is direct media literacy instruction effective at 

different levels of device access? Based on results of the analysis, the number of devices owned 

or available, ownership of smartphones, and parental rules (which may influence overall device 

access) were not related to media literacy scores prior to or after the intervention. This aligns 

with previous research suggesting that students tend to learn from experience, but that experience 

is not effective in improving their media literacy (Kohnen & Saul, 2018; Prensky, 2001a, 2001b). 

This suggests that media literacy education is effective within the school setting, regardless of 

baseline media/device access or ownership. In addition, this finding may additionally inform 

parents or professionals who are working with a particularly tech savvy child who is resistant to 

media literacy education. The results imply that even if a child is given frequent exposure to 

devices or media, it is unlikely that the child will gain sufficient media literacy understanding. 

Therefore, any child is likely to benefit from direct media literacy instruction. Overall, this 

implies that students are likely to benefit from additional media literacy curriculum within the 

school setting. Potential advances for media literacy education within the school can be found 

below (see Areas for Future Research). 

Media Literacy Scale  

 

In considering the pilot test of the Media Literacy Scale (i.e., MLS), it should be noted 

that the scale was developed from the combination of NYS learning standards (NYSED, 2020a, 
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2020b), questions directly related to the intervention content (Common Sense Media, 2020), and 

media safety standards for children (Ben-Joseph, 2018; Common Sense Media, 2020; Connect 

Safely, 2018; Turner & Borwick, 2020). This suggests that the scale has strong content validity. 

Further, an analysis of the sample size suggested the sample was large enough to statistically 

analyze the scale. Further, an analysis of the specific factors within the scale found five 

subscales: information sharing guidelines, behavior moderation, rule following, confidence in 

action, and personal safety subscales; all subscales had high reliabilities. Overall, the results 

suggested that all but two items displayed adequate item-total correlation; after removal of these 

items, the scale displayed adequate reliability. Specifically, this suggests that the internal 

consistency and interrater reliability of the MLS scale is adequate. Overall, this implies that the 

MLS was an accurate measurement of media literacy within the participants of this study. This 

further suggests that the results of the pre- and post-test were valid, lending further evidence of 

the validity of the implications of this study. Improvements or changes to the MLS are 

considered below (see Areas for Future Research). 

Implications for Parents 

According to the results of the study, the most frequently reported parental rules about 

media/devices pertained to downloading or purchasing apps. This intuitively makes sense, as the 

purchasing of applications is often financed by the parent. Further, the majority of students 

reported having rules about which video games they are allowed to play, what they can do on the 

computer, time spent on video games, and having a social media profile. Other reported rules 

were time spent on a cell phone, time spent on the computer, and time spent on the Internet. This 

aligns with previous research reporting similar media rules implemented by parents (Badri et al., 

2016; Goh et al., 2014; OFCOM, 2016; Valcke et al., 2010). 
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It should be noted that the majority of these rules were reported by only half of 

participants, suggesting only some parents implement each of the aforementioned rules. Further, 

when asked how often parents check that rules are being followed, the majority of students 

reported that their parents check often-to-sometimes. Fewer students reported that their parents 

do not check often, and approximately twenty percent of students reported that their parents do 

not check at all or that their parents do not have any rules about using media/devices. This 

implies that a set of parental rules for media between parents of students is not consistent across 

parents and, in general, rules are not always consistently followed. This aligns with previous 

research suggesting that while parents may attempt to regulate a child’s use of the Internet, many 

parents are unfamiliar with or experience difficulties understanding the variables associated with 

the constantly evolving digital landscape (Prensky, 2001a; 2001b).   

In terms of recommendations for parents or practitioners working with parents, clearly 

teaching children positive and safe behavior online is likely to be beneficial. This is supported by 

the aforementioned research, as well as the current study. Specifically, parents should focus on 

what children should be doing online, as opposed to focusing on negative online behaviors. As 

previously mentioned, Common Sense Media is a free online resource that provides a variety of 

parent-friendly resources pertaining to literate use of media. Therefore, this resource may serve 

as an appropriate beginning point for specific topics or issues relating to media use (Common 

Sense Media, 2021). 

In the same vein, appropriate media habits should begin to be taught at a young age. The 

literature suggests that teens and young adults are more likely to be influenced by their peers 

than parents or other adults (Berndt, 1979; Knoll et al., 2015). Further, many adolescents are 

highly influenced by peers in terms of media use and media habits (Sherman et. al., 2016; Zhu, 
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Wang et al., 2016). Therefore, starting to teach appropriate, good, and safe behaviors online are 

likely to be most effective when initiated at younger ages. The current study suggests that 

students in fourth and fifth grade have frequent exposure or access to media/devices, but this 

exposure is not sufficient in teaching appropriate behaviors or accurate knowledge. 

In addition, parents are likely to benefit from staying up-to-date on media trends. 

Specifically, having a general sense of what same age peers are doing, applications or games 

they are using, what is popular online, and what a peer may expose another child to. This will 

allow parents to have an educated sense of what their child could possibly be engaging in online, 

as well as any potential benefits or dangers.  

In terms of access to or ownership of certain devices, parents may benefit from applying 

Bloom’s Taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001; Bloom & Krathwohl, 1956; Crompton et al., 

2019; Diacopoulos, 2015) to the consideration process. For example, if a parent were considering 

purchasing a cell phone for a child, the parent may take into consideration the behaviors 

regarding media or cell phone use that the child presents. If the child has shown adequate 

knowledge of the use or utility of having a cell phone (i.e., Knowledge and Understanding 

Level), perhaps the parent should consider how the child has applied this knowledge to device 

use and cell phone use. If the child has not demonstrated appropriate, responsible, or safe 

behavior and/or does not respect rules or guidelines a parent has set, then the child has likely not 

surpassed the Knowledge/Understanding stage. If the child demonstrates skills or behaviors to 

suggest they have adequately applied this knowledge and respects parental rules or guidelines, 

then parents may consider allowing access or ownership. Paired with this, parents should engage 

in the aforementioned clear instruction of online behavioral expectations, both within technical 

(e.g., how to specifically use devices or media) and social (e.g., how to respond to negative 
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experience online) understanding. This may allow the child to effectively move towards the 

Analysis and Synthesis stage of media/device practice, with the ultimate goal of the child being 

able to independently evaluate technological benefits and dangers. 

Finally, in terms of specific rules (e.g., time limits) or exposure to media, the literature 

suggests that younger children typically use technology less than older children (Common Sense 

Media, 2015; Coughlan, 2016; Williams, 2014). Younger children typically use technology for 

personal entertainment, as opposed to older children who utilize technology primarily for social 

means (Common Sense Media, 2015; Lenhart et al., 2015; Rideout & Robb, 2018). This suggests 

that prior to the teen years, children are less likely to miss developmentally appropriate peer 

interactions which may occur online due to restricted access. For younger children, parents 

should consider what long-term personal entertainment habits they would like to be instilled or 

cultivated within their children. For example, it is convenient to allow a child to watch several 

movies, thereby allowing a parent to complete various household chores. However, this may 

ultimately instill a habit of excessive passive entertainment consumption, which may not be 

beneficial for a child long-term. In the teen years, children may have additional social pressure or 

expectations to have an online social presence with their peer group or others. Further, it is 

developmentally appropriate for older children to desire and be granted more independence 

(Cash et al., 1983; Young et al., 2017). This independence should be paired with the 

aforementioned media literacy knowledge (e.g., both technical and social understanding of the 

device/media being utilized).  

Overall, parents should consider the age and developmental stage of their child when 

considering specific rules or exposure to media. Specific rules or guidelines should be left up to 

the discretion of the parent. However, parents should be aware of the potential dangers of 
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media/device access and if warning signs of potential dangers are present (e.g., depression 

related to social media use, online safety concerns, etc.), then access should be limited or 

restricted as appropriate. 

Implications for School Psychologists 

 Given the potential benefits and dangers of participation in the current digital world 

(Boyar et al., 2011; Common Sense Media, 2019; Kuiper et al., 2005; Lenhart et al., 2015; 

Masanet & Buckingham, 2014), educators should be concerned with students’ use of media. One 

of the many services that school psychologists can provide involves psychoeducation and the 

promotion of positive behavior (NASP Practice Model, 2020). This study provides psychologists 

with the resources to promote appropriate understanding of media, as well as implement 

interventions related to children’s use of technology. Since a positive relationship between media 

literacy understanding and a school-based direct instruction approach was found, the evidence 

for the development of an intervention in schools may be warranted. Therefore, this study serves 

as a foundational intervention that focuses on increasing media literacy in children. 

Additionally, a school psychologist can use this information to address concerns and 

reduce the aforementioned potential danger in student populations they work with. Furthermore, 

it serves to provide a comprehensive framework of appropriate online behavior to use during 

consultation with teachers or parents. For example, given that students’ understanding of social-

related items generally received lower means, education related to social interactions online is 

warranted. As students displayed minimal understanding on MLS items related to personal 

actions impacting others, their community, and the world, many students are likely to benefit 

from such instruction. This would be particularly crucial for students with difficulty 

understanding social situations or other developmental delays. Supporting these populations by 
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providing explicit and clear education of appropriate behavior, particularly in complex online 

social interactions, would be critical. 

In addition, the current study provides a summary of the literature pertaining to youth and 

student populations; psychologists would benefit from applying such material to their practice. 

The current study provides further insight into common media access, use, and parental rules 

which typical fourth and fifth grade populations may experience. As concerns or issues arise in 

counseling, parent consultation, or other settings, a practitioner would benefit from becoming 

familiar with these trends. Similarly, a psychologist may utilize this knowledge to accurately 

assess if a presenting behavior related to online interaction is developmentally appropriate. For 

example, if students are communicating through a popular app for older adolescents in early 

elementary, then education on the risks associated with such interaction may be appropriate 

(Boyar et al., 2011; Common Sense Media, 2019; Kuiper et al., 2005; Lenhart et al., 2015; 

Masanet & Buckingham, 2014),). Similarly, if a student is requesting more independence or 

privacy with online interactions in their late teens or early adult years, it would be appropriate for 

a parent to provide such independence (Bayum & boyd, 2012; Williams, 2014).  

Similarly, keeping a current and updated knowledge of student media trends or popular 

apps would assist psychologists in further identifying appropriate and inappropriate knowledge 

or behaviors. As the digital landscape changes rapidly, it is likely that this knowledge must be 

updated on a yearly, if not monthly, basis (Prensky, 2001a; 2001b; Rideout & Roberts, 2010; 

Rideout & Robb, 2018). For example, recently, student users on the popular app TikTok have 

been promoting monthly challenges related to defacing or stealing school property (Mitchell, 

2021) or physically harming school staff (Mark, 2021). If instances similar to this occurred at a 

school or a student displayed such behavior, a psychologist would benefit from having 
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knowledge that it may be related to an online trend. While such an act may be addressed with 

appropriate repercussions from the school, a practitioner should also take into account if media 

literacy education would be necessary. As previously mentioned, Common Sense Media is a free 

online resource that provides a variety of resources pertaining to numerous online topics. 

Therefore, this resource may serve as an appropriate beginning point for specific topics or issues 

relating to media use (Common Sense Media, 2021). Other methods of keeping updated on the 

digital landscape would be researching any online apps, behaviors, trends, or new slang which is 

used by students. Furthermore, based on the COVID-19 educational landscape (AAP, 2020; 

CDC, 2020b), school psychologists are likely to benefit from additional information on students’ 

understanding, or lack thereof, related to media and technology use. 

Implications for Schools 

 Technology is increasingly being used in schools and classrooms (Chamberlain, 2017; 

Kao et al., 2016; Promethean Limited, 2020; Sheffield, 2015; Zhang, 2018), and the COVID-19 

pandemic has only increased this use of technology due to emergency online instruction (AAP, 

2020; CDC, 2020b; WHO, 2020). Despite the literature calling for media literacy programs and 

given evidence of substantial increases in student device use (particularly in response to COVID-

19), there is no evidence of comprehensive media literacy programs being initiated with students. 

Due to the dramatic increases in expected technology use of children over the years (particularly 

exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic), there is emergence of the ethical dilemma of requiring 

students to use technology without explicitly teaching appropriate media literacy skills. There is 

little evidence of research surrounding students’ current media literacy skills, or attempting to 

increase these skills, despite a systematic expectation of frequent device use in recent years. 

Given these trends, schools should address the lack of media literacy education being provided 
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within school settings. Such interventions should be considered and implemented at any school 

with an expectation of student technology use for educational purposes. 

The literature provides examples of classroom-based media literacy programs that have 

been found to be effective (Gialamas et al., 2013; Hobbs et al., 2013; Yoo et al., 2009). 

However, the literature is not comprehensive in terms of samples used and breadth of media 

literacy programs, as well as limited examples of such education occurring with elementary 

students (Draper et al., 2015; Hobbs et al., 2013; Hong et al., 2014; Sung, Chang & Liu et al., 

2016). The current study provides an example of a universal media literacy education 

intervention that could be implemented with elementary students. Further, this intervention was 

found to be associated with significant increases in student media literacy understanding. 

Overall, this gives substantial evidence for the appropriateness and effectiveness of such 

education within the school and classroom setting. Based upon the nature of the instruction (i.e., 

related to technology), a computer class may be the appropriate setting to conduct such 

education. Similarly, due to the potential physical, mental, and social dangers from a lack of 

instruction (Common Sense Media, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015; Masanet & Buckingham, 2014), a 

health class or social-emotional learning class may be appropriate settings as well. Further, such 

education should be provided to staff members, parents, and community members as well; this 

will allow the concepts of media literacy to be communicated to all stakeholders within the 

school system. This may be conducted through professional development opportunities, parent or 

community presentations, or media literacy interventions similar to the current study. 

Additionally, as most students are expected to engage with online material outside of 

classes (e.g., conducting research online, completing online assignments, etc.) or engage in 

remote learning (AAP, 2020; CDC, 2020b), schools should assess each student’s technology 
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access. Data from students within the current study found that most students had access to 

Internet or Wi-Fi, and had some access to technology. However, the number of personal devices 

and devices available within the home varied. Therefore, schools that expect a student to engage 

with or utilize digital educational materials outside of class should assess each student’s potential 

device needs, in order to determine if the student has access to the materials necessary to be 

successful. Ideally, a school should provide such technological materials (e.g., laptops, tablets, 

Wi-Fi hotspots, etc.) to each student, in order to promote a universally accessible education for 

all students (Erlandson, 2007). 

Contributions to the Literature 

While the research on media literacy education with adults and teens is growing, research 

with children has not progressed similarly. Further, most research has focused on a narrow 

construct of media literacy (e.g., news media), has been a targeted interventions for an at-risk 

group, or has been focused on older populations (i.e., adults or teens). To date, no known media 

literacy education has been implemented with fourth and fifth grade students as a Tier 1 

intervention in schools. While currently missing from the literature, this population (i.e., upper 

elementary students) should be considered for several reasons. First, one of the many services 

that school psychologists can provide involves psychoeducation and the promotion of positive 

behavior (NASP Practice Model, 2020). As technology use is ubiquitous (Common Sense Media 

2015, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2015; Rideout & Robb, 2018) and an increasing expectation within 

schools (Chamberlain, 2017; Kao et al., 2016; Promethean Limited, 2020; Sheffield, 2015; 

Zhang, 2018), this role can be expanded to include addressing concerns and implementing 

interventions related to children’s use of technology. 
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Second, research suggests that youth use technology frequently (Lenhart et al., 2015; 

Rideout & Robb, 2018), although limited evidence of media literacy education can be found. The 

current study addressed the gap in the literature by assessing students’ media literacy 

understanding prior to and following a comprehensive media literacy education intervention. In 

addition, the efficacy of this intervention was empirically investigated. The current study 

supports the claim that fourth and fifth grade students benefit from participation in media literacy 

education, and that participation is correlated with significant increases in media literacy 

understanding. 

Additionally, the current study found that device access or ownership did not 

significantly impact baseline or post-test media literacy scores, suggesting a need for the 

provision of media literacy education interventions despite a student’s exposure to devices. 

Finally, while measures used to determine levels of media literacy understanding can be 

found within the literature (Draper et al., 2015; Powers, 2017; Yan, 2006), these have not been 

updated or tested with younger populations within recent years. The Media Literacy Scale (MLS) 

implemented in the study was found to have strong internal reliability, suggesting the MLS may 

be an effective and appropriate measure of media literacy understanding with fourth and fifth 

grade populations. 

To summarize, the current study indicates that elementary students are an appropriate 

population to undergo media literacy education, suggests that participation in media literacy is 

beneficial and can significantly raise media literacy understanding, indicates that such media 

literacy education is effective regardless of a students’ previous media or device access, and 

provides empirical support for use of the MLS scale developed within the study with fourth and 

fifth grade students. 
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Study Limitations 

 While the current study was designed in order to limit potential threats to reliability or 

validity, there still remain limitations which must be acknowledged. First, concerns related to the 

population validity in terms of generalizability are warranted. All the sample participants were 

from Western New York State, thereby contributing to limitations in demographics (e.g., rural, 

small, public schools). A specific description of the demographics can be found in the 

Participants section. For example, number of devices owned or available may be higher in more 

suburban or affluent populations. In addition, use of devices may be different in settings with 

more consistent or public Wi-Fi available within the community.  Furthermore, since 

convenience sampling was utilized (as opposed to random sampling), there are inherent 

difficulties generalizing results to a larger population. In addition, less than one hundred 

participants were utilized during this study and there was some (minimal) participant drop-out. 

While the data met appropriate statistical assumptions of adequate sample size, the possibility 

remains that a larger sample may produce differences in results that were reported. 

 A second limitation is that the design of the study was quasi-experimental, therefore 

presenting difficulties in controlling all extraneous variables which could have been present. For 

example, the student’s relative social desirability, fear of missing out, social-emotional factors 

(e.g., depression, anxiety, etc.), cognitive abilities, academic skills, grades, and socio-economic 

status were not measured. These extraneous variables may have influenced the participants’ 

levels of media literacy understanding. Additionally, the measures were initially intended to be 

administered through online questionnaire format, similar to what was utilized in Powers (2017). 

However, due to technical constraints, the measures were distributed through paper-and-pencil 
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copies. While steps were taken in order to assure appropriate administration of the measures and 

input of the data, there is a possibility that this added variable may have impacted the results. 

Additionally, there may be factors within the primary trait (i.e., media literacy 

understanding) that were not accounted for on the forms used. Furthermore, a potential limitation 

of the study may be that the baseline scores of the media literacy understanding measure (i.e., 

MLS) were slightly higher than anticipated. Given these issues, more exploratory research may 

be warranted in order to determine all possible influences on children’s media literacy 

understanding. For example, a more targeted intervention with older or younger age groups may 

be beneficial. Additional targeted interventions with parents may also provide valuable insight of 

the possible influence of parental involvement on media literacy understanding. For example, 

parents may have talked to their children about media literacy topics after receiving the passive 

consent and prior to the study. There may be an unaccounted effect resulting from these potential 

conversations. In addition, the study did not account for long-term retention of media literacy 

concepts. Therefore, while it may be effective according to a post-test directly following 

instruction, there is limited evidence that this knowledge is retained for a substantial length of 

time. In addition, practice effects from re-taking the MLS cannot be ruled out, as there was no 

control group within the current study. 

 Another limitation of the current study is the collection of self-report data. Self-report 

surveys are limiting in several ways, first of which is the potential for social desirability to 

influence the participant’s responses. Additionally, the respondent’s ability to introspectively 

answer questions may have made it difficult for them to assess themselves accurately. This may 

be a particular difficulty with traits that are not commonly analyzed (i.e., media literacy). 

Furthermore, several of the self-report measures in the study utilized a Likert scale, which may 
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have contributed to difficulties accurately portraying an individual’s perspective within the 

findings. Additionally, the measures had not previously been used with participants within the 

target age group of the sample (i.e., 9-12). For example, participants may not have fully 

understood the questions because of a higher readability level of the measures than the average 

target sample. While steps were taken in order to assess the fit of these measures and support 

students with deficits in reading skills, the lack of an appropriate measure which have previously 

been used with nine-to-twelve-year-old children may be a limitation of the study.  

Areas for Future Research 

There are a variety of areas in which future research may be conducted in order to better 

inform theory, research, and practice. Primarily, future research using the MLS measure would 

be beneficial in order to give further evidence of the validity and reliability of the measure. In 

addition, due to the results of the factor analysis suggesting that two items were not reliable, 

more research using an updated measure would be warranted. Ultimately, more reliability and 

validity research would need to be conducted of this updated measure. Specifically, targeted 

research assessing the test-retest reliability, construct validity, and content validity would be 

beneficial. The MLS may also be compared to other measures of technical or social 

understanding in order to consider criterion validity.  Additional studies can be conducted with 

different populations, ages, races/ethnicities, socioeconomic statuses, or other variables of 

interest. Future research using the MLS can give better evidence for or against its use in 

practical, school-based settings. 

Similarly, future research studies utilizing a direct media literacy instruction approach 

may be conducted with different populations, ages, races/ethnicities, socioeconomic statuses, or 

other variables of interest. This would better inform the best practices for media literacy 
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education for a variety of populations. In addition, similar studies should be implemented within 

the classroom. While the current study provides evidence for classroom-based media literacy 

instruction, more research is needed on such curriculum. Further, this media literacy curriculum 

should be tested in brief (one session), short-term (several weeks), and long-term (several 

months) format. In addition, a direct practice model may be tested, where students are able to 

practice using media literacy skills in a fake online platform. Research on this may provide 

insight if students may better retain media literacy concepts when they are directly taught and 

followed by practice. Differences between the formats and length of instruction to gauge the 

retention of media literacy knowledge may be implemented. Overall, this will provide a more 

concrete understanding of media literacy instruction within the schools. 

As previously stated, similar media literacy research with other populations is warranted. 

Based upon the findings of the current study, similar media literacy intervention research with 

populations younger than fourth grade. Ideally, all school-age children should be tested using 

age-appropriate measures, instruction, and instructional techniques. Research involving the 

development and implementation of such measures would need to be conducted. This may allow 

for an educated understanding of media literacy trends throughout various stages of educational 

development. This would additionally better inform developmental theories, as well as 

professional practices. 

Specific to professional practice, additional research may focus on the media literacy of 

educators and the potential impact on students. Similarly, media literacy can be looked at within 

parents or other professionals (e.g., doctors, psychologists) as well. Further, additional research 

and recommendations may be compiled in order to create parent education seminars. Overall, 
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there are a variety of ways future research in the field of media literacy can help better inform 

theory and practice across a multitude of professional settings. 

Summary 

In conclusion, the current study has expanded the available literature by examining the 

efficacy of a direct instruction media literacy intervention on fourth and fifth grade students’ 

media literacy understanding. Specifically, the current study investigated the differences in 

device access, device ownership, typical use, parental media rules, and media literacy 

understanding between fourth and fifth grade students within pre-determined classroom groups. 

Students reported owning or having access to between one and three devices, with the most 

commonly owned device being a video game player. Fourth and fifth grade students reported 

typically using media/devices for personal entertainment. The use of media/devices for social 

interactions was less frequently reported, although close to 40% reported using social media 

often. The most frequently reported parental rules about media/devices pertained to downloading 

or purchasing apps. It should be noted that the majority of these rules fell close to the middle 

percentile, suggesting only some parents implement each of the aforementioned rules. In terms 

of media literacy understanding, the majority of students displayed partial understanding of 

media literacy concepts. 

Further, the study examined pre- and post-intervention differences of media literacy 

understanding within students. The current study was the first one known to conduct and 

examine the efficacy of such universal media literacy education within the school for fourth and 

fifth grade students. The students displayed a significant improvement media literacy 

understanding following the intervention, compared to their pre-intervention MLS scores. 

Further, MLS scores did not significantly differ between students’ levels of device access at the 
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pre- or post-test level. Additionally, the current study was the first to utilize a comprehensive 

media literacy scale (i.e., the author-created Media Literacy Scale). An analysis of this scale 

provided an empirical basis for the reliability of using the MLS as a measure of media literacy 

with youth. 

Overall, the current study’s findings suggest that implementation of media literacy 

education interventions is effective with fourth and fifth grade students. Furthermore, findings 

suggest that the intervention was effective regardless of the level of device access the students 

reported. Links between students’ exposure to media and numerous positive and negative effects 

(Boyar et al., 2011; Common Sense Media, 2019; Kuiper et al., 2005; Lenhart et al., 2015; 

Masanet & Buckingham, 2014), in conjunction with the increasing use of technology in schools 

increasing in general (Chamberlain, 2017; Kao et al., 2016; Promethean Limited, 2020; 

Sheffield, 2015; Zhang, 2018) and due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic (AAP, 2020; 

CDC, 2020b), highlights the importance of continuing to develop, modify, and investigate media 

literacy education for students in order to promote overall appropriate functioning in our current 

digital landscape.  
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TABLES 

 

Table 1 

 

Age Ranges of Measures in Previous Research 

 

Measure Age Ranges 

Demographics Form 11-14 

MUAQ 11-14 

GMLS 10-15 

ISES 11-13 

 

Note. The age range for the demographics form and Measure Use and Access Questionnaire 

(MUAQ) was obtained from Powers (2017). The age range for the General Media Literacy Scale 

(GMLS) was obtained from Bier et al. (2016). The age range for the Internet Self-Efficacy Scale 

(ISES) was obtained from Tsai & Tsai (2010). 
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Table 2 

 

Readability Scores of Measures 

 

Measure Word Count Flesch Reading 

Ease* 

Flesch-Kincaid 

Grade Level 

Demographics Form 46 83.3 2.8 

QTMU 352 74 4.4 

Social Understanding Scale 303 65.9 7.3 

 

*The Flesch Reading Ease levels are based on the standard reading level of the average eighth 

grade student. Additionally, the following descriptive labels are used for these scores: 90-100 = 

very easy, 80-89 = easy, 70-79 = fairly easy, 60-69 = standard, 50-59 = fairly difficult, 30-49 = 

difficult, 0-29 = very confusing. 
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Table 3 

 

Media Use and Ownership Questionnaire Compared to Questionnaire of Typical Media Use 

 

Item Groupings Media Use and Access 

Questionnaire 

Questionnaire of Typical Media 

Use 

Device Ownership/Access 6 items 

(2, 6-10) 

1 items 

(1, 2, 3) 

Typical Use 12 items 

(1, 3-5, 11-18) 

1 items 

(4) 

Social Media 16 items 

(19-34) 

0 items 

Parental Rules 9 items 

(35-43) 

2 items 

(5-6)* 

Personal Preferences 3 items 

(44-46) 

0 items 

Impact on Specific Feelings 8 items 

(47-54) 

0 items 

Impact on Social Relationships 4 items 

(55-58) 

0 items 

Specific Online Experiences 11 items 

(59-69) 

0 items 

Total 69 items 6 items 

 

*The eight original items to assess parental rules were combined into one yes/no item. The 

grouping of the items was done due to the repetitive nature of the questions. The content of this 

question grouping in the Questionnaire of Typical Media Use remains the same as the Media Use 

and Access Questionnaire 
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Table 4 

 

Descriptive Labels for Scores 

 

Score Descriptive Label 

0.0 to 1.9 Minimal 

2.0 to 2.9 Average 

3.0 to 4.0 High 

Note. The score descriptive labels are based from the research of Duda (2020), Powers (2017), 

Tsai & Tsai (2010), and Yan (2009). 
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Table 5 

 

Anticipated Length of Pre-Test 

 

Measure Word 

Count 

Mean Reading 

Length 

Calculation 

Preliminary 

Reading Test 

Anticipated Length 

of Pre-Test 

Administration 

Demographics Form 46 0:30 0:19 1:00 

QTMU 352 3:30 4:02 4:30 

SUS 303 3:10 3:55 4:00 

Approximate Total 701 7:10 8:16 9:30 
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Table 6 

 

Anticipated Length of Instruction and Post-Test 

 

Intervention/Discussion Anticipated Length 

Video 1 1:58 

V1 Discussion 5:00 

Video 2 1:20 

V2 Discussion 5:00 

Video 3 1:32 

V3 Discussion 5:00 

Post-Test (SUS) 4:00 

TOTAL 23:50 
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Table 7 

 

Summary of Missing Data by Specific Measure 

 

Measure Item Number of Participants 

with Missing Data  

Demographics 1 – Age  

(N = 96) 2 – Gender  

 3 – Race/ethnicity  

 4 – Grade  

   

QTMU 1 – Do you have Internet or Wi-Fi at your home  

(N = 96) 2.1 – Do you have your own smartphone  

 2.2 – Do you have your own basic cell phone  

 2.3 – Do you have your own iPod or other MP3  

 2.4 – Do you have your own iPod Touch  

 2.5 – Do you have your own tablet  

 2.6 – Do you have your own computer  

 2.7 – Do you have your own video game player  

 2.8 – None of these (own)  

 3.1 – Does anyone else have a smartphone  

 3.2 – Does anyone else have a basic cell phone  

 3.3 – Does anyone else have an iPod or MP3  

 3.4 – Does anyone else have an iPod Touch  

 3.5 – Does anyone else have a tablet  

 3.6 – Does anyone else have a computer  

 3.7 – Does anyone else have a video game player  

 3.8 – Does anyone else have none of these  

 4.1 – Text  3 

 4.2 – Take pictures 3 

 4.3 – Take videos 3 

 4.4 – Listen to music 1 

 4.5 – Play video games 1 

 4.6 – Go on the Internet 4 

 4.7 – Go on social media 1 

 4.8 – Watch videos  3 

 5.1 – Which video games you’re allowed to play  

 5.2 – What you can do on the computer 1 

 5.3 – Have a profile on a social media site  

 5.4 – Time you can spend playing video games  

 5.5 – Time you can spend on the computer  

 5.6 – Time you can spend on your cell phone  

 5.7 – Time you can spend on the Internet 1 

 5.8 – Downloading or purchasing apps  

 6 – Parents make sure you follow the rules 1 
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MLS Pre-Test 1 – Safe to friend request strangers  

(N = 96) 2 – Passwords  

 3 – Private pictures or videos  

 4 – Rules are important to follow 1 

 5 – Threatening messages  

 6 – User names  

 7 – Unkind things are better said online 1 

 8 – Parental approval to meet strangers 2 

 9 – Private information  

 10 – Think before posting online  

 11 – Trusted adult  

 12 – What I do online 1 

 13 – Actions affect myself only  

 14 – Only appropriate websites  

 15 – Sharing picture of friend  

 16 – Confident in responsibilities  

 17 – Sharing personal information 1 

 18 – Private information to someone I don’t know 1 

 19 – Ask before sharing private information  

 20 – Confident I know the difference 1 

 21 – Digital citizen  

 22 – Mean things said  

 23 – Cyberbullying  

   

MLS Post-Test 1 – Safe to friend request strangers  

(N = 89) 2 – Passwords  

 3 – Private pictures or videos  

 4 – Rules are important to follow  

 5 – Threatening messages  

 6 – User names 1 

 7 – Unkind things are better said online  

 8 – Parental approval to meet strangers  

 9 – Private information  

 10 – Think before posting online  

 11 – Trusted adult  

 12 – What I do online  

 13 – Actions affect myself only  

 14 – Only appropriate websites  

 15 – Sharing picture of friend  

 16 – Confident in responsibilities  

 17 – Sharing personal information  

 18 – Private information to someone I don’t know  

 19 – Ask before sharing private information  

 20 – Confident I know the difference  

 21 – Digital citizen  

 22 – Mean things said  
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 23 – Cyberbullying  

Note. The item numbers are listed along with a short item description of key words to help 

identify the item content. Full item questions can be found in the following appendices: 

Appendix F (Demographics), Appendix I (QTMU), and Appendix J (MLS). All values of zero 

(i.e., no missing data points) were not input into the table (i.e., left blank) in order to improve 

readability. 
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Table 8 

 

Total Number of Devices Owned (N = 96) 

 

Number of Devices N Percentage 

0 2 2.1% 

1 25 26% 

2 23 24% 

3 22 22.9% 

4 12 13.5% 

5 6 6.3% 

6 3 3.1% 

7 2 2.1% 

Note. In this table, owned refers to devices that a participant personally owns. This does not 

include other devices within the home that the participant may have additional access to. Total 

Number of Owned Devices M = 2.61, SD = 1.53. 
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Table 9 

 

Frequency of Specific Devices Owned (N = 96) 

 

Device N Percentage 

Video Game Player 60 62.5% 

Tablet 56 58% 

Smart Phone 53 55% 

Computer 39 41% 

iPod Touch or similar 19 20% 

iPod or MP3 14 15% 

Basic Cell Phone 10 10% 

Note. In this table, owned refers to devices that a participant personally owns. This does not 

include other devices within the home that the participant may have additional access to. 
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Table 10 

 

Total Number of Additional Devices in the Home (N = 96) 

 

Number of Devices N Percentage 

0 1 1% 

1 13 13.5% 

2 8 8.3% 

3 22 22.9% 

4 25 26% 

5 14 14.6% 

6 7 7.3% 

7 6 6.3% 

Note. In this table, additional refers to devices that are not personally owned by the participant, 

but are available to be accessed within the home (or homes, in the case of split households). 

Total Number of Additional Devices M = 3.64, SD = 1.68. 
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Table 11 

 

Frequency of Specific Additional Devices Available to be Accesses within the Home (N = 96) 

 

Device N Percentage 

Smart Phone 78 81.3% 

Computer 76 79% 

Tablet 62 65% 

Video Game Player 60 63% 

iPod Touch 30 31% 

iPod or MP3 23 24% 

Basic Cell Phone 20 21% 

Note. In this table, additional refers to devices that are not personally owned by the participant, 

but are available to be accessed within the home (or homes, in the case of split households).  
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Table 12 

 

Sum Score of Owned and Additional Devices Available to be Accessed within the Home (N = 96) 

 

Number of Devices N Percentage 

0 0 0% 

1 1 1% 

2 8 8.3% 

3 5 5.2% 

4 14 14.6% 

5 11 11.5% 

6 14 14.6% 

7 14 14.6% 

8 8 8.3% 

9 12 12.5% 

10 3 3.1% 

11 2 2.1% 

12 2 2.1% 

13 1 1% 

14 1 1% 
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Table 13 

 

Summary of Media/Device Usage by Percentage (N = 96) 

 

 Often Sometimes Not Often Never 

Activity     

Listen to Music 69.8% 13% 16% 1% 

Watch Videos Online 59.4% 24% 8% 5% 

Go on Internet 59.4% 20% 9% 7% 

Play Video Games 54.2% 18% 19% 8% 

Go on Social Media 39.6% 16% 9% 34.4% 

Text 33.3% 39.6% 16% 8% 

Take Pictures 22% 36.5% 31.3% 7% 

Take Videos 13% 24% 51% 9% 
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Table 14 

 

Summary of Reported Parental Rules by Percentages (N = 96) 

 

Rule Yes No 

5.1 – Which video game you’re allowed to play 63.5% 36.5% 

5.2 – What you can do on the computer 60.4% 39.6% 

5.3 – Have a profile on a social media site 51% 49% 

5.4 – Time you can spend playing video games 54.2% 45.8% 

5.5 – Time you can spend on the computer 42.1% 57.9% 

5.6 – Time you can spend on your cell phone 44% 56% 

5.7 – Time you can spend on the Internet 41% 59% 

5.8 – Downloading or purchasing apps 67.7% 32.3% 
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Table 15 

 

Mean MLS Pre-Test Scores (N = 96) 

 

Item Mean SD Variance 

1 – Safe to friend request strangers 2.39 0.87 0.76 

2 – Passwords 2.47 0.71 0.81 

3 – Private pictures or videos 2.42 0.81 0.66 

4 – Rules are important to follow 2.42 0.89 0.79 

5 – Threatening messages 2.07 1.05 1.12 

6 – User names 2.22 0.72 0.53 

7 – Unkind things are better said 

online 

1.92 1.03 1.06 

8 – Parental approval to meet 

strangers 

2.29 1.32 1.74 

9 – Private information 2.65 0.83 0.69 

10 – Think before posting online 2.43 0.67 0.45 

11 – Trusted adult 2.52 0.74 0.54 

12 – What I do online 1.93 1.01 1.03 

13 – Actions affect myself only 1.55 0.97 0.94 

14 – Only appropriate websites 2.34 0.76 0.58 

15 – Sharing picture of friend 2.38 0.68 0.46 

16 – Confident in responsibilities 2.18 0.76 0.58 

17 – Sharing personal information .50 0.92 0.86 

18 – Private information to 

someone I don’t know 

2.80 0.67 0.45 

19 – Ask before sharing private 

information 

2.81 0.69 0.48 

20 – Confident I know the 

difference 

2.28 0.89 0.79 

21 – Digital citizen 2.53 0.59 0.35 

22 – Mean things said 2.33 0.67 0.45 

23 – Cyberbullying 2.18 0.92 0.86 

Overall Mean  2.24 0.41 0.18 
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Table 16 

 

Bivariate Correlations between the Main Outcome Variable and the Studied Independent 

Variables (N = 96) 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. MLS pre-test scores -      

2. Device ownership -.06 -     

3. Smartphone ownership .06 .49* -    

4. Additional devices  .17 .42* .22* -   

5. Total device access .06 .83* .41* .85* -  

6. Parental rules -.08 .14 .15 -.19 -.20 - 

Note. In this table, device ownership refers to devices that are personally owned by the 

participant. The additional devices refers to devices that are not personally owned by the 

participant, but are available to be accessed within the home (or homes, in the case of split 

households). The smartphone ownership refers to if the participant owns a smartphone. The total 

device access refers to the sum score of owned and additional devices available to be accessed 

within the home. The parental rules refers to the total number of parental rules reported by a 

participant. * = Correlations with a significance of <.05. 
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Table 17 

 

Mean MLS Post-Test Scores (N = 89) 

 

Item Mean SD Variance 

1 – Safe to friend request strangers 2.48 0.75 0.57 

2 – Passwords 2.71 0.50 0.25 

3 – Private pictures or videos 2.44 0.63 0.40 

4 – Rules are important to follow 2.56 0.56 0.31 

5 – Threatening messages 2.34 0.76 0.59 

6 – User names 2.60 0.76 0.58 

7 – Unkind things are better said 

online 

2.16 0.75 0.56 

8 – Parental approval to meet 

strangers 

2.45 0.85 0.72 

9 – Private information 2.75 0.58 0.34 

10 – Think before posting online 2.54 0.50 0.25 

11 – Trusted adult 2.63 0.53 0.28 

12 – What I do online 2.46 0.60 0.36 

13 – Actions affect myself only 1.74 0.96 0.92 

14 – Only appropriate websites 2.40 0.57 0.33 

15 – Sharing picture of friend 2.57 0.54 0.29 

16 – Confident in responsibilities 2.37 0.59 0.35 

17 – Sharing personal information 1.35 1.02 1.04 

18 – Private information to 

someone I don’t know 

2.71 0.58 0.34 

19 – Ask before sharing private 

information 

2.60 0.59 0.35 

20 – Confident I know the 

difference 

2.46 0.56 0.31 

21 – Digital citizen 2.58 0.54 0.29 

22 – Mean things said 2.37 0.69 0.48 

23 – Cyberbullying 2.30 0.72 0.53 

Overall Mean  3.22 0.46 0.21 
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Table 18 

 

Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Media Literacy Scale (N = 89) 

 

   Factor Loadings  

Item Information 

Sharing 

Guidelines 

Behavior 

Moderation 

Rule 

Following 

Confidence 

in Action 

Personal 

Safety 

1 – Safe to friend request    .569   

2 – Passwords  .364    

3 – Private pictures or  .529     

4 – Rules are important to     .470  

5 – Threatening messages .502     

6 – User names .610     

7 – Unkind things are better    .735   

8 – Parental approval to      .382 

9 – Private information .642     

10 – Think before posting   .482    

11 – Trusted adult     .572 

12 – What I do online .581     

14 – Only appropriate    .367   

15 – Sharing picture of  .491     

16 – Confident in     .527  

18 – Private information to      .637 

19 – Ask before sharing   .684    

20 – Confident I know the   .755    

21 – Digital citizen     .334 

22 – Mean things said  .594    

23 – Cyberbullying    .886  

Alpha Coefficients .813 .759 .707 .744 .753 

Note. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. 
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Table 19 

 

Unstandardized Loadings and Standardized Loadings for Confirmatory Model of Media Literacy 

Scale (N = 89) 

 

Item Unstandardized Standardized S.E. 

1 1 0.26 -- 

2 1.583 0.617 0.689 

3 1.652 0.509 0.747 

4 1.96 0.684 0.839 

5 2.411 0.617 1.049 

6 1.772 0.456 0.824 

7 1.852 0.484 0.848 

8 2.4 0.553 1.066 

9 1.759 0.587 0.772 

10 1.503 0.59 0.659 

11 1.723 0.639 0.746 

12 2.073 0.675 0.889 

13 2.021 0.687 0.865 

14 2.059 0.748 0.871 

15 1.689 0.562 0.748 

16 1.857 0.621 0.807 

17 2.016 0.663 0.867 

18 1.244 0.433 0.587 

19 2.067 0.753 0.874 

20 1.434 0.405 0.691 

21 2.084 0.562 0.923 

22 1.43 0.26 0.691 

23 1.583 0.617 0.689 

Note. S.E. = Standard Error. Dashes (--) indicate the standard error was not estimated. 
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Table 20 

 

Analyses of Covariance for Devices Access (N = 89) 

 

Variable F df P Eta Squared MSE 

Total Device Access 1.646 13 .091 .222 0.097 

Smartphone Ownership .573 1 .451 .007 11.067 

Parental Rules .602 8 .774 .057 12.007 

Note. In this table, the total device access refers to the sum score of owned and additional 

devices available to be accessed within the home. The smartphone ownership refers to if the 

participant owns a smartphone. The parental rules refers to the total number of parental rules 

reported by a participant. 
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Appendix A 

Human Subjects Research Committee Approval Letter 
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Appendix B 

Media Education Screener 

1. Have the students in this classroom participated in any media literacy, digital citizenship, 

or other training on what is appropriate online behavior? 

[   ] Yes 

[   ] No 

2. If yes, what was the program and when was it done? 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Is there anyone else in your school who may have done a similar media literacy, digital 

citizenship, or other training on appropriate online behavior with these students? If so, 

how may I contact them? 
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Appendix C 

Consent & Assent Forms 

Internet, Media, and Technology: What Children Know 
 

Parental/Guardian Consent 

Dear Parent or Guardian,  

 

My name is Barbara Wascher and I am a doctoral student at Alfred University. I am conducting a 

research study to investigate children’s knowledge of appropriate online behavior and skills. The 

purpose of this form is to provide you with information that will help you decide if you will give 

consent for your child to participate in this research.  

 

Key Information About the Study 

The following is a short summary of this study to help you decide whether you want your child 

to be a part of this study. Information that is more detailed is listed later in this form. 

 

The purpose of this study is to investigate if children benefit from direct instruction at school 

about appropriate use of the Internet, media, and technology. Your child will be asked to 

complete a survey, participate in an educational group discussion, and complete a second survey. 

 

Procedures of the Study 

If you agree for your child to participate in the study, she or he will: 

 In the first session, take a survey about themselves, what they know about the Internet, 

and Internet use rules. This should take about 25-30 minutes. 

 In the second session, watch several educational videos about appropriate online behavior 

and skills. Then, your child will participate in a discussion about appropriate online 

behavior and skills. Finally, your child will fill out another survey about themselves. This 

should take about 30-40 minutes. 

 

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study 

While highly unlikely, there are some minimal risks and inconveniences to participating in this 

study. These include:  

 The child may be uncomfortable answering the survey or interview questions.  

 The time the child spends for participating in the study might be considered 

inconvenience.  

 There might be a risk of possible loss of confidentiality, since the study will take place in 

groups and the participant’s responses will be heard and/or seen by other children in the 

study. 

To minimize these risks and inconveniences, the following measures will be taken:  

 Your child can skip any questions that he or she feels uncomfortable answering while 

taking the survey 

 Your child may skip any activity as part of the research.  

 Your child may be directed to a counseling or social support services available at the 

school.  
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 The surveys, interviews, or observations may be scheduled at a time that is convenient to 

the child and at a place that is private. 

 

By participating in this study, you child will gain additional understanding of appropriate online 

behavior and skills, and your child’s participation will add to this research base. 

 

Additionally, for allowing your child to participate in this study, you will receive a packet of 

information and resources related to media literacy, technology, distance learning, and the 

Internet. 

Confidentiality 
Your child’s responses and information will be anonymous and kept private. Due to the nature of 

group discussions, complete confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. The results of this study may 

be used in reports, presentations, or publications, but I will not include any information that will 

make it possible to identify your child. Research information will be kept in a locked file; only 

the researcher will have access to the records. Records will be kept for at least three years after 

completion of the study, after which records may be destroyed at the discretion of the researcher. 

 

Voluntary Participation 

Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. Your child may decline participation at any 

time. You may also withdraw your child from the study at any time; there will be no penalty. 

Likewise, if your child chooses not to participate or to withdraw from the study at any time, there 

will be no penalty.    

 

Contact Information 

If you have questions about the study, e-mail me at bs14@alfred.edu or Dr. Rachel Gardner at 

gardner@alfred.edu. If you have any questions now, or later, about your child’s rights as a 

participant in this research or if you feel your child has been placed at risk, you are encouraged 

to contact Dr. Danielle Gagne, Chair of the Alfred University Human Subjects Research 

Committee, at (607) 871-2213 or electronically at HSRC@alfred.edu. 

 

 

Parental/Guardian Consent 

 

If you DO NOT want your child to participate in this study, please sign the form below and 

return it to school by [MONTH, DAY, YEAR]. Signing and returning this form will dismiss 

your child from taking the survey. If you have no objection to your child taking part in the 

survey, you should do nothing with this form. Thank you. 

 

Your child’s name: __________________________________   

 

Parent/Guardian name: _______________________________________ 

 

Parent/Guardian Signature: ___________________________________ 

 

Date: ___________________________ 

 

mailto:bs14@alfred.edu
mailto:HSRC@alfred.edu


195 

 

Internet, Media, and Technology: What You Know 
 

Assent Form 

 

My name is Barbara Wascher. I go to school at Alfred University. I am inviting you to 

participate in a research study about what you know about the Internet, media, and technology.  

 

Your parent knows about this study and gave permission for you to be involved. If you agree, I 

will ask you to fill out a form with questions about yourself and rules your parents have for going 

online, which will take about 30 minutes. After this, you will watch videos, talk about what was 

in the videos, and finally fill out another question form about yourself that will take about 30-40 

minutes. 

 

You do not have to be in this study. No one will be mad at you if you decide not to do this study. 

Even if you start the study, you can stop later if you want. You may ask questions about the study 

at any time. 

 

If you decide to be in the study, I will not tell anyone else how you respond or act as part of the 

study.  Even if your parents or teachers ask, I will not tell them about what you say or do in the 

study.  

 

Signing here means that you have read this form or have had it read to you and that you are willing 

to be in this study.  

 

 

Name of the Participant (Write your name in the line):  

 

________________________________________ 

 

Signature of the Participant (Put your signature in the line):  

____________________________________ 

 

 

Date:__________________________ 
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Appendix D 

Parent Information Packet 

 

MEDIA LITERACY RESOURCES 

WEBSITES: 

 Common Sense Media: https://www.commonsensemedia.org 

o Parent guides, app and game tutorials, information by age of child and topic, 
educational videos 

 Connect Safely: https://www.connectsafely.org 

o A nonprofit dedicated to educating users of connected technology about safety, 
privacy and security, and offers a variety of resources. 

 Education Reimagined: https://education-reimagined.org/distance-learning-resource-
center/ 

o Information and resources related to distance learning 

Thank you so much for allowing your child to participate in my study about media literacy! 

Media literacy is defined as, “The ability to access, analyze, evaluate, create, and act using all forms of 

communication.” (NAMLE, 2019) 

The goals of media literacy include teaching children of all ages how to properly navigate the digital world: everything 

from changing technology, to social media, to online games, to distance learning. This is a lifelong process that can be 

confusing or tricky at times, however there are many helpful tools and resources that exist. 

Attached are some resources you may find helpful related to media literacy, technology, distance learning, social 

media, and the Internet. 

If you have any questions about these resources, please contact me at bs14@alfred.edu 

And again, thank you. 

 

All the best, 

Barbara Wascher 

National Association for Media Literacy Education. (2019). Retrieved August 30, 2020, from https://namle.net/ 

https://www.commonsensemedia.org/
https://www.connectsafely.org/
https://education-reimagined.org/distance-learning-resource-center/
https://education-reimagined.org/distance-learning-resource-center/
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 NCRL Remote Learning Resources: https://sites.google.com/dpi.nc.gov/remote-
learning-resources/home/parent-resources 

o Technology tutorials (PowerSchool, Office 365, Google Meet, Seesaw, Canvas, 
ClassDojo, etc.) 

 Epic, Digital Library for Kids: https://www.getepic.com/  

o Over 40,000 books, audiobooks, videos and more. Parents get 30 days free; 
Educators get it free 

 
BOOKS 

 The Technology Tail: A Digital Footprint Story by Julia Cook 

 The Berenstain Bears and Too Much TV by Stan Berenstain 

 Chicken Clicking by Jeanne Willis 

 A Little SPOT Learns Online: A Story About Virtual Classroom Expectations by Diane Alber 

 Minecrafters books by Sky Pony Press (Spelling, Math, Reading) 

 eNinja: A Children’s Book About Virtual Learning Practices for Online Student Success 
(Ninja Life Hacks) by Mary Nhin’ 

 Cami and Wyatt Have Too Much Screen Time: a children’s book encouraging imagination 
and family time by Stacy C. Bauer 

 A Smart Girl’s Guide: Digital World: How to Connect, Share, Play, and Keep Yourself Safe 
by Carrie Anton 

 
PODCASTS 

 Media in the Middle 

o Listen to youth voices share about how social media impacts their lives. The 

podcast teams explore topics that will help parents gain a deeper understanding 

of the struggles and challenges of living a 24/7 digital world. 

 ConnectSafely Live 

o A regular podcast featuring guests from education, social media companies, 
health care, mental health, and other fields. Topics include parenting and 
working from home, tips on technology tools and general discussions about the 
day’s pressing events and issues. 

 Trending in Education 

o At the intersection of learning, media, and what's emerging in pop culture, you'll 
find Trending in Education. Topics include media literacy,  

https://sites.google.com/dpi.nc.gov/remote-learning-resources/home/parent-resources
https://sites.google.com/dpi.nc.gov/remote-learning-resources/home/parent-resources
https://www.getepic.com/
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 Parenting Bytes 

o From digital dilemmas like managing screen time and the effects of social media, 
to new apps and devices that can make parenting easier (or at least more fun), 
family tech expert Rebecca Levey, along with tech reporter Andrea Smith and 
blogger Amy Oztan, explore the ups and downs of parenting in the digital age. 

 
ONLINE VIDEOS 

 Introduction to Media Literacy: Crash Course (2 episodes): 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AD7N-1Mj-DU 

 News and Media Literacy Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/news-and-media-literacy 

 Privacy and Internet Safety Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/privacy-and-internet-safety 

 Cellphone Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/cellphone-parenting 

 Healthy Media Habits Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/healthy-media-habits 

 Internet Basics Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/internet-basics 

 Technology Addiction Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/technology-addiction 

 
CHILDREN’S MOVIES RELATED TO THE INTERNET 

 Ralph Breaks the Internet (2018) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AD7N-1Mj-DU
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/news-and-media-literacy
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/privacy-and-internet-safety
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/cellphone-parenting
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/healthy-media-habits
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/internet-basics
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/technology-addiction
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Appendix E 

Teacher Information Packet 

MEDIA LITERACY RESOURCES 

WEBSITES: 

 Common Sense Media: https://www.commonsensemedia.org 

o Parent guides, app and game tutorials, information by age of child and topic, 
educational videos 

 Connect Safely: https://www.connectsafely.org 

o A nonprofit dedicated to educating users of connected technology about safety, 
privacy and security, and offers a variety of resources. 

 Education Reimagined: https://education-reimagined.org/distance-learning-resource-
center/ 

o Information and resources related to distance learning 

 NCRL Remote Learning Resources: https://sites.google.com/dpi.nc.gov/remote-
learning-resources/home/parent-resources 

o Technology tutorials (PowerSchool, Office 365, Google Meet, Seesaw, Canvas, 
ClassDojo, etc.) 

 Epic, Digital Library for Kids: https://www.getepic.com/  

o Over 40,000 books, audiobooks, videos and more. Parents get 30 days free; 
Educators get it free 

BOOKS 

 The Technology Tail: A Digital Footprint Story by Julia Cook 

 The Berenstain Bears and Too Much TV by Stan Berenstain 

 Chicken Clicking by Jeanne Willis 

 A Little SPOT Learns Online: A Story About Virtual Classroom Expectations by Diane Alber 

 Minecrafters books by Sky Pony Press (Spelling, Math, Reading) 

 eNinja: A Children’s Book About Virtual Learning Practices for Online Student Success 
(Ninja Life Hacks) by Mary Nhin’ 

 Cami and Wyatt Have Too Much Screen Time: a children’s book encouraging imagination 
and family time by Stacy C. Bauer 

 A Smart Girl’s Guide: Digital World: How to Connect, Share, Play, and Keep Yourself Safe 
by Carrie Anton 

https://www.commonsensemedia.org/
https://www.connectsafely.org/
https://education-reimagined.org/distance-learning-resource-center/
https://education-reimagined.org/distance-learning-resource-center/
https://sites.google.com/dpi.nc.gov/remote-learning-resources/home/parent-resources
https://sites.google.com/dpi.nc.gov/remote-learning-resources/home/parent-resources
https://www.getepic.com/
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PODCASTS 

 Media in the Middle 

o Listen to youth voices share about how social media impacts their lives. The 

podcast teams explore topics that will help parents gain a deeper understanding 

of the struggles and challenges of living a 24/7 digital world. 

 ConnectSafely Live 

o A regular podcast featuring guests from education, social media companies, 
health care, mental health, and other fields. Topics include parenting and 
working from home, tips on technology tools and general discussions about the 
day’s pressing events and issues. 

 Trending in Education 

o At the intersection of learning, media, and what's emerging in pop culture, you'll 
find Trending in Education. Topics include media literacy,  

 Parenting Bytes 

o From digital dilemmas like managing screen time and the effects of social media, 
to new apps and devices that can make parenting easier (or at least more fun), 
family tech expert Rebecca Levey, along with tech reporter Andrea Smith and 
blogger Amy Oztan, explore the ups and downs of parenting in the digital age. 

ONLINE VIDEOS 

 Introduction to Media Literacy: Crash Course (2 episodes): 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AD7N-1Mj-DU 

 News and Media Literacy Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/news-and-media-literacy 

 Privacy and Internet Safety Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/privacy-and-internet-safety 

 Cellphone Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/cellphone-parenting 

 Healthy Media Habits Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/healthy-media-habits 

 Internet Basics Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/internet-basics 

 Technology Addiction Parenting Tips: 
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/technology-addiction 

CHILDREN’S MOVIES RELATED TO THE INTERNET 

 Ralph Breaks the Internet (2018) 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AD7N-1Mj-DU
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/news-and-media-literacy
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/privacy-and-internet-safety
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/cellphone-parenting
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/healthy-media-habits
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/internet-basics
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/video/advice/technology-addiction


201 

 

Appendix F 

Session Two Direct Instruction Script 

Video 1: Super Digital Citizen (1:58) 

(Video URL: https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/super-digital-citizen) 

Video 1 description: The video opens with a book titled “The Adventures of Super Digital Citizen” with 

the Super Digital Citizen making a power pose. The book opens to a comic book style page with several 

panels. The panels (and audio) depict a yellow pear-shaped fellow saying, “It’s a bird, it’s a plane, it’s… 

wait, who in the world are you”. Super Digital Citizen (SDC) introduces himself, and the pear-shaped 

fellow is introduced as Guts. Guts asks several questions about SDC’s origin and why he is needed, and 

SDC explains that every day kids post, share, play, create, explore, and learn online. “The digital world 

can be a sinister place, so I make sure kids are safe, responsible, and respectful”. As key words are 

exchanged (e.g., safe), they pop up on the screen with a sound. Guts replies to this that SDC is really 

needed after all. SDC responds that he is all about making good choices. The remainder of the video 

follows SDC as he helps Guts fix several potential digital mistakes. The first is changing Guts’ password 

to a more secure, safe option. The second is putting a protective case on Gut’s device and putting it in a 

safe location. The third is asking before sharing a picture someone posted. As Guts fixes the scenarios, he 

is shown to have glimpses of wearing a superhero mask or cape, suggesting that he is becoming a super 

digital citizen as well. The final scene shows multiple other characters in superhero capes and masks, with 

SDC saying, “common sense says that we can all be superheroes each and every day” and the words 

“What are your superpowers?” written on the screen. 

Media literacy concepts addressed: Privacy, management of personal information, appropriate social 

interactions, personal responsibility for what is posted online 

 

Video 1 discussion: 

1. What does a super digital citizen do? 

Sample responses: 

 A super digital citizen is someone who is safe, responsible, and respectful online.  

 Super digital citizens also help others to be safe and responsible online. 

2. In the video, Guts starts to make some digital "mistakes." What were some of the mistakes, and 

what did Guts do to fix them? 

Sample responses: 

 Guts used a password that was not safe enough. He changed it so that it was safer. 

 Guts was throwing around one of his devices. He put a case on his device and then put it 

inside his backpack. 

 Guts was going to share a picture of Heart without Heart's permission. He asked Heart if 

it was OK to share the picture with someone else. 

3. How will you be a super digital citizen when you're online? 

 You should ignore any threatening messages, posts, texts, or emails. 

 If anything is scary or hurtful, you should tell a trusted adult (parent, teacher) 

 If your friend has something mean or hurtful said to them, you should comfort 

them and let them know they’re your friend 

 We shouldn’t say unkind things online or in person, but if we have a problem with 

someone, we need to say something in person. 

 It’s unsafe to meet someone you met online, without your parents knowing. 

 Other answers (will vary). 

Video 1 discussion questions & answers from Common Sense Media (2020) 

(URL: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z0nIv7rR2figlM6TTjEsEY1Mv3Aq4-

LeMR0_4TuwhnI/edit ) 

https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/super-digital-citizen
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z0nIv7rR2figlM6TTjEsEY1Mv3Aq4-LeMR0_4TuwhnI/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z0nIv7rR2figlM6TTjEsEY1Mv3Aq4-LeMR0_4TuwhnI/edit
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Video 2: Private and Personal Information (1:20) 

(Video URL: https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/private-and-personal-

information) 

Video 2 description: The video opens with a red ball being dropped in front of a mirror, with the audio 

prompting you to “look in the mirror” and consider what makes you “you”. Several things are described 

as personal characteristics making you unique (e.g., personality, favorite food, pet, favorite movie). The 

voiceover describes sharing this information as fun and can help you make friends with other people. 

While this is happening, you see other shapes pop up which exclaim matching pictures (e.g., pizza), 

eluding to them all liking those things in common. The voiceover then states how sharing something fun 

that happened as way to keep a memory alive, while the screen depicts a shape flying a kite and sharing it 

online. Further, the voiceover talks about sharing ideas with others. The screen then changes to a shape 

with a thought bubble and the share symbol, as if it is questioning what to share. The voiceover explains 

that it is important to pause and think. Private information (e.g., full name, address, date of birth) is 

addressed, and said not to be shared online unless there is permission from an adult. Personal information 

(e.g., pets, foods, favorite movies) are described as appropriate to share). It is stated that what is shared 

online is shared with not only friends, but the community and the world. The video ends with the question 

on the screen, “what do you share online?”. 

Media literacy concepts addressed: What is appropriate to share online and what is not, 

interconnectedness of the world 

 

Video 2 discussion: 

1. What type of information about you is OK to share? 

Sample responses: 

 It is OK to share personal information. Personal information includes things like: what 

you like to do, your favorite movie, ideas that you have, or even pictures of your pet. 

 It helps you connect with other people 

 

2. What type of information isn't? 

Sample responses: 

 It is not OK to share private information, especially with someone you don’t know. 

Private information includes things that identify you, such as your full name, home 

address, phone number, school, date of birth or pictures and videos of yourself which are 

private.  

 Even screen names or usernames with your real first and last name aren’t safe 

 

3. Why shouldn't you share private information? 

Sample responses: 

 You should not share private information because someone could use it to identify you 

individually. They could try to contact you, or use the information to impersonate you.  

 You should ask a trusted adult before sharing anything private online 

 Passwords shouldn’t be shared 

 You should also not accept friend requests from strangers 

 It is important to think about what you post before you post it 

 

Video 2 discussion questions & answers from Common Sense Media (2020) 

(URL:https://docs.google.com/document/d/1veNHcOmbcJE9YzIQggWoK6IpmGN9hPVkMskn6RVyN

YI/edit ) 

https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/private-and-personal-information
https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/private-and-personal-information
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1veNHcOmbcJE9YzIQggWoK6IpmGN9hPVkMskn6RVyNYI/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1veNHcOmbcJE9YzIQggWoK6IpmGN9hPVkMskn6RVyNYI/edit
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Video 3: Rings of Responsibility (1:32) 

(Video URL: https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/rings-of-responsibility) 

 

Video 3 description: The video opens with the audio prompting you to imagine throwing an empty bottle 

on the floor, and the screen depicts this. The bottles then are shown increasing and going into the street, 

community, and the ocean. The action is described as a “ripple effect”, impacting you, your community, 

and the world. The voiceover describes that what we do online has the same impact as in real life. This is 

said to include what is said, shared, and create- not just impacting your own life, but the lives of friends, 

family, community, and people around the world. The voiceover then states that it is important to think 

before acting online. These are titled the Rings of Responsibility, which are to be used as a guide. The 

video ends with saying “always be responsible to yourself, to your community, and to your world.” 

Media literacy concepts addressed: Interconnectedness, social complexity, responsibility in what you 

share 

 

Video 3 discussion: 

1. How could throwing a bottle out of your window be similar to something you do online? 

Sample responses: 

 Like littering, the things that we share or post online can impact ourselves, our 

communities, and even the world. 

 You should think about how your actions and what you do online impacts others, not just 

yourself 

 For example, if you take a picture with your friend, you should ask them before 

you post it  

 

2. What are the Rings of Responsibility? 

Sample responses: 

 Each ring represents a person or group that you are responsible to (yourself, your 

community, your world). Being responsible to someone means that you must think about 

how your actions will impact them. 

o Self: responsibilities you have to yourself, like making sure you are safe and 

healthy. 

o Community: responsibilities you have to people close to you like your friends, 

teachers, and family. 

o World: responsibilities you have to people you don’t know but who might be 

impacted by your actions. 

 

3. Have you ever heard the term "digital citizen"? What comes to mind when you hear that term? 

Sample responses: 

 Answers will vary. Clarify that being a digital citizen means being someone who uses 

technology responsibly to learn, create, and participate. 

 It’s important to follow the rules that your parents or teachers set about going online 

 You should always think about what you post before you post it online 

 

Video 3 discussion questions & answers from Common Sense Media (2020) 

(URL:https://docs.google.com/document/d/1j2ZCJA75_LVU0QGxyttjQmDDr7Rl_Vl8q_o8kvLciFE

/edit ) 

 

https://www.commonsense.org/education/videos/rings-of-responsibility
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1j2ZCJA75_LVU0QGxyttjQmDDr7Rl_Vl8q_o8kvLciFE/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1j2ZCJA75_LVU0QGxyttjQmDDr7Rl_Vl8q_o8kvLciFE/edit
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Appendix G 

Demographics Form 

Name: ______________________________________________ 

 

How old are you? 

□ 8 

□ 9 

□ 10 

□ 11 

□ 12 

□ 13 

 

Gender: 

□ Male 

□ Female 

□ Other 

 

Race/Ethnicity (check all that apply): 

□ White 

□ Hispanic/Latino 

□ Black/African American 

□ Native American or American Indian 

□ Asian/Pacific Islander 

□ Mixed Race 

□ Other ______________ 

 

My current grade in school is: 

□ 4 

□ 5 
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Appendix H 

Original Media Use and Access Questionnaire (Powers, 2017) 

Questionnaire Description: 

The original questionnaire used by Powers (2017) consisted of 69 items. Powers reported media 

use trends (e.g., gender being a significant predictor of social media accounts [p=.08]; majority 

of students reported frequent device use [74.4%]; favored social media sites reported 

[Instagram, Snapchat, Facebook]) that strongly parallel the aforementioned broad media use 

trends seen in the general youth population. These results suggest strong face validity for the 

questionnaire. The questions pertain to student’s ownership of devices, frequency of use of 

devices, frequency of use of social media, parental Internet regulations, and communication 

preferences. 

Questionnaire Items: 

 

This set of questions is going to ask you about the computers and devices you might use, and 

some of the things you might do on them. 

 

Device Ownership & Use 

1. Did you use a computer yesterday? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

2. What kind of computer do you use most often? 

a. Desktop computer 

b. Laptop or Chromebook 

c. Tablet (iPad, Kindle Fire, Samsung Galaxy, etc.) 

3. Did you use a Smart Phone yesterday? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

4. Did you use the Internet Yesterday? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

5. What did you do on the Internet? 

a. [Text Box Response] 

6. Which type of Internet access do you have at home? 
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a. Dial up 

b. High-speed (wireless, cable, DSL) 

c. I’m not sure 

d. I don’t have Internet access at home 

7. Do you have any of the following items in your home? (Check all that apply) 

a. Video game player (Wii, Nintendo Switch, PlayStation, Xbox, etc.) 

b. Handheld game player (Gameboy, PSP, Nintendo DS, etc.) 

c. Laptop or desktop computer 

d. None of these 

8. Do you personally have your own: (Check all that apply) 

a. Smart Phone 

b. Basic cell phone (not a Smart Phone) 

c. iPod or other MP3 music player 

d. iPod Touch or similar device 

e. Tablet computer (iPad, Samsung Galaxy, Kindle Fire, etc.) 

f. Desktop or laptop computer 

g. Gaming system (Wii, Nintendo Switch, Xbox, PlayStation, etc.) 

h. None of these 

9. Does anyone else who lives in your home have: (Check all that apply) 

a. Smart Phone 

b. Basic cell phone (not a Smart Phone) 

c. iPod or other MP3 music player 

d. iPod Touch or similar device 

e. Tablet computer (iPad, Samsung Galaxy, Kindle Fire, etc.) 

f. Desktop or laptop computer 

g. Gaming system (Wii, Nintendo Switch, Xbox, PlayStation, etc.) 

h. None of these 

10. Do you have any of the following items in your bedroom (or mainly use them in your 

bedroom)? (Check all that apply) 

a. TV 

b. Desktop or laptop computer 

c. Internet access 

d. Gaming system (Wii, Nintendo Switch, Xbox, PlayStation, etc.) 

e. Mobile devices (cellphone, Smart Phone, tablet computer, iPod) 

11. What type of devices do you most often use to access the Internet? 

a. Smart Phone 

b. iPod Touch or similar device 

c. Tablet computer (iPad, Kindle Fire, Samsung Galaxy, etc.) 

d. Desktop or Laptop 

e. Gaming System (Xbox, PlayStation, Nintendo Switch, Wii, etc.) 
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f. None of these 

12. Do you access the Internet from a cell phone, tablet, or other mobile device? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

13. How often do you do each of the following activities on a cell phone? 

 Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Text message     

Take pictures     

Take videos     

Listen to music     

Play games     

Connect to the Internet     

Go to a social networking sites like 

MySpace and Facebook 

    

Watch videos     

 

14. Please select each of the following activities you have ever done: (Check all that 

apply) 

a. Sent or received an email 

b. “Checked In” with a location service on a cell phone, like FourSquare or Loopt 

c. Watched a video on a website like YouTube or Google Video 

d. Posted a video on a website like YouTube or Google Video 

e. Watched a video on an app like Vine 

f. Posted a video on an app like Vine 

g. Created a profile for yourself on a social media site (Facebook, Instagram Tik 

Tok, Twitter) 

h. Created your own character or pet online 

i. Played a video or computer game against other players online 

15. How often do you send or receive text messages on a cell phone? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

16. Thinking only about yesterday, about how many text messages do you send? Your 

best guess is fine 

a. 0-2 

b. 3-5 

c. 6-8 
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d. 9-12 

e. More than 12 

17. When you use a computer how often do you do any of these activities at the same 

time: watch TV, read, play video games, listen to music, text message? 

a. Often 

b. Sometimes 

c. Rarely 

d. Never 

18. When you do homework, how often do you do any of these activities at the same 

time: use a computer, watch TV, read, play video games, text message, listen to 

music? 

a. Often 

b. Sometimes 

c. Rarely 

d. Never 

 

This next set of questions is about social media. “Social Media” means social networking sites or 

programs like Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, Second Life, online chatting or videoing in 

computer games like World of Warcraft, and things you post on sites or apps like YouTube and 

Tik Tok. 

 

Social Media 

19. How often do you go to a social networking site like Facebook, Instagram, or 

Twitter? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

20. How often do you send or receive messages on a social networking site like 

Facebook, Instagram, or Twitter? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 
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21. How often do you send or receive instant messages (Ims) or other online chats? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

22. How often do you use video chat like Facetime, Google Chat, iChat, or Skype? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

23. How often do you write a blog or comment on someone else’s blog? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

24. How often do you visit virtual worlds such as Club Penguin, Second Life, World of 

Warcraft, or The Sims? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

25. How often do you chat through text online with other players in a video or computer 

game? 

□ Almost constantly 

□ Several times a day 

□ Once a day 

□ Several times a week 

□ Once a week 
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□ Less than once a week 

□ Never 

26. How often do you talk through a microphone or headset with other people online? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

27. Which, if any, social networking  sites do you use? (Check all that apply) 

a. Facebook 

b. Twitter 

c. Snapchat 

d. Instagram 

e. Google+ 

f. Vine 

g. Tumblr 

h. Other:_________________________________________________ 

i. I do not use any social media sites 

28. Which social media site do you use MOST often? 

a. Facebook 

b. Twitter 

c. Snapchat 

d. Instagram 

e. Google+ 

f. Vine 

g. Tumblr 

h. Other:_________________________________________________ 

i. I do not use any social media sites 

29. If you have a Facebook account about how many friends do you have? 

a. 1-199 

b. 200-399 

c. 400 or higher 

30. If you have an instagram account about how many followers do you have? 

a. 1-199 

b. 200-399 

c. 400 or higher 

31. If you have a Twitter account about how many followers do you have? 

a. 1-199 
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b. 200-399 

c. 400 or higher 

32. How often do you check your social networking site(s)? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

33. How often do you post things to your own or someone else’s social media sites? 

a. Almost constantly 

b. Several times a day 

c. Once a day 

d. Several times a week 

e. Once a week 

f. Less than once a week 

g. Never 

34. From what type of device do you most often access your social media sites? 

a. Computer 

b. Laptop computer or Chromebook 

c. Tablet (iPad, Kindle Fire, Samsung Galaxy) 

d. Phone 

e. Other device 

 

The next group of questions will ask you about the rules your parents might have about your 

media use. Also, there are questions about social media and your family and friends. 

 

Parental Rules 

35. Do you parents have any rules about which video games you’re allowed to play? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

36. Do you parents have any rules about what you’re allowed to do on the computer 

a. Yes 

b. No 

37. Do you parents have any rules about what you’re allowed to do on the computer 

a. Yes 

b. No 

38. Do you parents have any rules about how much time you can spend playing video 

games 
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a. Yes 

b. No 

39. Do you parents have any rules about how much time you can spend on the computer 

a. Yes 

b. No 

40. Do you parents have any rules about how much time you can spend on your cell 

phone 

a. Yes 

b. No 

41. Do you parents have any rules about how much time you can spend on the internet 

a. Yes 

b. No 

42. Do you parents have any rules about downloading or purchasing apps 

a. Yes 

b. No 

43. In general, how often do your parents make sure you follow the rules they have about 

using media? 

a. Often 

b. Sometimes 

c. Rarely 

d. Never 

e. My parents don’t have any rules about using media 

Personal Preferences 

44. Which of the following is your FAVORITE way to communicate with your friends? 

a. In person 

b. Talking on the phone 

c. Texting 

d. Through a social media site 

e. Using IM or online chat platform 

f. Using a video program (Facetime, Skype, iChat) 

g. Email 

h. Through a computer game 

i. On social media site (Instagram, Twitter) 

45. Which of the following are reasons WHY this is your favorite way to communicate 

with friends? (Check all that apply) 

a. It’s the quickest 

b. We can talk more seriously that way 

c. It’s the easiest 

d. It’s more private 

e. I feel more comfortable talking about personal things that way 
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f. It’s less awkward 

g. I can understand what people really mean better this way 

h. It gives me time to think about how to respond 

i. It’s more fun 

j. Other:__________________________________________ 

46. Which of the following is the MAIN REASON why this is your favorite way to 

communicate with friends? 

a. It’s the quickest 

b. We can talk more seriously that way 

c. It’s the easiest 

d. It’s more private 

e. I feel more comfortable talking about personal things that way 

f. It’s less awkward 

g. I can understand what people really mean better this way 

h. It gives me time to think about how to respond 

i. It’s more fun 

j. Other:__________________________________________ 

 

Impact on Specific Feelings 

47. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More confident  

b. Less confident 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 

d. I don’t use any social media sites 

48. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. Better about myself 

b. Worse about myself 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 

49. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More connected with friends and family 

b. Less connected with friends and family 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 

50. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More sympathetic to what other people are going through 

b. Less sympathetic to what other people are going through 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 

51. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More outgoing 

b. Less outgoing 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 
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52. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More depressed 

b. Less depressed 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 

53. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More popular 

b. Less popular 

c. Doesn’t make a difference one way or another 

54. Using social media makes me feel: 

a. More shy 

b. Less shy 

 

Some people think using twitter or social networking sites like Facebook and MySpace helps 

their relationships with their friends. Other people think using social networking sites and 

Twitter hurts their relationships with their friends and family. We want to know what your 

experience has been. 

 

Impact on Social Relationships 

55. Has using you social networking site mainly helped or mainly hurt or has it not made 

a difference in your relationship with your friends? 

a. Helped 

b. Hurt 

c. It has not made a difference 

d. It was both helped and hurt 

56. Has using you social networking site mainly helped or mainly hurt or has it not made 

a difference in your relationship with your teachers? 

a. Helped 

b. Hurt 

c. It has not made a difference 

d. It was both helped and hurt 

57. Has using you social networking site mainly helped or mainly hurt or has it not made 

a difference in your relationship with your parents? 

a. Helped 

b. Hurt 

c. It has not made a difference 

d. It was both helped and hurt 

58. Has using you social networking site mainly helped or mainly hurt or has it not made 

a difference in your relationship with your other family members like cousins, aunts 

and uncles, or grandparents? 

a. Helped 
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b. Hurt 

c. It has not made a difference 

d. It was both helped and hurt 

 

Please choose if you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 

 

Specific Online Experiences 

59. Using my social networking site has helped me get to know other students at my 

school better 

a. Agree 

b. Disagree 

60. Using my social networking site has helped me stay in touch with friends I can’t see 

on a regular basis. 

a. Agree 

b. Disagree 

61. Using my social networking site has helped me with new people who share a 

common interest, hobby, or activity of mine. 

a. Agree 

b. Disagree 

62. Using my social networking site often distracts me when I should be paying attention 

to the people I’m with 

a. Agree 

b. Disagree 

63. Using my social networking site has helped me be more aware of current events 

a. Agree 

b. Disagree 

64. How often, if ever have you encountered the following types of comments in social 

media: [often, sometimes, rarely, never] 

a. Racist comments, that is, someone putting people down based on their race or 

ethnicity- such as for being Black, Hispanic, Asian, or White or using insulting 

words that refer to race 

b. Homophobic comments, that is, someone putting someone down for being gay or 

using insulting words about being gay 

c. Sexist comments, that is, someone putting girls or guys down in a way that called 

attention to their gender or using insulting words about women or men 

d. Anti-religious comments, that is, someone putting people down for their religious 

beliefs- such as for being Mormon, Jewish, Muslim, Christian, or for not being 

religious enough 

65. Have you ever flirted with someone online or through texting that you wouldn’t have 

flirted with in person? 
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a. Yes 

b. No 

66. Have you ever said something bad about someone online or through texting that you 

wouldn’t have said in person? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

67. Have you ever become friends with someone you met through an online game? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

68. Have you ever edited pictures to make yourself look different before posting them? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

69. Please read each statement below and check any that you agree with: [agree, disagree] 

a. I wish my parents would spend less time on their cell phones and other devices 

b. Sometimes I wish I could just “unplug” for a while 

c. I get frustrated with my friends for texting, surfing the internet, or checking their 

social networking sites instead of paying attention to me when we’re hanging out 

together 

d. Sometimes I wish I could go back in time when there was no Facebook 

e. I love posting photos of me and my friends online 

f. I get stressed out about how I look when I post pictures online 

g. I worry about people posting ugly pictures of me and tagging me in them 

h. I feel pressured to post photos even when I don’t want to 

i. I sometimes feel left out or excluded after seeing photos 

j. I feel bad about myself when nobody comments on or “likes” my photos 
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Appendix I 

Media Use Questionnaire: Access, Ownership, Use, Parental Rules 

 

These questions are going to ask you about the computers and electronics you might use, and 

some of the things you might do on them. 

 

1. Do you have Internet or Wi-Fi at your home? 

□ Yes 

□ No 

 

2. Do you have your own: (Check all that you own) 

□ Smart Phone 

□ Basic cell phone (not a Smart Phone) 

□ iPod or other MP3 music player 

□ iPod Touch or similar device 

□ Tablet computer (iPad, Samsung Galaxy, Kindle Fire, etc.) 

□ Computer 

□ Video game player (Wii, Nintendo Switch, Xbox, PlayStation, etc.) 

□ None of these 

 

3. Does anyone else who lives in your home have: (Check all that they have) 

□ Smart Phone 

□ Basic cell phone (not a Smart Phone) 

□ iPod or other MP3 music player 

□ iPod Touch or similar device 

□ Tablet computer (iPad, Samsung Galaxy, Kindle Fire, etc.) 

□ Computer 

□ Video game player (Wii, Nintendo Switch, Xbox, PlayStation, etc.) 

□ None of these 

 

4. In general, how often do you do each of these? 

 Often Sometimes Not often Never 

Text     

Take pictures     

Take videos     

Listen to music     

Play video games     

Go on the Internet     

Go to a social media site 

(Facebook, Instagram, Tik Tok, 

Snapchat) 
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Watch videos online     

 

The next group of questions will ask you about the rules your parents might have about your 

media use. 

 

5. Do you parents have any rules about any of the following: 

 Yes No 

Which video games you’re allowed to play   

What you can do on the computer   

If you can have a profile on a social media site   

How much time you can spend playing video games   

How much time you can spend on the computer   

How much time you can spend on your cell phone   

How much time you can spend on the Internet   

Downloading or purchasing apps   

 

6. Normally, how often do your parents make sure you follow the rules they have about 

using media? 

□ Often 

□ Sometimes 

□ Not often 

□ Never 

□ My parents don’t have any rules about using media 
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Appendix J 

Media Literacy Scale 

 

Please mark how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 

# Question Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

1 It is safe to friend request 

strangers 

    

2 Passwords should not be 

shared with anyone, except 

trusted adults 

    

3 Private pictures or videos of 

myself should be kept offline 

    

4 It is important to follow the 

rules my parents or teachers 

set for going online 

    

5 Threatening messages, posts, 

texts, or emails should be 

ignored 

    

6 Screen names with my actual 

name in it are safe 

    

7 Unkind things are better said 

online than in person 

    

8 Without parent approval or 

supervision, it is unsafe to 

meet with someone I met 

online 

    

9 Private information (address, 

school location, last name, 

age) is safe to tell people 

online 

    

10 I should always think about 

what I post online before I 

post it 

    

11 A trusted adult should be 

told about anything that was 

scary or hurtful online 

    

12 My actions online do not just 

impact myself, but also my 

community and the world 

    

13  When I use the internet or 

devices, I should think only 

of how my actions affect 

myself 
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14 I should only go on websites 

that are appropriate for my 

age 

    

15 Before sharing a picture of 

myself and my friends 

online, I should ask my 

friends if sharing the picture 

is ok with them 

    

16 I am confident I know what 

my responsibilities are when 

I go online 

    

17 Sharing personal information 

online can help me connect 

with other people 

    

18 I should not give private 

information to someone I 

don’t know 

    

19  I should ask a trusted adult 

for permission before sharing 

private information 

    

20 I feel confident that I know 

the difference between 

public and private 

information 

    

21 It is important for a digital 

citizen to be safe, 

responsible, and respectful 

online 

    

22 If a friend has mean things 

said about them online, I 

should comfort them and let 

them know I am their friend 

    

23 I am confident that I know 

what to do if I see 

cyberbullying online 
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Appendix K 

Media Literacy Scale Informational Table 

 

# Question CSDF Learning 

Standard (General) 

Specific CSDF Learning 

Standards 

Common 

Sense Media 

Video 

Reversal Items 

1 It is safe to friend 

request strangers 

Cybersecurity 

 
 Risks 4-6.CY.1 

 Response 4-6.CY.5 

Private and 

Personal 

Information 

X 

2 Passwords should 

not be shared with 

anyone, except 

trusted adults 

Cybersecurity  Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

3 Private pictures or 

videos of myself 

should be kept 

offline 

Cybersecurity  Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

4 It is important to 

follow the rules my 

parents or teachers 

set for going online 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Rings of 

Responsibility 

 

5 Threatening 

messages, posts, 

texts, or emails 

should be ignored 

Cybersecurity 

Digital Citizenship 
 Response 4-6.CY.5 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Super Digital 

Citizen 

 

6 Screen names with 

my actual name in 

it are safe 

Cybersecurity  Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

7 Unkind things are 

better said online 

than in person 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Super Digital 

Citizen 

X 

 

 

 

8 Without parent 

approval or 

supervision, it is 

unsafe to meet with 

someone I met 

online 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Private and 

Personal 

Information 

Super Digital 

Citizen 

Rings of 

Responsibility 

 

9 Private information 

(address, school 

location, last name, 

age) is safe to tell 

people online 

Cybersecurity 

Digital Citizenship 
 Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 

 Response 4-6.CY.5 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Private and 

Personal 

Information 

X 
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10 I should always 

think about what I 

post online before I 

post it 

Cybersecurity 

Digital Citizenship 
 Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 

 Response 4-6.CY.5 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Rings of 

Responsibility, 

Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

11 A trusted adult 

should be told 

about anything that 

was scary or 

hurtful online 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Super Digital 

Citizen 

 

12 My actions online 

do not just impact 

myself, but also my 

community and the 

world 

Impacts of 

Computing 

Digital Citizenship 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Society 4-6.IC.1 

Rings of 

Responsbility 

 

13  When I use the 

internet or devices, 

I should think only 

of how my actions 

affect myself 

Impacts of 

Computing 

Digital Citizenship 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Accessibility 4-6.IC.6 

Rings of 

Responsibility 

X 

14 I should only go on 

websites that are 

appropriate for my 

age 

Impacts of 

Computing 

Digital Citizenship 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

 Society 4-6.IC.1 

 Ethics 4-6.IC.5 

Rings of 

Responsibility 

 

15 Before sharing a 

picture of myself 

and my friends 

online, I should ask 

my friends if 

sharing the picture 

is ok with them 

Cybersecurity 

Impacts of 

Computing 

 

 Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 

 Society 4-6.IC.1 

Rings of 

Responsibility 

 

16 I am confident I 

know what my 

responsibilities are 

when I go online 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

Rings of 

Responsibility 

 

17 Sharing personal 

information online 

can help me 

connect with other 

people 

Cybersecurity  Safeguards 4-6.CY.3 Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

18 I should not give 

private information 

to someone I don’t 

know 

Cybersecurity  Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 Private and 

Personal 

Information 
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19  I should ask a 

trusted adult for 

permission before 

sharing private 

information 

Cybersecurity  Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

20 I feel confident that 

I know the 

difference between 

public and private 

information 

Cybersecurity  Risks 4-6.CY.1 

 Safeguards 4-6.CY.3 

Private and 

Personal 

Information 

 

21 It is important for a 

digital citizen to be 

safe, responsible, 

and respectful 

online 

Digital Citizenship 

Cybersecurity 

 

 Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Super digital 

citizen 

 

22 If a friend has 

mean things said 

about them online, 

I should comfort 

them and let them 

know I am their 

friend 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Super digital 

citizen 

 

23 I am confident that 

I know what to do 

if I see 

cyberbullying 

online 

Digital Citizenship  Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.6 

 Digital Citizenship 4-

6.DL.7 

Super digital 

citizen 

 

 

SUMMARY 

NYSED Computer Science and Digital Fluency Learning Standards (Grades 4-6) 

 Impacts of Computing 

o Society 4-6.IC.1 (3 questions total) 

o Ethics 4-6.IC.5 (1 question total) 

o Accessibility 4-6.IC.6 (1 question total) 

 Cybersecurity 

o Risks 4-6.CY.1 (2 questions total) 

o Safeguards 4-6.CY.2 (9 questions total) 

o Safeguards 4-6.CY.3 (2 questions total) 

o Response 4-6.CY.5 (4 questions total) 

 Digital Citizenship 

o Digital Citizenship 4-6.DL.6 (8 questions total) 

o Digital Citizenship 4-6.DL.7 (11 questions total) 
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Common Sense Media Videos 

 Rings of Responsibility (8 questions total) 

 Private and Personal Information (11 questions total) 

 Super Digital Citizen (7 questions total) 

 

Reworded Items from Common Sense Media Lesson Quiz (bolded and colored coded) 

 Rings of Responsibility 

o 12-16 

 Private and Personal Information 

o 17-20 

 Super Digital Citizen 

o 21-23 

 

Reversal Items (oppositely worded)  

 1 

 7 

 9 

 13 
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Appendix L 

NYS K-12 Computer Science and Digital Fluency Learning Standards (for grades 4-6) 
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229 
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Appendix M 

 

Original Common Sense Media Quiz Questions 

 

The following questions the original comprehension quizzes created by Common Sense Media 

(2020) for the educational video content. For the following questions, the correct answer is 

bolded. 

Rings of Responsibility – Quiz Questions 

1. Select one answer from the list below. What are the three rings of responsibility? 

a. Me, self, family 

b. Self, community, world 

c. World, Earth, space 

d. School, home, neighborhood 

2. Select one answer from the list below. True or false? When we use the internet or 

devices, we should think only of how our actions affect ourselves. 

a. True 

b. False 

3. Select one answer from the list below. When you go online, what is an example of a 

responsibility you have to yourself? 

a. Share pictures that have my friends in them without asking permission. 

b. Make funny comments to make others laugh. 

c. Go on a website that is OK for kids my age. 

d. Download an app my older cousin shared. 

4. Select one answer from the list below. You and your best friend spent the afternoon 

playing at the park. You took a few photos of you both together and want to share them 

with your friends online. What should you do? 

a. Post them online without asking your friend. 

b. Ask your friend if you can share the photos of you together. 

c. Wait a couple days, then share them online without asking your friend. 

5. Select one answer from the list below. How confident are you about knowing what your 

responsibilities are when you go online? 

a. I feel very confident. 

b. I feel somewhat confident. 

c. I do not feel confident. 

Private vs Personal Information – Quiz Questions 

1. Select one answer from the list below. What is one benefit of sharing information about 

yourself online? 

a. It means you're following the rules. 

b. It can help you connect with other people. 

c. It can help strangers identify you. 
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2. What goes where? Sort items from the list into the best category. Are the following 

examples of private information or personal information? Drag and drop to the right 

category. 

a. Private information: Your full name, A picture with your home address 

b. Personal information: Your favorite song, A picture of your pet 

3. Select one answer from the list below. Clara receives a message online from someone she 

does not know asking for her address. The person says she works with Clara's mom and 

wants to send her mom a birthday card. Why is this a risky situation for Clara? 

a. A person she does not know is asking for private information. 

b. Her mom might not get a birthday card. 

c. The person might get mad if Clara doesn't provide the information. 

d. This isn't a risky situation. 

4. Select one answer from the list below. What should Clara do if a person who claims to 

know her mom asks for her address? 

a. Ask a trusted adult for permission before responding.  

b. Send the address. It's OK because the person says she works with Clara's mom. 

c. Give a fake address because she doesn't really know who the person is. 

5. Select one answer from the list below. How confident do you feel about understanding 

the difference between private and personal information? 

a. I feel very confident. 

b. I feel somewhat confident. 

c. I do not feel confident. 

Super Digital Citizen – Quiz Questions 

1. What is a digital citizen? 

a. Someone who uses digital devices. 

b. A person who plays video games. 

c. Someone who communicates over text. 

d. A person who is safe, responsible, and respectful online. 

2. Select one answer from the list below. Which word summarizes the behavior of a "super 

digital citizen"? 

a. Upstander 

b. Bystander 

c. Bully 

d. Target 

3. Select one answer from the list below. Someone starts spreading mean rumors about one 

of your friends. You decide to tell a trusted adult about the rumors because: 

a. It's fun seeing rumors spread. 

b. An adult can help with the situation. 

c. You don't want to be blamed for the rumors. 

d. You are tired of dealing with your friend's issues. 

4. Select one answer from the list below. Benny sees that Sasha is sad after playing a game 

online. A player posted mean comments about her. What should Benny do? 
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a. Tell Sasha to get over it. 

b. Tell Sasha to send mean messages to the other player. 

c. Ignore Sasha. It's not that big a deal. 

d. Comfort Sasha and let her know that he's her friend. 

5. Select one answer from the list below. How confident do you feel about knowing how to 

be an upstander when you see cyberbullying? 

a. I feel very confident. 

b. I feel somewhat confident. 

c. I do not feel confident. 
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Appendix N 

Debriefing Statement: Student Version 

Thank you for taking part in this research on media literacy with elementary students!  

Please read the material on this form carefully to learn important information about your 

experience in this study, and ask me any questions that you have. After this debriefing, you may 

choose to have information I collected about you removed from this research study.  

 

For this study, it was important that I withhold some information from you about some aspects of 

the study. Now that your participation is completed, I will describe what information was 

withheld and why. I will also answer any of your questions, and give you the opportunity to 

decide whether you would like to have your data included in this study or removed from it.  

 

What You Should Know About This Study  

Before you started participating in this research, you were told that the purpose of the study was 

to collect information about knowledge of appropriate behavior online. However, the actual 

purpose of the study was to see if an informational video and discussion could improve your 

understanding of good online behavior. I did not tell you the true purpose of the study because it 

was important that your responses were spontaneous and not influenced by knowing what I was 

actually studying. 

 

Your Right to Withdraw Data  

Now that you know the true purpose of this research study, you may decide whether you want to 

have your data removed from the study or not. If you choose to have your data removed, you can 

let me know and I will remove your data from the study. There will be no penalties or negative 

consequences for you if you withdraw from the study. Before making your decision, please ask 

me any questions you have.  

 

Confidentiality  

Whether you allow your data to be used in this study or not, please remember that the integrity of 

this research depended on keeping some of the details from you and the other participants. 

Therefore, it is important that you do not tell anyone else outside of your class about the details 

of this study until (date to be determined based on administration of study), when my collection 

of data from other participants will be complete. Although the purpose of this study is different 

from what was originally explained to you, everything else on the consent form is correct. I will 

keep all information I have about you completely confidential, including your decision about 

whether to withdraw from the study.  

 

If You Have Any Questions or Concerns  

Please talk to me, or have your parents reach out on the contact information which was sent to 

them. 



234 

 

Note: The parent copy was reworded from the student version due to differences in delivery and 

context (e.g., read aloud vs. sent home; “you” vs. “your child”), however the parent version 

maintains the same content. 

 

 Debriefing Statement: Parent Copy 

 

Thank you for taking part in this research on media literacy with elementary students!  

Please read the material on this form carefully to learn important information about your child’s 

experience in this study. 

 

For this study, it was important that I withhold some information from your child about some 

aspects of the study. Now that your child’s participation is completed, I will describe what 

information was withheld and why. I will also answer any of your questions, and give you the 

opportunity to decide whether you would like to have your data included in this study or 

removed from it.  

 

What You Should Know About This Study  

Before the study began, you were told that the purpose of the study was to collect information 

about knowledge of appropriate behavior online. However, the actual purpose of the study was to 

see if an informational video and discussion could improve fourth and fifth grade student’s 

understanding of good online behavior. The goal of this study was to see if the students would 

show increased understanding after being directly taught appropriate media literacy skills. I did 

not tell you the true purpose of the study because it was important that your child’s responses 

were spontaneous and not influenced by knowing the true purpose of the study. 

 

Your Right to Withdraw Data  

Now that you know the true purpose of this research study, you may decide whether you want to 

have your child’s data removed from the study or not. If you choose to have your child’s data 

removed, please contact me at bs14@alfred.edu and I will remove your child’s data from the 

study. There will be no penalties or negative consequences if your child’s data is withdrawn from 

the study. Before making your decision, please ask me any questions you have.  

 

Confidentiality  

Whether you allow your child’s data to be used in this study or not, please remember that the 

integrity of this research depended on keeping some of the details the participants. Although the 

purpose of this study is different from what was originally explained to you, everything else on 

the consent form is correct. I will keep all information I have about you completely confidential, 

including your decision about whether to withdraw from the study. The results of this study may 

be used in reports, presentations, or publications, but I will not include any information that will 

make it possible to identify your child. Research information will be kept in a locked file; only 
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the researcher will have access to the records. Records will be kept for at least five years after 

completion of the study, after which records may be destroyed at the discretion of the researcher. 

 

 

If You Have Any Questions or Concerns  

If you have questions about the study, e-mail me at bs14@alfred.edu. If you have any questions 

now, or later,  about your child’s rights as a participant in this research or if you feel your child 

has been placed at risk, you are encouraged to contact Dr. Danielle Gagne, Chair of the Alfred 

University Human Subjects Research Committee, at (607) 871-2213 or electronically at 

HSRC@alfred.edu 

 

And again, thank you so much for allowing your child to participate in this study! 

 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Wascher 
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Appendix O 

Pre-Determined Procedures for Systematic Errors 

 In the event of systematic errors being found, the following procedure will be done. 

Once a specific systematic error is found, an analysis of if remediation is possible will be 

conducted (e.g., all scores are off by five points), and appropriate corrections will take place. For 

example, if one participant is found to have a specific response pattern, that participant will be 

removed from further analysis. A basic analysis and “clean-up” of the data will be conducted at 

this stage. 

If no corrections are possible and systematic errors are widespread within the data 

collected, the results will be documented with a hypothesis of why the systematic error occurred, 

as well as recommendations for improvement in future studies. Additionally, the results of this 

study will be compared to previous research that used the measures (e.g., Powers, 2017; Suana, 

2018; Tsai & Tsai, 2010) in order to assess similarities and differences in the data. Following 

this, a comparison of the current study’s results with data from appropriate literature will be 

assessed as well. Finally, the hypothesis of why the systematic error occurred, similarities and 

differences to previous research and literature trends, limitations of the study, and future 

recommendations will be documented and reported. 
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Appendix P 

MLS Factor Analysis Subscale Items 

 

Information Sharing Guidelines Subscale: items 3, 5, 6, 9, 12, 15 (six items total) 

3 Private pictures or videos of myself should be kept offline 

5 Threatening messages, posts, texts, or emails should be ignored 

6 User names with my actual name in it are safe 

9 Private information (like my address, school location, last name, age) is safe to 

tell people online 

12 What I do online does not just impact myself, but also my community and the 

world 

15 Before sharing a picture of myself and my friends online, I should ask my friends 

if sharing the picture is ok with them 

 

Behavior Moderation Subscale: items 2, 10, 19, 20, 22 (five items total) 

2 Passwords should not be shared with anyone, except trusted adults 

10 I should always think about what I post online before I post it 

19 I should ask a trusted adult if it is ok before sharing private information 

20 I feel confident that I know the difference between public and private information 

22 If a friend has mean things said about them online, I should comfort them and let 

them know I am their friend 

 

Rule Following Subscale: items 1, 4, 7, 14 (four items total) 

1 It is safe to friend request strangers 

4 The rules my parents or teachers make for going online are important to follow 

7 Unkind things are better said online than in person 

14 I should only go on websites that are appropriate for my age 

 

Confidence in Action Subscale: items 16, 23 (two items total) 

16 I am confident I know what my responsibilities are when I go online 

23 I am confident that I know what to do if I see cyberbullying online 

 

Personal Safety Subscale: items 8, 11, 18, 21 (four items total) 

8 Without parents saying yes or being with me, it is unsafe to meet with someone I 

met online 

11 A trusted adult should be told about anything that was scary or hurtful online 

18 I should not give private information to someone I do not know 

21 It is important for a digital citizen to be safe, resp0oponsible, and respectful 

online 
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Item’s Removed from Analysis: 

13  When I use the internet or devices, I should only think about how my actions 

affect myself 

17 Sharing personal information online can help me connect with other people 
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Appendix Q 

Pre-Test Items Organized by Mean Scores 

 

Item 

# 
Item Mean 

Technical or 

Social 

17 Sharing personal information online can help me connect with other people 0.5 Social 

13  When I use the internet or devices, I should only think about how my actions affect myself 1.55 Social 

7 Unkind things are better said online than in person 1.92 Social 

12 What I do online does not just impact myself, but also my community and the world 1.93 Social 

5 Threatening messages, posts, texts, or emails should be ignored 2.07 Social 

16 I am confident I know what my responsibilities are when I go online 2.18 Technical 

23 I am confident that I know what to do if I see cyberbullying online 2.18 Social 

6 User names with my actual name in it are safe 2.22 Technical 
 Overall Mean  2.24  

20 I feel confident that I know the difference between public and private information 2.28 Technical 

8 Without parents saying yes or being with me, it is unsafe to meet with someone I met online 2.29 Social 

22 

If a friend has mean things said about them online, I should comfort them and let them know I am 

their friend 
2.33 

Social 

14 I should only go on websites that are appropriate for my age 2.34 Technical 

15 

Before sharing a picture of myself and my friends online, I should ask my friends if sharing the 

picture is ok with them 
2.38 

Social 

1 It is safe to friend request strangers 2.39 Social 

3 Private pictures or videos of myself should be kept offline 2.42 Technical 

4 The rules my parents or teachers make for going online are important to follow 2.42 Technical 

10 I should always think about what I post online before I post it 2.43 Technical 

2 Passwords should not be shared with anyone, except trusted adults 2.47 Social 

11 A trusted adult should be told about anything that was scary or hurtful online 2.52 Social 

21 It is important for a digital citizen to be safe, responsible, and respectful online 2.53 Technical 

9 Private information (like my address, school location, last name, age) is safe to tell people online 2.65 Social 

18 I should not give private information to someone I do not know 2.8 Social 

19 I should ask a trusted adult if it is ok before sharing private information 2.81 Social 

    

 
Information Sharing Guidelines Subscale 1: 3, 5, 6, 9, 12, 15 (six items total) 

  

 Behavior Moderation Subscale 2:  2, 10, 19, 20, 22 (five items total)   

 Rule Following Subscale 3: 1, 4, 7, 14 (four items total)   

 Confidence in Action Subscale 4: 16, 23 (two items total)   

 Personal Safety Subscale 5: 8, 11, 18, 21 (four items total)   

 Removed: 13, 17   
 


