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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS 

 

Creating a New Definition of Media Archival Literacy: 

A Case Study of Three Introductory Media Archival Courses 

 

by 

 

Shawn Derek Hall 

Master of Library and Information Science 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2021 

Professor Leah A. Lievrouw, Chair 

Abstract 

Having recently become a fully-fledged field independent of media studies and archival studies, 

media archival studies has struggled to define what competencies constitute media archival 

literacy and establish a consistent set of learning objectives to teach in introductory media 

archival courses. Applying Bloom’s taxonomy to three introductory media archival courses’ 

learning objectives, this paper outlines what knowledge, values, and skills are being taught in 

introductory media archival courses and examines the effectiveness of current teaching practices. 

Building upon these case studies, this paper proposes a template of learning objectives to reach a 

new concrete definition of media archival literacy. Consisting of observable action items that 

students can learn in one semester, this template of media archival literacy learning objectives 

aims to standardize media archival education courses to better prepare students for research 

opportunities in the archive and potential careers in media archival studies.  
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Introduction 

Growing from the disciplines of film studies and archival studies, media archival studies 

has solidified itself in the last twenty years as an independent academic and professional 

discipline (Edmondson, 2015). As an outgrowth of this profession, several master’s programs 

throughout the world have been established to teach students media archival literacy and train 

future media archivists. The lack of undergraduate media archival studies programs and courses, 

however, leaves numerous media archivists at academic and non-academic institutions on their 

own to teach media archival literacy to undergraduates. Master’s programs in related fields of 

archival studies, film studies, and history similarly leave instructors on their own to teach 

students how to work with media archival materials, an increasingly important medium of 

research for these fields. Working with professionals from various fields, many media archivists 

rely on their specific knowledge of their collections, media archival skills, and professional 

acumen to expose undergraduates and graduate students alike to media archival collections and 

skills. 

Despite the dedication of media archivists and instructors teaching students their specific 

knowledge, without a clearly agreed upon set of media archival literacy competencies, media 

archival instructors cannot ensure that students are leaving their media archival courses with all 

the basic knowledge, value, and skills needed to work with media archival materials. To draft a 

prospective template of learning competencies that capture the necessary skills required for users 

to work with media archival collections, this paper conducts three case studies of introductory 

media archival studies courses. After analyzing the three courses’ learning objectives and the 

instructors’ effectiveness in teaching students these stated objectives, this paper proposes a 
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standard set of learning competencies that outline clear, observable knowledge, skills, and values 

to act as a new, more specific definition of media archival literacy. Focusing on students’ ability 

to exhibit archival values and search strategies, perform physical motions necessary to handle, 

view, inspect, and preserve moving image materials, and create original knowledge through 

archival research, this new definition of media archival literacy provides a starting point for 

media archival instructors to ensure that their introductory courses teach students how to 

effectively become competent media archives users. 
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Literature Review 

Numerous case studies from media archivists detailing their experiences using media 

primary sources to teach media archival literacy to undergraduates and graduate students in non-

media specific archival programs have been published in journals in the field; however, the 

literature currently lacks critical examination of media archivists’ claims that their current 

practices are successful in teaching students the necessary skills needed to work with media 

primary sources. Media archival education has relied heavily on pedagogy from the broader 

fields of archival studies, history, and film studies to derive desired learning outcomes and 

instructional methods. Because archival studies education rarely includes discussions of media’s 

use in the classroom, media archivists have sought to apply theories and ideas especially for 

media by borrowing three major themes from other fields: teaching archival literacy to students; 

an emphasis on direct contact with primary sources; collaborating with other professionals. 

These three themes help to inform the field’s current, generalized understanding of media 

archival literacy. 

Archival Literacy 

The concept of archival literacy provides a theoretical framework for determining what 

knowledge, values, and skills are required for users to adeptly navigate archival collections. 

Archival literacy can also be helpful in determining what knowledge, values, and skills to teach 

students how to work with media archival objects and what methods to employ to achieve these 

teaching objectives. Archival literacy grew out of library studies’ concept of bibliographic 

instruction and information literacy. In library studies, information literacy is loosely understood 

as “the ability to locate, evaluate, and use information to become an independent lifelong learner” 
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(Kapitzke, 2003, p. 43). As information literacy became applied into an archival framework, 

literacy became the ability for a user to independently find and evaluate primary sources in the 

archives, use finding aids, understand archival terminology, and conduct hands-on research 

methods best suited for archival spaces. 

Because of the wide variety of skills and knowledge required to effectively find and work 

with primary sources in the archives, it is difficult to nail down a list of essential abilities 

students need to learn. In an attempt to identify what knowledge and skills separate a novice and 

an expert archives user, archivists Elizabeth Yakel and Deborah Torres developed a definition of 

archival literacy with three distinct subsections: domain knowledge, artifactual literacy, and 

archival intelligence. They argue that domain knowledge, a user’s outside knowledge of the topic 

being researched, and artifactual literacy, the ability to analyze primary archival sources to 

determine their evidentiary value to a researcher’s questions, are more recognizable and 

emphasized at the expense of archival intelligence. Yakel and Torres (2003) define archival 

intelligence as the “knowledge about the environment in which the search for primary sources is 

being conducted” (p. 52). They further break down archival intelligence into three distinct 

categories: 

1) knowledge of archival theory, practices, procedures; 2) strategies for reducing 

uncertainty and ambiguity when unstructured problems and ill-defined solutions are the 

norm; and 3) intellective skills, or the ability to understand the connection between 

representations of documents, activities and processes and the actual object or process 

being represented. (Yakel & Torres, 2003, p. 54) 
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The authors suggest that archival instructors should put more focus on archival intelligence when 

educating users and students to teach “a more conceptual understanding of archives” (Yakel and 

Torres, 2003, p. 77). 

While Yakel and Torres’ definition of archival literacy is a useful starting point that 

several media archivists have relied on in determining course curriculum, this definition 

struggles to articulate specific actions points for instructors to focus on. Yakel and Torres (2003) 

largely ignore domain knowledge and artifactual literacy in their article, asserting that 

researchers can obtain these skillsets “within the confines of their own disciplines or through 

special interest organizations” (p. 52). Domain knowledge and artifactual literacy are difficult to 

observe and separate from aspects of archival intelligence. Without a set of practical and 

observable skills to rely on, archival literacy is a state of mind defined by theoretical concepts 

that are interpreted differently by each archivist. If the concept of archival literacy is in flux and 

wildly different depending on the instructor, how can media archival literacy as currently 

constituted hope to establish a standardized set of effective learning objectives?  

 In order to observe the effectiveness of media archivists’ teaching methods, it is 

important to define the specific skills and knowledge that users need to learn in order to gain the 

most from archival research and preservation. As archival literacy becomes less of an abstract 

ideal and more of a tangible skillset that can be observed in students, agreeing on concrete 

curriculum to teach students and other users of the archive will allow instructors to more 

effectively communicate and impart archival literacy to new users in the archives. Building off 

Yakel and Torres’ definition of archival literacy, archivist Magia Krause conducted a teaching 

experiment to assess if focusing on archival literacy with undergraduate students adequately 

teaches them skills needed to work in archives. Krause split an undergraduate history class into 
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two groups, a treatment group that received two hours of hands-on archival instruction and a 

control group that received no training. Both groups were given a pre-test that evaluated their 

archival intelligence, asking them to describe archival objects, discern an object’s historical 

context, ask critical questions relating to a research question, and to read a finding aid (Krause, 

2010a, p. 534). After the treatment group received their archival training session, both groups 

were given a post-test that asked the same questions asked on the pre-test but requiring students 

to use different primary sources. While the pre-test scores were similar across the two groups, 

the post-test scores reported “a statistically significant difference in students’ scores at the level 

of every rubric category” (Krause, 2010a, p. 521). Krause concluded that the experiment with 

nearly one hundred undergraduate students showed that “students learn from archival instruction, 

and, as a result, archivists can contribute to the educational missions of their institutions” (2010a, 

p. 528). 

While no similar systematic experiment has been replicated in a media archives course, 

media archivists have advocated for their need to educate a variety of users, including 

undergraduate and graduate students in related disciplines, in media specific archival literacy. 

For example, media archivist Rick Prelinger (2009) has advocated for making accessibility a 

core tenet of media archives, arguing that accessibility will act “as an accelerator of literacy” to 

bring in a more diverse group of users to the archives (p. 173). This call for increasing literacy 

amongst media archival collection users can only go so far before media archival literacy is more 

clearly defined and more effectively taught to students. Vincent Longo (2019), after citing Yakel 

and Torres’ definition of archival literacy, posits that “with an impossibly large amount of 

knowledge for educators to impart and students to retain over the short course of several lessons, 

the primary roadblock to student access is the inability to simultaneously teach each type of 
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knowledge” (p. 66). Media archivists face the challenge of teaching students the unique domain 

knowledge and artifactual literacy needed to work with both digital and physical primary media 

sources alongside the archival intelligence necessary to navigate the archives. 

For media archivists, the skillsets needed to deal with primary media sources is even less 

well-defined than the skills composing archival literacy in archival studies. Media archivists’ 

desire to play an active role in “educating students in the theory and method of media 

historiography” is stunted without clearly defined educational objectives to teach students a 

specific vision of archival intelligence (Groening, 2017, para. 6). The lack of a centralized 

definition of media archival intelligence in the literature makes it difficult to analyze whether 

case studies from media archivist courses and projects were effective in teaching students how to 

adequately use media archive collections. To build off the existing literature, clearly identifying 

what unique skills and knowledge are needed when teaching media archival literacy will also 

help instructors to efficiently impart these skills to students in their courses. This paper fills a 

need for standardized learning objectives by providing a template of concrete learning objectives 

for introductory media archival courses spanning across all three learning domains of Bloom’s 

taxonomy. 

Primary Sources 

Journal articles in archival studies and history have routinely discussed the importance of 

using primary sources to give students hands-on experience in archives. This literature typically 

includes case studies and examples of successful courses, assignments, and activities, 

recommendations for archivists and instructors, tools to plan coursework and evaluate learning 

outcomes, and quantitative studies evaluating the effectiveness of using archival primary sources 
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in class instruction (Society of American Archivists, 2016; Falbo, 2001; Hinchliffe, 2016; 

Krause, 2010a). Much emphasis is placed on the transformative qualities of bringing primary 

sources into the classroom or bringing students into the physical space of the archive. As Falbo 

(2000) writes, using primary sources from special collections in undergraduate course work 

“transforms the traditional pedagogical model in which the teacher owns and disseminates 

information the students lack” (p. 34). Instead of relying solely on the teacher’s or archivist’s 

experience in the archives, students learn basic archival literacy by gaining experience handling 

and studying primary sources in the archive themselves. 

While it is clear that primary sources do play a large role in helping students and new 

users of archives gain experience, archival studies literature often only vaguely describes the 

benefits of primary sources. The connection between users and physical archival objects is often 

mystified as the oversimplistic narrative of primary sources magically instructing students erases 

the concrete learning objectives that are taught through hands-on archival exercises. Primary 

sources are merely a tool that must be supported by proper instruction from archivists not a silver 

bullet that will magically teach students how to work and engage with primary sources. Much 

like archival literacy, the benefits of primary sources need to be more systematically defined and 

discussed explicitly. The benefits of students working with primary sources need to be more 

thoroughly explained using existing and emerging concepts of archival literacy. The increase of 

born-digital content and digitized archival objects also problematizes the narrative of educational 

properties mystically being bestowed upon students through their interactions with physical 

archival objects. 

There are several obstacles for students to have meaningful experiences with primary 

sources. For instance, after interviewing twelve archivists that use primary source archival 
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materials to teach undergraduates, Krause (2010b) found that many archivists have not been 

trained in various teaching skills in their graduate studies (p. 410). The lack of professional 

guidelines for providing instruction in an academic setting hinders the ability for archivists and 

librarians to successfully teach courses without adding more responsibility to their already busy 

jobs. When studying K-12 teachers who include primary sources in their lesson plans, Patricia 

Garcia found that “teachers who attend a traditional archival orientation will learn to find 

primary sources, but they may not be familiar with appropriate methods of finding the optimal 

primary sources for their lesson” (Garcia, 2017, p. 210). In order to effectively use primary 

sources in the classroom, teachers at all levels will not be able to simply share their archival 

knowledge with their students but must also be trained in effective pedagogical approaches to 

teach students archival literacy through appropriate activities, exercises, and assignments that 

involve physical and/or digital primary sources. 

Media archival studies literature has similarly embraced primary sources as a key 

educational tool despite the complexity of effectively using them in the classroom. Media 

archivists often emphasize the need for students to work with physical film, video, and tape in 

order to gain archival intelligence in media archives. For example, Bregt Lameris and Barbara 

Flueckiger (2019) in their University of Zurich film studies course worked to “educate film 

scholars with a deeper understanding of the material side of their objects of study” (p. 93). As 

these students worked with film reels and the technology that produced and exhibited these 

films, they changed “their ideas and knowledge by experiencing the history of cinema in the size 

and weight of a project, the difficulty of making good loops, and the complexity of the film’s 

trajectory through the projector” (Lameris & Flueckiger, 2019, p. 96). Just merely interacting 

with old film and camera equipment did not by itself teach these students; instead, the instructors 
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chose specific journal articles and in-class exercises that contextualized students’ experiences 

with primary sources and archival objects (Lameris and Flueckiger, 2019, p. 95-97). While 

primary sources are important parts of archival education, media archivists should be careful to 

not fetishize primary media sources’ capability to teach students necessary archival skills and 

erase the instructors’ role in choosing the appropriate primary sources for students to work with 

and the importance of in-person instruction that contextualizes these hands-on experiences. 

Alongside the need to include primary sources in media archival instruction, the rise of 

digital media and born-digital content has complicated the role of primary sources in media 

archival education. In a digital media world where less and less incoming students have firsthand 

experience with film, video, and tape, digital media has become a tool to support physical 

primary sources. Emily Carman, a film historian at Chapman University, has learned from her 

own teaching experience that digital repositories can enhance her undergraduate students’ 

research projects in her film history courses. She states that digital tools have indeed “opened up 

the archives and democratized primary materials to make original research opportunities much 

more feasible for undergraduate education” and helped teach students media-related artifactual 

literacy (Carman, 2017, para. 8). Although “focusing solely on digital research has the potential 

to deter students from exploring additional harder-to-access-plentiful physical materials”, using 

digital tools in tandem with primary media sources assists students to develop artifactual literacy 

to investigate and read both physical and digital media (Carman, 2017, para. 7).  

Despite the tension between easily accessible digitized media collections and harder to 

find and handle physical media primary sources, using primary sources in the classroom is an 

important method to teach media archival literacy. With the assistance of instructors, students 

working with primary sources are able to gain artifactual literacy by working with a wide variety 
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of media formats. Using media primary sources is only a part of the educational process of 

teaching students media archival literacy. As Vincent Longo (2019) puts it, “greater digital or 

physical access to archival materials is inconsequential without training in how to navigate and 

find archives (even online archives) and education in how to use them” (p. 63). Finding new, 

effectives ways to incorporate both digital and physical primary media sources will be an 

important step for media archivists in solidifying effective methods and pedagogies to teach 

students various aspects of media archival literacy. 

The Embedded Archivist 

 Originally derived from library studies, the embedded archivist shows the potential for 

archivists to work in the classroom and be involved in creating curriculum. As defined in library 

studies, an embedded librarian works with “faculty to provide library support for a particular 

course” (Fic, 2018, p. 295). Building off this definition in library studies, the term embedded 

archivist has become more accepted in archival studies over the past several years as more 

archivists have become involved in teaching undergraduate and graduate courses and work with 

non-archivist instructors to create curriculum. An embedded archivist “can ‘slow down’ the pace 

at which content is delivered so that students have time to fully digest each step of the research 

process” (Fic, 2018, p. 295). Instead of focusing on single-class instruction sessions that can only 

scratch the service of complex archival research skills, embedded archivists work with students 

one-on-one multiple times during a course to teach students how to engage with primary sources 

and develop relevant strategies to incorporate archival objects into students’ personal research 

process. In other words, an embedded archivist acts as a guide to more effectively teach students 

various aspects of archival literacy by sitting and working with them in the archives. 
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 Embedded archivists stand in stark contrast to one-time instruction sessions meant to 

introduce students to basic archival literacy skills. Patrick Williams notes that “students in an 

information literacy session have little confidence in their knowledge” but that when archivists 

work side by side with students in the archives, both parties are “able to serve as guides to one 

another, to challenge each other, and build on our shared context” (Pagowsky, 2016, p. 118-119). 

Embedded archivists are closely aligned with archival studies’ reliance on and emphasis of 

working with primary sources. Archivists working and experimenting alongside students in the 

archives is clearly a beneficial exercise, similar to using primary sources, but it is not clear to 

what extent embedded archivists can effectively teach students archival literacy. The literature 

includes various educators and archivists relying on their personal experience teaching students, 

such as Williams’ experience quoted above, with little critical examination of the effectiveness 

of embedded archivists as a teaching tool. While these experiences are useful in showing the 

promise of embedded archivists to effectively teach students archival literacy skills, anecdotes do 

not adequately capture the specific skills students can learn from one-on-one instruction and 

hands-on exercises working alongside archivists. 

As media archivists have more readily adopted the concept of embedded archivists, they 

have broadened the meaning of the term. While typically in archival studies literature embedded 

archivists are university and special collections archivists working with students, in media 

archivist studies the definition of an embedded archivist is expanded to include a wider variety of 

specialists and archivists. Connecting students with non-A/V archivists, specialists of various 

media formats, professors from other departments or institutions, administrators, and industry 

experts is seen throughout media archivist educational case studies. One of the distinct 

challenges in media archive studies is the vast amount of knowledge needed to work with 
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various specialized physical and digital formats. Archival media encompasses such diverse 

physical formats as 19th century wax cylinders, thirty-year-old floppy disks, digital formats on 

various computing systems spanning several decades, and a plethora of obsolete playback 

machines. No media archivist can specialize let alone understand how to handle, preserve, and 

study every extant and obsolete form of media. Embedding media specialists outside of the 

university into course instruction allows students to gain more exposure to more varied domain 

knowledge and artifactual literacy in media studies. 

While many media archivists may not have been trained to teach college-level courses, 

their knowledge of their own collections provides invaluable information to the students working 

with primary sources in those collections. For example, during a course at the University of 

Arizona, teaching alongside a film historian, the university’s multimedia and digital collections 

archivist was able to not only walk students through necessary film handling skills but provided 

“suggestions and access to little-known moving image and related collections”, working as an 

embedded archivist in a classroom setting (Purdy & Jenkins. 2019, p. 107). Media archivists 

regularly emphasize that working with other specialists, in this case study a professor of film 

history, allows archivists to combine their knowledge of specific collections and audiovisual 

media handling and preservation expertise with other forms of knowledge both in and outside of 

the archive. Embedded archivists use their unique familiarity with and knowledge of their media 

collections to teach archival intelligence to students. By establishing a concrete definition of 

what skills and knowledge make up media archival literacy, embedded archivists will be more 

effective in sharing their expert knowledge and experience with media collections and the 

archive with students. 
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Media Archival Literacy 

The concepts of archival literacy, primary sources, and embedded archivists that emerged 

from archival studies have shaped how media archivists have chosen which basic knowledge and 

skills in media archival studies to teach their undergraduate and graduate students. The current 

concept of media archival literacy discussed in the literature is defined as the basic ability for 

users to independently navigate media archives by searching, locating, and researching primary 

media archival sources. Simply put, media archival literacy has largely adopted Yakel and 

Torres’ definition of archival literacy and added the stipulation that users need the knowledge to 

work specifically with archival media. This current definition of media archival literacy is both 

non-specific and non-material. Specific knowledge, values, and skills are not laid out for teachers 

to focus on when introducing students to media archives, preferring abstract concepts and ideas 

instead of easily observable outcomes in student work and behavior. Media archivists are still 

grappling with what unique skills and knowledge are included in media specific archival literacy 

and what competencies overlap with archival literacy.  

Using three case studies of introductory media archival courses that aim to teach media 

specific archival literacy, work with primary sources, and include at least one embedded 

archivist, I identify course learning objectives to understand which knowledge, values, and skills 

instructors currently consider to be essential components of media archival literacy. I evaluate 

the effectiveness of each course’s learning objectives, compare these course objectives and their 

efficiency across the three courses, and identify specific important knowledge, values, and skills 

that are missing from course instruction. Synthesizing the courses’ successful learning objectives 

and creating observable learning objectives to cover essential knowledge, values, and skills not 

adequately covered by any of the three courses, this paper creates a new definition of media 
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archival literacy. This new definition builds upon the media archives field’s current definition 

while outlining specific, observable competencies that can be used to teach students a 

comprehensive version of media archival literacy. 
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Methods 

To identify current practices used to teach students media archival literacy and their 

effectiveness, it is necessary to establish a consistent rubric to observe the knowledge, values, 

and skills students have learned and retained at the completion of a course. Media archival 

education literature has not systematically sought to evaluate current teaching practices, usually 

only focusing on a single course taught by the journal article’s author and authors. These case 

studies, increasingly appearing in the literature over the past decade, make it possible to 

investigate what competencies instructors include in their concept of media archival literacy and 

to what extent media archival instructors are successful in teaching their students these 

competencies. To evaluate the effectiveness of media archival courses in teaching their learning 

objectives, I analyze three case studies of introductory media archival courses taught at Pace 

University, University of Michigan, and University of Arizona, respectively. Using these 

courses’ syllabi and their media archivist instructors’ published journal articles discussing their 

experience teaching these courses, I identify the course’s learning objectives, categorize each 

learning objective using Bloom’s taxonomy, and analyze each course’s effectiveness in teaching 

basic media archival literacy competencies. Examining these three courses’ effectiveness in 

teaching students to work with media archival collections encapsulates current media archival 

educational practices and establishes a consistent group of learning objectives that reflect the 

baseline competencies currently being taught to students. 

In the case studies, I first identify a course’s stated learning objectives as found verbatim 

in each course’s syllabus (reference appendices for a complete syllabus for each course). Next, I 

identity learning objectives not included in the course syllabus but articulated by the professors’ 

personal accounts of their course in published journal articles. Including learning objectives from 
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the course syllabus and from the instructor’s personal experiences of the course covers the course 

goals students are working towards learning and any knowledge, values, and skills that students 

learned that may have not be adequately covered or explicitly addressed in the course syllabus.  

For the stated learning objectives in the course syllabus, I analyze how clear the language 

of these objectives are in describing a specific, observational behavior students will learn in the 

course that instructors can tangibly recognize and measure. According to educational instructor 

W. James Popham (1975), “a well-stated instructional objective describes in unequivocal terms 

the desired post instruction status of learners” (p. 48). Instead of stating that students will learn or 

understand vague concepts or skills, a clearly stated objective allows instructors to “detect which 

objectives should be pursued, …design instructional sequences relevant to desired outcomes… 

[and] discern more readily whether an instructional program’s goals have been realized” 

(Popham, 1975, p. 48). Popham’s criteria for specific learning objectives that enable teachers and 

students to focus on the most important aspects of a course help to answer several questions 

about media archival courses. Are media archival instructors’ stated learning objectives clearly 

defined? Do they help instructors and students focus on important knowledge, skills, values, and 

actions needed to work with archival media? Which competencies are being taught in media 

archival courses that are not clearly stated in course learning objectives? Focusing on these 

learning objectives will help in evaluating teachers’ effectiveness in teaching media archival 

literacy and identify any issues or shortcomings with current learning objectives.  

After evaluating the clarity and effectiveness of media archivists’ learning objectives, I 

evaluate how effectively these learning objectives are taught and if students learn these  
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Figure 1. The six levels of the cognitive domain per the 2001 updated Bloom’s taxonomy. From 

Bloom’s Taxonomy, by P. Armstrong, 2010, Vanderbilt University Center for Teaching. 

Retrieved from https://cft.vanderbilt.edu/guides-sub-pages/blooms-taxonomy/. 

 

knowledge, values, and skills by the end of the course. Bloom’s taxonomy provides a framework 

to observe and compare student performance against media archival courses’ stated learning 

objectives. First developed in 1956 by educational psychologist Benjamin Bloom, Bloom’s 

taxonomy is a systematic classification of observable learning outcomes broken into three parts: 

the cognitive domain, the affective domain, and the psychomotor domain (Bloom, 1956). The 

cognitive domain focuses on intellectual categories of knowledge, understanding, and critical 

thinking skills. The affective domain focuses on students’ feelings, emotions, values, and 

interests in the classroom while the psychomotor domain focuses on students’ motor skills in 

learning. Bloom and subsequent education experts have developed structured classification 

systems that break down each domain into multiple subcategories of learning starting with the 

most basic level and building up to the most complex (Gronlund, 1985, p. 33). 

https://cft.vanderbilt.edu/guides-sub-pages/blooms-taxonomy/
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For instance, the taxonomy’s cognitive domain, updated in 2001, lists six different levels 

of knowledge: remembering, understanding, applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating. 

(Krathwohl, 2002, p. 212-215; See Figure 1). Remembering and understanding focus on 

students’ ability to recall and explain facts and concepts. In applying and analyzing, students 

apply the facts and ideas obtained in the remembering and understanding stages in new situations 

and make connections between different ideas and concepts. Evaluating and creating is more 

complex, describing students’ ability to judge arguments, analyses, and critiques and using the 

previous forms of cognitive learning categories to create new, original work. 

In media archival studies, the cognitive domain can be more clearly understood using an 

example of students learning how to preserve physical film prints. Students memorizing the 

deterioration issues and composition of film bases would be at the remembering and 

understanding levels of learning. In the applying and analyzing levels, students might use these 

facts and description of film bases to predict how fifty-year-old acetate 35 film print would 

deteriorate and differentiate between the susceptibilities of nitrate and acetate film bases to decay 

over time. Evaluating would require the students to determine an unidentified film print’s base 

and preservation status using knowledge from lower cognitive levels. Creating would build upon 

their evaluation to develop and design a preservation strategy to ensure that a film print will be 

stored properly based on the film print’s type of base and overall condition. 

The affective domain is similarly broken down into five levels: receiving, responding, 

valuing, organization, and characterization by a value or value complex (Gronlund, 1985, p. 38). 

Receiving and responding include a student’s ability to pay attention to classroom activities, 

demonstrations, and exercises and their active participation in the learning process. Valuing goes 

beyond merely participating in instruction but is a student’s “internalization of a set of specific 
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values…[that] are expressed in the student’s overt behavior” (Gronlund, 1985, p. 38). In 

organization, students begin to synthesize learned values into one single consistent value system. 

In the final stage of the affective domain, a student’s value system influences and controls their 

long-term behavior, allowing observers to consistently predict their behavior based on the 

student’s structured value system. 

The affective domain captures how students in media archival education internalize 

values from the field presented to them by their instructors. For example, a student attentively 

listening to a lecture on privacy rights in media archives and participating in group discussions 

on this topic would be at the receiving level of the affective domain. During the valuing level of 

affective learning, a student might vocalize the significance of data privacy in archival studies 

and commit to applying it in their own value system. The student in the organization stage 

prioritizes data privacy in their internal value system by altering their actions such as asking 

photo subjects for permission to use photos of them for the student’s class project. A student 

would reach the characterizing level when they consistently act in accordance with the data 

privacy being constantly aware of this value and adhering to it in everyday academic and 

professional life.  

The psychomotor domain consists of seven levels: perception, set, guided response, 

mechanism, complex overt response, adaptation, and origination (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). 

Perception and set describes a student’s capability to use their sensory organs to prepare for and 

react to cues and instruction meant to guide their own motor activity. Guided response builds 

upon perception and set as students imitate movements made by an instructor. At this level, 

students learn through trial and error as they mimic these physical motions. After imitating these 

actions, students in the mechanism stage take the actions in the guided response stage and learn 



21 
 

to habitually repeat them with basic levels of proficiency. Through complex overt response, 

students then are able to turn newly learned motor skills into skillfully performed “motor acts 

that involve complex movement patterns” (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). In the adaptation stage, 

students develop these motor actions to the point where they can “modify movement patterns to 

fit special requirements or to meet a problem situation” (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). Finally, in the 

origination stage, students are able to create their own unique physical motions in response to 

new problems or situations that they encounter. 

Psychomotor skills are important in identifying how students learn physical motions that 

are especially pertinent when working with primary media sources. For example, when a student 

is learning how to inspect and handle film at a rewinds bench, reception and set would first 

require the student to identify instructions and steps to use the rewinds bench and then to intently 

observe an instructor performing these steps at a film bench. At the guided response level, the 

student sits at the film bench mimicking physical movements previously performed by an 

instructor with assistance and feedback from an observant instructor. The student would then 

move to the mechanism level of psychomotor skills by repeating these learned actions. Once 

independently performing these actions without guidance the student would move into the 

complex overt response level. Adaptation requires the student to modify these physical 

movements in response to different situations such as changing movement patterns when using a 

differently modeled rewinds bench. Finally, at the origination stage of learning the student will 

independently create new physical movements in new environments and settings. 

Bloom’s taxonomy’s three domains and numerous subcategories provides an effective 

framework to categorize, identify, and evaluate various skills and knowledge that are being 

taught in media archival education. In my study, I apply Bloom’s taxonomy to the previously 
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mentioned three introductory media archival courses to categorize the largely unidentified 

knowledge, values, and skills included in course syllabi that are being taught at each level of 

cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domain. I also use Bloom’s taxonomy to organize a 

template of learning objectives that covers each domain and level of learning and lays out the 

basic competencies for a new definition of media archival literacy that can be taught to students 

in a single introductory course. 

The three media archival courses I use for my case study are taught around the United 

States. All three media courses used archival primary sources, were taught by at least one trained 

archivist, and taught students with almost no experience working with primary media sources 

how to work with media collections in archives. Instructors for each course discussed their 

courses in peer reviewed journals detailing their students’ and their own experiences in the 

course. I identify the stated learning objectives in each course syllabus and any other learning 

objectives recounted in the instructors’ summary and experience of each course. 

Once these learning objectives are clearly identified, I categorize the courses’ learning 

objectives under domains and specific levels in Bloom’s taxonomy to understand what 

instructors are aiming to teach their students. In my discussion section, I compare these 

objectives with the students’ observable behavior throughout the course as described by the 

instructors to evaluate the effectiveness of current media archival courses. I then determine 

which levels of Bloom’s taxonomy are being effectively taught to students and which levels and 

domains need to be given more attention in the classroom or need to be explicitly stated in 

course syllabi. After discussing these findings, I provide a template of learning objectives in each 

domain of Bloom’s taxonomy to assist media archival educators in determining observable 

learning objectives in their courses. This template clearly defines a new conceptual framework of 
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media archival literacy by specifying the necessary knowledge, values, and skills required for 

students to successfully work with media archival collections.
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Analysis and Findings 

The case studies I have chosen include three introductory media archival courses taught 

at Pace University, the University of Michigan, and the University of Arizona. For each course, I 

individually describe each course’s contents and assignments, stated learning objectives included 

in the syllabus, the learning objectives stated in instructors’ journal articles about their course, 

and the general outcomes and learning competencies students learned by the end of the course. 

The learning objectives listed in each course’s syllabus are directed towards students taking the 

course, explicitly outlining which knowledge, skills, and values the instructor intends the 

students to learn. The published journal articles are intended not for the course’s students but for 

the instructor’s professional peers in the media archives and related fields of discipline. A 

course’s syllabus acts as an outline of student behavior while the instructors’ journal articles are 

reports on the course detailing what students learned and achieved.  

One advantage of using instructors’ journal articles is the inclusion of some self-

described deficiencies or failures in their course’s design or execution. One disadvantage of 

relying on these journal articles is the instructors’ bias in self-reporting especially when 

describing how successful the course was in teaching students the instructor’s stated goals. 

Despite this self-report bias, these journal articles provide the best view into what students are 

learning without the capability of being in each instructor’s classroom. Including both course 

syllabi and instructors’ journal articles helps to balance out self-reported data provided by the 

instructors that may overstate, understate, or privilege the more successful students’ experiences 

over others in the course that did not learn, practice, and apply certain learning objectives. 
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In the tables included in this section, the learning objectives from course syllabi are taken 

directly from the syllabus without changing any of the words. The learning objectives from the 

journal articles are slightly edited to remain consistent in tone and tense. 

Case Study 1: Creative Projects in Film History, Spring 2018 (Pace University) 

 In Spring semester of 2018, assistant professor of American and cinema studies at Pace 

University Colin Williamson piloted an experimental course that sought to teach undergraduate 

students media archival research skills using the works of early cinema pioneer Edward 

Muybridge. Williamson himself researches early cinema history in the 19th and early 20th century 

and used his expertise in creating and teaching this course. In this Creative Projects in Film 

History course, students were tasked with creating three different creative exercises using a 

single chronophotographic plate from Muybridge’s 1887 Animal Locomotion series held at the 

University of Pennsylvania. The three exercises required students to first provide historical 

context by creating a short photo-essay of their plate, compare, contrast, and connect the 

Muybridge plate to other audiovisual media artifacts, and reanimate the plate “by turning it into a 

piece of media art” (Williamson, 2018a, p. 2) For the course’s final project, students designed a 

website that displayed the digital exhibition space for their three creative exercises (Williamson, 

2018b).  

By using multimedia research projects as the method for assessing students’ learned skills 

and knowledge at the conclusion of the course, Williamson created an opportunity to observe 

students at several different points of the archival research process. The course heavily focused 

on teaching students how to study and learn from primary media archival sources instead of 
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simply learning about the films and photographs. This process-focused approach is evident in the 

four course objectives outlined in the course syllabus: 

learn how to develop research questions and to employ the appropriate methods for 

answering them using primary and secondary source materials…develop a foundational 

understanding of film history as a field that will help [students] engage with other topics 

in film studies…learn to use audiovisual media to conduct, design, and present original 

research… [and] enhance students’ oral presentation skills. (Williamson, 2018a, p. 1)  

While the course was grounded in early cinema, this subject matter acted as a conduit for 

students to learn far reaching knowledge and skills that can be applied in other topics of film 

studies. Williamson’s course aimed to use projects working with Muybridge’s plates to teach 

students how to study primary media sources to develop relevant research questions and create 

original, accurate, and thought-provoking research and knowledge covering a wide variety of 

fields and topics. 

 Reading assignments for students to complete before class, lectures, workshops, and 

visits to archives and from archivists taught students knowledge, values, and skills that they 

would need to successfully complete their assignments and learn proper research skills. Before 

engaging with artifacts from early cinema, students were required to read various scholars’ 

previous work on Muybridge and his contemporaries to give them basic knowledge in the 

domain of early cinema. Readings later in the term included articles detailing media archaeology 

in an effort to educate students on the artifactual literacy of working with primary media sources 

from the 19th century (Williamson, 2018a, p. 5-7). Class discussion on these readings sought to 

reinforce students’ understanding of the reading materials and their ability to make connections 
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between the articles and their class assignments. Two workshops during the course also enabled 

“students to give and receive feedback on the nature and implication of their work” (Williamson, 

2018a, p. 1). A field trip to the Museum of the Moving Image also exposed students to the 

archival setting that the primary sources are stored, preserved, and often studied in. 

 The courses’ learning objectives for students (see table 1) covered all three of the 

domains of Bloom’s taxonomy with an emphasis on the cognitive domain. In the cognitive 

domain, the course heavily emphasized creation, the highest and most complex level in the 

cognitive domain. To enable students to learn how to create original work in the course, the 

course sought to engage students with all levels of the cognitive domain. At the most 

rudimentary level, students were required to remember and recall facts and basic concepts of 

film history and Edward Muybridge’s work that were covered in assigned readings. Through 

class discussions on the readings and during lecture, students were given the opportunity to 

explain ideas and concepts, an important aspect of the understand level in the cognitive domain.  

Another key theme of the course’s learning objectives in the cognitive domain is analysis. 

Working firsthand with Muybridge’s photographic plates incentivized students to challenge and 

question the myths of early cinema and explore how cinema as a technology and a medium 

developed in the late 19th century (Williamson, 2018a, p. 1). The syllabus states that as students 

work closely with archival materials they will come to “understand the assumptions involved in 

and the consequences of interpreting historical sources” (Williamson, 2018a, p. 1). The final 

project itself aimed to “assess how well students can connect central themes and questions from 

the class to their archival exercises” (Williamson, 2018a, p. 2). Teaching students how to draw 

connections between differing ideas, disciplines, and various media objects built a  solid 

foundation to create new original work instead of merely regurgitating others’ past work 
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Table 1: Course Objectives by Learning Domain (Pace University) 

All page numbers refer to (Williamson, 2019). Course objectives without corresponding page numbers are taken out of the course syllabus found in Appendix A. 
 

 Cognitive Domain Affective Domain Psychomotor Domain 

Learning 

Objectives 

from 

Course 

Syllabus 

• Explore film history and develop a foundational 

understanding of film history as a field 

• Explain why the cinema has developed the ways it 

has for more than a century 

• Learn how to develop research questions through 

original archival research and writing 

• Challenge myths about the origins of motion 

pictures and reflect on the politics of the stories we 

tell about the medium 

• Gain experience in producing strong analyses in the 

form of research writing 

• Combine research writing with short animations 

and other motion picture exercise that will be 

compiled into multimedia projects 

• Learn to use audiovisual media to conduct, design, 

and present original research 

• Give and receive feedback on the 

nature and implication of their 

research 

• Enhance oral presentation skills 

through class discussions and 

participation 

• Engage with other topics in film 

studies (cross-disciplinary) 

• Work closely with archival 

materials, scholarly texts, and 

audiovisual media 

• Become active interpreters and 

creative users of archival materials 

N/A 

Learning 

Objectives 

from 

Journal 

Article 

• Develop a tactile understanding of the techniques 

and technologies Muybridge used (81) 

• Understand the processes of reuse, remediation, 

and recursion that shape the afterlives of archival 

materials (88) 

• Strengthen research writing skills 

• See how inherently linked historiography and 

production are as practices of critically engaging 

with film and media culture (90) 

• Reflect on the perspectives that students bring to 

analyzing and interpreting Muybridge’s work (81) 

• Link 19th century archival materials powerfully to 

our contemporary moment and the digital age of 

information (88, 91) 

• Identify the work students do in the 

classroom as part of a conversation 

with a larger research community 

(86) 

• Turn archives and museums into 

laboratories and transform early 

cinema archives into a space of 

action for students (88) 

• Exhibit curiosity and skepticism, 

wonder and sheer disbelief by 

balancing historical research with 

creative practice and interactive 

exhibition (77, 81) 

• Experience the unique experimental quality 

of handling historical artifacts (77) 

• Treat ‘play’ as a guiding research method to 

make the archive a place of improvisation 

(77, 87) 

• Develop an open mindset of innovation 

when handling artifacts that can lead to 

surprising ways of thinking about and 

interpreting the past (77) 
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and ideas. In total, Williamson’s course relied heavily on the cognitive learning domain to ensure 

students left the course with the ability to develop research questions, produce strong analyses in 

their research writing, and become creative users of archival materials (Williamson, 2018a, p. 1). 

In the affective domain, the course’s learning objectives both encouraged students to 

engage with and internalize values in class discussions, in the archive, and in their creative 

research process. At the most basic level of affective learning, the course expected students to 

“see the work they do in the classroom as part of a conversation with a larger research 

community… [and] take great care and responsibility in presenting their historical research” 

(Williamson, 2019, p. 86). At the responding level of affective learning, the course used class 

discussions to teach students how to give and receive feedback on each other’s work and to 

enhance their oral presentation skills (Williamson, 2018a, p. 1). At the valuing level of affective 

learning, the course aimed for students to embrace cross-disciplinary research and to “work 

closely with archival materials, scholarly texts, and audiovisual media” (Williamson, 2018a, p. 

1). For more complex values, the course sought to control students’ “behavior for a sufficiently 

long time...to have developed a characteristic life-style” that students would continue using in 

subsequent classes, future research opportunities, and eventually in their careers if applicable 

(Gronlund, 1985, p. 39). By the end of the course, students were expected to have learned how to 

become “active interpreters and creative users of archival materials” with the ability and drive to 

create new original research in other courses, situations, or fields (Williamson, 2018a, p. 1). The 

quality of their final project reflects how well each student internalized the creative research 

process and if they will be capable of utilizing these skills in other settings after the conclusion 

of the course. 
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Psychomotor skills were not explicitly addressed in the course syllabus or in the course’s 

instruction as often as cognitive and affective learning skills and knowledge. When describing 

the basic concept of his course, Williamson (2019) described it as a “research methods seminar 

that combined foundational scholarship on early cinema with hands-on use of archival materials” 

(p. 78; emphasis added). Williamson did not specify what hands-on use of archival materials he 

was specifically referring to or how he would seek to teach students the motions and physical 

skills to work with audiovisual materials. Any knowledge or skills on the lower levels 

(perception, set, guided response, mechanism) in the psychomotor domain imparted to the 

students were not included in the course objectives. Workshops centered on handling physical 

archival objects and a visit to the Museum of the Moving Image in the course, alongside readings 

about media archaeology, provided spaces to teach students psychomotor skills and “creative 

uses of archival materials” while working with audiovisual media (Williamson, 2019, p. 77). 

Unfortunately, the exact nature of what psychomotor skills students should learn from these 

exercises and spaces was not specified and outlined clearly in the syllabus or in Williamson’s 

subsequent journal article summarizing his experience with the course. 

In the course syllabus, Williamson does not explicitly mention any learning objectives in 

the psychomotor skills domain; however, in his journal article, he mentions several learning 

objectives he sought to teach his students at the psychomotor domain. These course objectives 

lacked any concrete specifications for lower-level psychomotor skills but did address origination, 

the most complex level in the psychomotor domain that requires students to create “new 

movement patterns to fit a particular situation or specific problem” (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). 

Williamson (2019) hoped his course would teach students that the idea that “handling historical 

artifacts has an experimental quality that can lead to innovation and new interpretation” (p. 77).  
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Instead of clearly outlining proper handling techniques for legacy media, Williamson 

aimed to teach students improvisation when handling early cinema artifacts as an exploratory 

step in the research method. He hoped to help students see the archive as a research laboratory 

and a space of action, experimentation, and play (Williamson, 2019, p. 88). Workshops and 

unstructured one-on-one time instruction in the archive may have provided students with some of 

the lower-level psychomotor skills and knowledge needed to build towards the more complex 

psychomotor skills of origination that are outlined in the syllabus; however, without these lower-

level psychomotor skills clearly outlined in the syllabus, it is unclear if students were adequately 

prepared to achieve the course’s learning objectives in the origination level. Including specific 

lower-level learning objectives in the psychomotor domain, such as describing the physical 

movements needed to view a film reel, would have better prepared students to achieve the 

course’s learning objective at the origination level that expects students to treat the media archive 

as a laboratory of experimentation. 

Case Study 2: Authorship and the Archive, Winter 2019 (University of Michigan) 

 At the University of Michigan, film history and theory professor Matthew Solomon and 

films studies librarian Phillip Hallman have taught the Authorship and the Archive course 

several times over the past decade. Starting first in 2013, the course has taught undergraduate 

students media archival skills using the personal papers and collections of such filmmakers as 

Robert Altman, Orson Welles, and Nancy Savoca. While the course has changed slightly since 

its first inception in 2013, the course’s final project when taught most recently in Winter 2019 

required students to “create a multi-paneled exhibition based on research they have done using 
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archival materials” from a single filmmaker’s collection assigned at the beginning of the 

semester (Solomon et al., 2017, para. 9).  

The course’s purpose was to give students the ability to create their own original research 

projects within the confines of archival research while working with primary sources. Matthew 

Solomon observed the following about his students’ experience with research prior to taking the 

course: 

[students] have generally become fairly adept at writing thesis-driven research papers that 

marshal an array of published secondary sources. This is what might be called a “top-

down” approach to research since it tends to involve fairly specific research questions 

that can be partially answered through a process of hypothesis-testing and attempts to 

reconcile, verify, refute, or complicate published research findings. Students are less 

comfortable with more open-ended research assignments, which are often greeted with 

some version of the following (expressed with varying degrees of impatience and 

frustration): “I don’t understand what you want us to do/look for/find.” The preferred 

reply, however unsatisfactory, challenges the students to figure it out for themselves, and 

sounds something like this: “I don’t know. You tell me [what interests you and/or what 

you found, but hopefully both]. (Solomon et al., 2017, para. 3) 

As an alternative to a “top-down”, hypothesis-testing research approach that students taking the 

course are more accustomed to, the course’s final project attempted to teach students how to 

glean information straight from an archival object. When researching for their final project, 

“rather than being asked to formulate and answer research questions…[students] are tasked with 

generating new knowledge from the contents of a carefully circumscribed archival collection in 
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‘bottom-up’ fashion” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 109). Instead of assigning a more 

traditional research paper, working directly with a small sample of primary media sources 

allowed students to learn how to create original knowledge through archival research and gain 

information literacy working with primary sources. More than half of the appointed class 

sessions were spent in the University of Michigan’s Hatcher Library where students were given 

time to work with their assigned collection alongside the instructors. 

  To ensure that students stayed focused on creating original knowledge from their 

assigned box of archival objects, class lectures gave students context and background for the 

filmmaker’s work. For example, in Winter 2019 the class used independent filmmaker Nancy 

Savoca’s collection. They watched several of her films in class during the semester, worked on 

revising and updating her Wikipedia page based on their research, and even video conferenced 

Savoca herself (Hallman & Solomon, 2019a, p. 2). These class sessions focused on the 

filmmaker’s background allowed students to focus on the information provided by the 

filmmaker’s archival objects instead of trying to piece together the filmmaker’s entire career 

while rummaging through boxes of archival material. This bottoms-up approach, focusing on a 

small group of archival objects from a single filmmaker, created an ideal environment for 

students to learn and experience the archival research process themselves. While the course does 

hope to expose students to a single filmmaker’s work and the various holdings of the university’s 

archive, the main purpose of the course was to teach students research methods that they could 

apply to archival research outside of the course. Teaching students domain knowledge buttressed 

the emphasis of teaching artifactual literacy and archival intelligence. 

 The course’s learning objectives (see table 2) heavily focused on the cognitive domain 

and the creation level of learning. The course’s syllabus for the 2019 Winter semester states that  
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Table 2: Course Objectives by Learning Domain (University of Michigan) 

 Cognitive Domain Affective Domain Psychomotor Domain 

Learning 

Objectives 

from 

Course 

Syllabus 

• Become acquainted with unique Screen Arts and 

Cultures archival resources in U of M Special 

Collection Library 

• Conduct original primary-source research in an 

archival setting 

• Create new knowledge not available online or in any 

published form using resources in the collections 

• Create multimedia content that informs others about 

UM’s singular collections (e.g., exhibit panel, 

audiovisual essay) 

• Foster collaboration 

• Open up collection to future 

researchers (access) 

• Participate in hands-on 

laboratory environment 

Learning 

Objectives 

from 

Journal 

Articles 

• Practice processes of primary-source research 

• Learn information literacy for primary sources (109-

110) 

• Synthesize newfound knowledge and present it 

jargon-free to an audience unfamiliar with the 

material (¶ 10) 

• Work with a limited number of primary resources 

(109) 

• Apply analytical concepts to unfamiliar examples (¶ 

5) 

• Analyze and argue for an archival object’s relevance 

and significance to one’s research question  (¶ 7) 

• Find pertinent materials to one’s research question 

and adjust research trajectories based on available 

archival materials (¶ 5) 

• Make arguments about an item’s significance to the 

director’s career as a whole by contextualizing it in 

relationship to other primary and secondary source in 

the form of a brief illustrated presentation  (¶ 4) 

• Stimulate creativity rather than 

reproducing received knowledge 

(109) 

• Practice persistence, endurance, and 

patience while systematically 

working through individual items in 

archival folders and boxes (109) 

• Learn from experience and respond 

to unexpected connections and 

conjunctions (110) 

• Formulate ideas and 

connections by touching 

and handling materials 

(112)  

• Using a lab-based 

teaching model, learn 

hands-on archival 

research methods (114) 

All page numbers refer to (Hallman & Solomon, 2019b) while all course objectives cited by a paragraph number are taken from (Solomon et al., 

2017). Course objectives without corresponding page numbers are taken out of the course syllabus found in Appendix B. 
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the course’s “overarching goal is to create new knowledge not available online or in any 

published form both individually and collaboratively by using the singular resources of these 

collections” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019a, p. 1; emphasis added). The final project challenged 

students to combine the various cognitive knowledge learned in the course to create multimedia 

content about the university’s special collections by conducting original primary source research. 

At the remember and understanding levels of the cognitive domain, students engaged with course 

readings, discussions, and visits from filmmakers and archivists to learn basic facts about the 

filmmaker’s work. Structured class time in the Hatcher Library working with the collection also 

provided time to teach students lower-level cognitive knowledge related to archival literacy, 

specifically discussing the makeup and purpose of a finding aid and “the implicit logic that 

dictates the organization of collections and individual boxes” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 

110).  

 The cognitive level of application was routinely emphasized in the course in class 

exercises with archival objects. After coming to understand the basic principles of examining 

primary media sources in the archive, students learned “to formulate new ideas through a spatial 

and tactile process” as they sorted through documents in the archive (Hallman & Solomon, 

2019b, p. 112). As students applied these archival literacy skills during their research, they drew 

connections between the various items in the collection which is an essential part of the analyze 

level of  the cognitive domain. As part of their analysis, students in the course were encouraged 

to “apply analytical concepts to unfamiliar examples, find pertinent materials, and change their 

research trajectories” if new information or connections changed the dynamics of their research 

question (Solomon et al., 2017, para. 5). The course instructors acted as guides, supervising 

students as they independently practiced applying archival knowledge taught in course 
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instruction as they handled primary sources. In class discussions and class presentations, the 

students then analyzed information they garnered from primary sources to create and share new 

original information with the class. 

Evaluation, one of the most complex levels in the cognitive domain, was regularly 

emphasized in the course. When creating their eighteen-panel exhibition using materials from 

their assigned box in the collection, students were forced to evaluate which archival objects 

provided significant information and justify an object’s inclusion in their exhibit. To practice this 

skill in the course, students were given short five-to-ten-minute presentations focusing on a 

single document in the materials they had worked with over the previous week. In front of the 

class, students made “an argument for [the object’s] relevance and significance to the research 

questions” of their project (Solomon et al., 2017, para. 7). As students appraised, judged, and 

defended the significance of a single archival object in answering an aspect of their research 

question, students solidified their ability to analyze primary sources to create new knowledge 

unique to the items found in the archive. 

Because of the course’s focus on creating original archival research, the affective domain 

was an important aspect. The course focused on teaching values related to working with primary 

source material that students could understand, practice, and take with them after the conclusion 

of the course. Using class discussions and workshops, the course at the receiving level of the 

affective domain aimed to foster collaboration between students and faculty and to stimulate 

“creativity rather than encouraging students— either explicitly or implicitly— to reproduce 

received knowledge” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 109). At the valuing level of the affective 

domain, instructors instilled the value of open access by framing their final exhibition as an 
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effort to “open up [the University of Michigan’s] singular collection for future researchers” 

(Hallman & Solomon, 2019a, p. 1).  

The most ambitious course objective attempted to teach students values of archival 

research that are acquired through years of experience working with collections. At this 

characterization level of the affective domain, the instructors taught persistence, endurance, 

patience and “systematically working through individual items in archival folders and boxes” 

(Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 110). While the course only lasted for fifteen weeks, the 

instructors had ensured that “the course structure, the course objectives, the course outcomes, 

and even the setting and duration of class sessions have been adjusted to serve the goal of 

teaching archival research— nothing short of a humanity laboratory class” (Hallman & Solomon, 

2019b, p. 110). Working with archival materials in three-hour long collaborative class sessions in 

the university’s special collections library, the instructors allowed students to implement the 

values stressed in the course as they practiced methodical archival research. While supervising 

and guiding students during these lab-based working sessions, the instructors observed how their 

behavior had changed as a result of real-time guidance and values taught in the course. Other 

than a participation grade and observing students while they work in the library, the course did 

not provide robust evaluation to measure whether students had internalized values taught in the 

course or had changed their behavior because of their experience in the course. 

The psychomotor skills in the course took a back seat to the more focused-on cognitive 

and affective domain. Other than one reference to hands-on archival research, the course 

objectives do not explicitly address knowledge in the psychomotor skills. Students did however 

come away from the course learning some psychomotor skills. The previously mentioned lab 

time spent working with archival materials provided unstructured time for the instructors to 
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“teach students hands-on archival research methods” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 114; 

emphasis added). Handling physical archival materials forced “students to slow down and 

ponder what they are reading, as they see, touch, hear, and often even smell what they encounter 

in the archive, rather than moving forward to aggregate information as quickly as possible” 

(Hallman & Solomona, 2019, p. 112). Instead of teaching students set motions, the course 

invited students to experiment using several senses when interacting with primary media sources. 

Besides supervision during class time, the course had no system for evaluating what 

psychomotor skills students were learning and incorporating in their research method. Much like 

the course previously discussed at Pace University, lower-level psychomotor skills were not 

explicitly outlined in the course’s learning objectives or focused on during course instruction. 

The course syllabus is sparse on learning objectives. In the cognitive domain, the learning 

objectives focus almost solely on the create level without detailing any analytical or evaluation 

skills essential to synthesize and create new knowledge during archival research. In the affective 

domain, the course syllabus only mentions the requirement for students to foster collaboration 

and make the archival materials accessible to future researchers. For the psychomotor domain, 

the instructors only list a vague notion that students will participate “in a hands-on humanities 

laboratory environment” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019a, p. 1). Besides listing readings and 

assignments, the syllabus does not mention specific activities or methods that students will 

undertake to learn and practice the course’s learning objectives. 

In an article in The Moving Image Journal and an online article in the Society of Cinema 

and Media Studies’ Teaching Dossier Journal, the instructors more clearly outline what learning 

objectives they worked towards teaching their students in the course. In the cognitive domain, 

they list knowledge and skills at the understand, apply, analyze, and evaluate levels that students 
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learned during their time in the course. Learning objectives the instructors list include 

synthesizing newfound knowledge, analyzing an archival object’s relevance to one’s research 

question, and making arguments about an “item’s significance to [a] director’s career” (Solomon 

et al., 2017, para. 4).  

The affective domain learning objectives included in the journal articles addressed more 

complex learning levels than those listed in the syllabus. For example, the instructors sought to 

teach students to practice persistence, endurance, and patience while “systematically working 

through archival folders and boxes” (Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 109). This complex skill at 

the level of organization in the affective domain requires sustained practices as students need to 

change their behavior and synthesize a consistent value system. The psychomotor learning 

objectives included in the journal articles are just as vague as the single psychomotor learning 

objective briefly mentioned in the course syllabus. While the instructors do clarify that students 

in the course are to learn psychomotor skills by touching and handling archival materials in an 

archival setting, they do not specify which specific archival materials and what psychical 

movements students will observe, practice, and demonstrate in the course. 

Case Study 3: Media Archaeology, Fall 2019 (University of Arizona) 

 Jennifer L. Jenkins, a film history and English professor at University of Arizona, and 

Trent S. Purdy, a multimedia digital collections archivist at the University of Arizona Special 

Collections library, teamed up to teach an experimental course on moving image archiving. The 

course utilized Jenkins’ skills as a researcher and Purdy’s experience in media archives to teach 

students both research methods and hands-on film handling techniques. The course took 

advantage of a then recently acquisitioned collection of 16mm films for the students to study. 
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Students at the beginning of the course picked one film from the university’s 16mm film 

collection to work with throughout the semester. Students examined the film on the archive’s 

film inspection equipment and researched both the physical object itself and its intellectual 

content. Each student worked throughout the semester with their film to write a research paper 

using their archival object, prioritizing their media artifact as a primary source, “relegating 

collateral paper and ephemeral materials to a secondary role” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 102). 

 To support students and assist them during their semester long research and writing 

process, several exercises were assigned to the students along with weekly discussion posts 

centered on concepts covered in the weekly readings and lectures. The first assignment in the 

course required students to compile a sequenced shot list from a six-minute clip from a silent 

film. Detailing the film’s camera movement, edits, transitions, shot types, and compositions of 

the frame, students wrote a three-page report analyzing “how the particular directorial choices 

evident in the decoupage work to construct the meaning of the scene” (Jenkins, 2019a, p. 1). 

Following the decoupage assignment, students submitted a two-to-three-page description and 

analysis of a single media artifact in the university’s collection. Both of these assignments 

allowed students to apply and practice research methodology and gain feedback from the 

instructor before completing their research for their final fifteen to twenty-page research essay. 

 The class instruction consisted of three units each lasting several weeks. The first unit, 

Learning to Look, included “a survey of historical and contemporary media, techniques of fiction 

and nonfiction moving image narrative, and basic film history and theory” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1). 

The second unit, called Methodologies: Learning to Analyze, taught students “methods, 

materials, and approaches to researching moving image documents, including identification and 

use of technologies, descriptive metadata, primary and archival source materials, and historical 
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context” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1). The third unit of the course entitled Applied Practice combined 

the knowledge covered in the previous two sections and gave students class time to work on their 

final projects to view, inspect, and research their single film in the archive’s 16mm film 

collection. This three-pronged instruction approach taught students basic film history 

background, skills to interpret and analyze the moving image, and practical knowledge on how to 

meld hands-on archival research with film analysis and history to create original knowledge. The 

course heavily encouraged students “to go straight to the film or video and use the paper 

resources as supporting evidence rather than the more traditional reverse” (Purdy & Jenkins, 

2019, p. 102).  

The course’s first six weeks in the Learning to Look unit of the course focused 

predominantly on the cognitive domain (see Table 3). At the remember level of the cognitive 

domain, students were asked to recall basic facts about film history and theory and memorize 

keywords and concepts to inform their film analysis skills. For example, as part of a homework 

exercise before week two, students made their own working glossary of film analysis terms (e.g., 

mise-en-scene, 3-point lighting, and diegetic sound) (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 4). Building upon 

memorizing these terms and concepts, in the understanding level of the cognitive domain 

students were taught to understand “the mechanics of film and video as recording, preservation, 

and aesthetic media” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1).  

The knowledge and principles students were required to remember and understand 

provided the groundwork for students to analyze film and archival objects. For example, 

students’ understanding of historical, cultural, and social contexts of film production taught in 
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Table 3: Course Objectives by Learning Domain (University of Arizona) 

 Cognitive Domain Affective Domain Psychomotor Domain 

Learning 

Objectives 

from 

Course 

Syllabus 

• Become familiar with the range of sources and 

discourses that informed historical media production 

• Gain knowledge of basic media history and theory 

• Understand the mechanics of film and video as 

recording, preservation, and aesthetic media and its 

funding methods 

• Develop strategies for discovering and analyzing 

historical film and video as evidentiary material 

• Demonstrate understanding of the material through 

sophisticated analysis, critical thinking, and writing 

skills with appropriate command of the disciplinary 

discourse 

• Synthesize research and analysis in appropriate 

scholarly form as a research paper, journal article, or 

archival exhibit or installation 

• Explore the moving image as evidence across the 

disciplines, from Film Studies to History to 

Anthropology, the Social Sciences, and the 

Humanities (cross-disciplinary) 

• Participate in discussions that promote critical 

inquiry and collegial exchange of ideas 

• Relevant, active, and intelligent participation as 

evidence of students’ engagement with the 

material 

• Respect materials, students, and professor 

• Act in forthright, professional, and timely manner 

• Demonstrate the value of archivists and 

practitioners collaborating in the academic 

research process 

• Espouse self-discipline, respect, and inclusivity 

• Demonstrate basic film 

and video handling and 

preservation methods 

Learning 

Objectives 

from 

Journal 

Article 

• Become familiar with tools to locate primary source 

materials in the library’s catalog (103) 

• Think about locations, shooting contexts, and the 

historical moment that produced a particular media 

record (106) 

• Think critically about the historical, cultural, and social 

contexts for the creation of primary source media (103-

4) 

• Learn to locate paper and moving image primary 

source materials that support one’s research (106) 

• Work with primary media sources before relying on 

paper resources as supporting evidence (102)  

• Learn archival literacy and archival intelligence skills 

(102) 

• Build on analysis skills by expanding one’s analytical 

comfort zones (103) 

• Understand archival principles and practices, and 

develop successful search strategies in research (102) 

• Interpret and assess the value of records as evidence 

(102) 

• Dismantle fear, trepidation, or hesitancy to work 

in the archives (106) 

• Successfully thread a 

projector (102) 

• Learn basics of film 

handling (102)  

• Inspect films noting edge 

codes, soundtracks, film 

content, and the film’s 

overall preservation 

condition  (102)  

• Interrogate primary 

sources via hands-on 

exploration (102) 

• Learn and practice 

archival best practices for 

moving image artifacts 

and resources (102) 

All page numbers refer to (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019). Course objectives without corresponding page numbers are taken out of the course syllabus found in 

Appendix C. 
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the first unit of the course gave students the language to use when “discovering and analyzing 

historical film and video as evidentiary material” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1). Both the Decoupage 

assignment and Media Artifact Assessment focused less on producing original research than on 

the students’ ability to breakdown and analyze a moving image as both content and as a physical, 

archival object. These short two-to-three-page assignments provided a useful checkpoint for the 

instructor to check students’ comprehension of the materials covered so far in the course and 

their progress in analyzing both a film’s intellectual content, production, history, and cultural 

significance. Students’ engagement with the analyze level in the cognitive domain supported the 

course’s objective at the evaluation level of learning to teach students to “interpret and assess the 

value of records as evidence” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 102). 

While the first and second units of the course focused on the understand and analyze 

level of the cognitive domain, the final unit gave students time to work on creating their final 

research paper. Most students in the course were familiar with research writing at this point in 

their education; however, the archival research required to write this final paper was a new skill 

that required students to create original knowledge from the university’s 16m film collection. 

Students also gave a ten-minute presentation to the class summarizing their research and their 

findings as part of their final project. Other than this presentation, the students did not have 

opportunities to share their original work with those in or outside the class. 

 The course also taught various values pertaining to the affective domain of learning. At 

the most basic level of receiving, the course invited students to “explore the moving image as 

evidence across the disciplines, from Film Studies to History to Anthropology, the Social 

Sciences, and the Humanities” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1). Directing the student’s attention to the 

connections between various disciplines prepared them to view films and archival media objects 
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in different lights to glean a wider variety of information. At the responding level, the course 

encouraged students to participate in discussions that “promote critical inquiry and collegial 

exchange of ideas” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 3). Students’ relevant, active, and intelligent participation 

in class discussions provided an adequate avenue for the instructor to discern a student’s 

understanding of course materials and how they were starting to interact with the values taught in 

the course readings, lectures, and exercises. 

 The course syllabus sets expectations for students to learn “behavior that is consistent and 

stable enough to make [a] value clearly identifiable”, an essential aspect of the valuing level of 

the affective domain (Gronlund, 1985, p. 38). During the course, students were expected to act in 

a forthright, professional, and timely manner while respecting the materials, students, and the 

professor (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 8). Collaboration with both archivists and academic researchers, 

self-discipline, respect, and inclusivity were values expected from the students in the course 

during structured class time and during their research. These higher-level values expected of the 

students in the course were largely vague and not specific to media archival literacy; however, 

these stated objectives in the affective domain show what the course’s instructors deemed as 

important and planned to teach their students. 

 The psychomotor domain was an essential component for the students as they handled 

and studied archival media. Before taking this course, the students had almost no experience 

working with analog media and were nervous to touch and work with archival media. According 

to the instructors, “handling and closely observing [film] formats and their playback hardware 

demystified moving image primary source materials for these students, successfully alleviating 

the barrier of anxiety of working with moving image formats and the fear that they would break 

something” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 104). Breaking down the barrier between the students and 
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the physical object belongs in the two lowest levels of the psychomotor domain, perception and 

set. Observing others handling media and touching it themselves allowed the students to use their 

“sense organs to obtain cues that guide motor activity” to prepare them to enact the proper 

techniques when first learning how to handle media formats (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). 

 Archivist Trent Purdy demonstrated for the students how to inspect a 16mm film and 

8mm on a film bench. At the guided response level of the psychomotor domain, students were 

subsequently given the chance to imitate Purdy’s movements themselves while Purdy 

supervised. As students repeated these inspections more autonomously during their research 

project on these films, they entered the mechanism level of learning, confidently turning newly 

learned movements into habit. Students at this level learned how to unwind film, use a loupe to 

inspect 16mm and 8mm film on a film bench, and thread a film through a projector on their own. 

After students had seen demonstrations from the instructors and practiced with supervision, 

students became comfortable enough to inspect films without assistance from the instructors. If 

students took advantage of the course’s unstructured time for students to handle media in the 

archive, by the end of the course students could perform complex movement patterns 

proficiently. At this complex overt response level of psychomotor learning, movements were 

almost automatically performed without hesitation and “with ease and good muscle control” 

(Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). 

 The loftiest learning objective under the psychomotor domain in the course was to teach 

students “archival best practices for moving image artifacts and resources” (Purdy & Jenkins, 

2019, p. 102). While threading a projector or unwinding a film on an inspection bench required 

students to perform simple, repeatable actions, understanding and implementing best practices 

when inspecting and handling moving image artifacts and resources requires students to “modify 
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movement patterns to fit special requirements… [and have the ability of] creating new 

movement patterns to fit a particular situation or specific problem” (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). 

These skills at the adaptation and origination level of the psychomotor domain may be too 

difficult for students to achieve in one semester with limited time to work with primary source 

media; however, Purdy’s role as a supervising embedded archivist working alongside students as 

they inspected and handled film gave students access to Purdy’s knowledge gained from his 

years of experience working hands-on with archival media. Students at the end of the course 

became skilled in performing film inspections, both on a film bench and using a projector, but 

needed more experience and work with a wider diversity of film collections before they could 

adequately learn psychomotor skills at the highest levels of adaptation and origination. 

 Of the three courses in this study, the University of Arizona’s syllabus includes the most 

comprehensive listing of learning objectives in the cognitive and affective domain. Students 

reading the syllabus are quickly aware of what knowledge, values, and skills the course expects 

them to learn. The journal article adds some more cognitive and affective domain learning 

objectives and fleshes out more specific psychomotor learning objectives not specified in the 

course syllabus. While the syllabus simply states that students will need to demonstrate “basic 

film and video handling and preservation methods”, the journal article specifically names several 

observable psychomotor learning objectives (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1). From listing skills such as 

successfully threading a projector and learning “archival best practices for moving image 

artifacts/resources”, the journal article better describes what physical movements are taught in 

the course (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 102). In both the syllabus and the journal article, the exact 

methods for teaching these skills and the lower-level psychomotor skills of perception, set, and 

guided response are not present. 
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 In all three courses, the journal articles written by the courses’ instructors fill in missing 

gaps of learning objectives not included in the syllabus. While these journal articles are useful 

resources to examine what competencies instructors focus on, they do not help the students focus 

on specific actions to learn the course’s desired knowledge, values, and skills. In future iterations 

of these courses, instructors should work to update their syllabi to better include learning 

objectives outlined in their journal articles. Overall, the course syllabi and the journal articles 

summarize what knowledge, values, and skills instructors aim to teach their students and which 

important competencies they see as integral parts of their understanding of media archival 

literacy. 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

By categorizing the learning objectives of these three case studies using Bloom’s 

taxonomy, the priorities of these three media archival studies courses become clearer and easier 

to compare. Relying on the instructor’s experience with their courses in journal articles, I 

compare the learning objectives of each course with the students’ experience in the course. 

Based on the above findings and students’ experience, I evaluate which levels in Bloom’s 

taxonomy were effectively taught and internalized by students and which need more attention in 

future iterations of the course. This discussion produces a template of learning objectives that 

defines which skills and knowledge across all three learning domains are essential in teaching 

students media archival literacy. This new and more specific definition of media archival literacy 

will help to evaluate current introductory media archives courses and identify steps instructors 

and media archivists can take to ensure that their courses and interactions with students in the 

archive will effectively teach them the necessary knowledge, values, and skills for students to 

use, research, and preserve media primary sources in the future. 

Observed Student Behavior 

 The success of each course’s carefully crafted learning objectives, lectures, exercises, 

class discussions, and assignments are best observed in the students’ completed work and their 

behavior in the course. The instructors of each course have outlined the competencies students 

learned in their courses and even mention some of the shortcomings of their course. While these 

accounts of student behavior may suffer slightly from instructors’ self-reporting bias, they 

nevertheless provide the best method for evaluating students’ behavior in each course. These 

observations of students’ behavior and work before, during, and at the completion of the course 
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highlight the knowledge, values, and skills that were successfully internalized by students. 

Comparing students’ change over the course shows which learning objectives students achieved 

and which could be improved upon in future iterations of each course. 

 For Williamson’s course on Edward Muybridge’s work at Pace University, students’ 

engagement with the course demonstrated their newfound basic understanding of early cinema 

history and the fundamentals of archival research. At the beginning of the course, many students 

knew Edward Muybridge’s name or at least recognized his iconic photographs of a racing horse; 

however, students sometimes held “Muybridge up as one of the ‘fathers’ and ‘inventors’ of 

motion pictures and readily identify his images as ‘primitive’ emblems of the cinema’s 

‘infancy’” (Williamson, 2019, p. 75). According to Williamson, this teleological narrative of 

Muybridge’s works the students held coming into the course conjured “an image of that period 

as a mausoleum filled with the ‘dead’ or inanimate remains of old media that subsequent 

innovations rendered obsolete, both as cultural artifacts and as objects of study” (Williamson, 

2019, p. 75). After creatively repurposing Muybridge’s work, students had successfully 

challenged “linear conceptions of history by privileging the idea of circularity and the ways in 

which, rather than being replaced and left behind the past periodically returns and gets renewed 

in different forms” (Williamson, 2019, p. 83). The students’ evolved understanding at the 

completion of the course of Muybridge’s work reflects the effectiveness of the course’s cognitive 

learning objectives to have students challenge myths of the motion picture’s origins and explore 

film history.  

Students’ behavior also shows the course effectively taught students to develop research 

questions and analyze primary sources. Speaking of their experience in the course, one student 

observed that “I was given the creative freedom to come up with something of my own and 
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learned to find connections that might be unexpected, even if they are hidden in plain sight” 

(Williamson, 2019, p. 88). Students aptly connected 19th century archival materials to the 

contemporary moment in their creative projects. For example, one student used Muybridge’s 

photographs of deer to research the concept of urbanization and the destruction of forests since 

the late 19th century to present day (Williamson, 2019, p. 77) Students also successfully 

internalized values addressed in the learning objectives concerning the affective domain. For 

example, “the stakes of addressing an audience outside of the classroom encouraged students to 

take great care and responsibility in presenting their historical research”, meeting the course 

objectives to enhance students’ oral presentation skills and place their work as part of a larger 

conversation within the research community (Williamson, 2019, p. 86). The creative nature of 

students’ final online exhibit of their class exercises shows students’ ability to learn the values of 

cross-disciplinary co-operation and prioritize primary source archival materials over secondary 

sources. 

In the University of Michigan course of Authorship and the Archives, many students 

entering the course had experience in researching secondary sources but little experience with 

archival materials and primary source documents. According to the instructors, the students were 

skilled in “synthesizing existing publications to support thesis driven arguments… [but were] not 

entirely sure how to deal with primary source evidence and open-ended research directives” 

(Hallman & Solomon, 2019b, p. 110). Lacking the proper archival intelligence, students were 

uncomfortable searching, studying, and evaluating materials in the poorly indexed, hard-to-

browse archival collection selected for the course. As they worked in the archive and curated 

their own exhibit for the course, students learned to:  
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gain mastery of the subject quickly and expedite their empathy with the artist. Quickly, 

the romantic notion of the film director as a mythological figure or abstraction 

dissolves. Unlike using a database or secondary source for gaining information in the 

research process, they grasp how an individual letter, for example, fits within the context 

to the collection as a whole. They make big-picture connections and see the beginning, 

middle, and end of the artist’s career. (Solomon, et al., 2017. para. 10) 

The course’s emphasis on hands-on research with the collection’s archival materials taught 

students how to find materials pertinent to their research questions. By curating an exhibit, 

students demonstrated their ability to create new knowledge straight from the archives, analyze 

and evaluate an item’s relevancy to their research, and learn information literacy to work with 

primary sources. Students’ behavior shows that the course effectively taught its stated cognitive 

learning objectives. 

 The course’s affective learning objectives are harder to measure solely based on the 

students’ semester-long projects. For example, the course’s learning objective to teach students 

persistence, endurance, and patience when searching for and studying items in archival folders 

and boxes is difficult to observe by looking at a student’s finished project. Instructors relied on 

observing and guiding students during their time researching in the archive to ensure that they 

developed and applied these values while participating in class and completing the coursework. 

Lower-level learning objectives in the affective domain, such as stimulating creativity and 

fostering collaboration, were reinforced in course exercises and assignments. More complex 

affective learning objectives, such as persistence in the face of unexpected connections and 

conjunctions when researching, required more one-on-one instruction during students 

unstructured time examining objectives in the archives. 
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 Similar to the course taught at Pace University, the University of Michigan course 

emphasized observing and evaluating cognitive and affective learning objectives over 

psychomotor skills. Because of the physicality of psychomotor learning, evaluation is best done 

in-person when students work with archival materials. Class instruction, structured exercises, and 

unstructured opportunities for students to work with film and other archival materials provided 

the best system for observing whether students were learning psychomotor skills taught in the 

course. While the instructors did address some psychomotor learning objectives and briefly 

addressed these skills in their observations of their courses, the coursework did not adequately or 

explicitly lay out which movements students should be able to perform. Instructors relied mainly 

on demonstrating physical movements for students in class time. In their journal articles, 

Williamson, Hallman, and Solomon failed to describe how proficiently students learned and 

adapted the physical movements taught in the course. 

Students’ behavior as observed by the University of Arizona instructors similarly 

highlights the successes and shortcomings of introductory media archival courses. Students 

coming into the course had no previous experience working with time-based media, analog 

formats, or mechanical playback equipment although many had “some experience with paper-

based research” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 104). The course’s cognitive learning objectives 

focused on giving students the needed tools to navigate archival collections and analyze primary 

sources for their research project.  

Students worked alongside media archivist Purdy to “locate paper and moving image 

primary source materials that supported their research” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 106). In one 

instance, a student having trouble finding items documenting a filmmaker’s experience during 

the production of a specific short film worked alongside Purdy to learn how to use a finding aid 
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to locate the filmmaker’s journals, correspondence, and shot lists. Working with this collection, 

this student discovered B-roll film and outtake footage from the short film and promptly took the 

“lead in mounting the film and viewing its frames for content” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 106). 

After inspecting one reel, the student continued inspecting the other film reels he found without 

assistance from the instructors. This one student’s experience searching the collection and 

finding material to research shows both the course’s ability to teach students archival intelligence 

and hands-on film inspection skills. 

 Students increased their confidence throughout the course during class exercises in the 

archive. Even at students’ first encounter with the film inspection bench, students demonstrated 

their capability to adapt to new research environments once shown the basic actions and skills 

for each function. After Purdy demonstrated how to mount a 16mm film on a rewinds bench and 

instructed students how to reel through the film, students responded to the lack of a light box on 

one of the inspection tables and pulled their phones’ flashlights to inspect the film (Purdy & 

Jenkins, 2019, p. 104-105). Responding and adapting to these circumstances shows the students’ 

ability to not only learn the psychomotor skills and motions as demonstrated to them by their 

instructors but their capability to modify best practices to “fit special requirements or to meet a 

problem situation” (Gronlund, 1985, p. 40). Alongside the course’s efficiency in teaching 

students repeated movements like threading a projector or placing a film on a viewing bench for 

inspection, their ability to adapt to extenuating circumstances in the archive proves their ability 

to learn archival best practices and adapt these skills to meet their own special research needs or 

the preservation status of the archival object. While it is impossible to learn every single archival 

best practice for various media formats in a single semester, these students gained the ability to 

apply their knowledge and adapt to possible future situations and archival research opportunities. 
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 The University of Arizona course emphasized psychomotor skills more than the other 

courses but had less learning objectives targeted towards the create level in the cognitive domain. 

Assignments, including the decoupage, media artifact assessment and bibliography assignment, 

focused on analyzing and evaluating objects in the special collections. Teaching these 

application and analytical skills in the first sections of the course prepared students to create 

original knowledge in their final projects. Most students wrote an original research paper, 

although students also had the option of creating a detailed finding aid for an item in the 

collection in lieu of the final paper.  

This final project fulfills the course’s learning objective to “synthesize research and 

analysis in appropriate scholarly form as a research paper, journal article, or archival exhibit or 

installation” (Jenkins, 2019b, p. 1). While the create level of cognitive knowledge is emphasized 

more at the end of the semester, “over the course of the semester, students came to realize that 

archival holdings could offer them topics and evidence that would produce research that was 

truly original” (Purdy & Jenkins, 2019, p. 107). Outside of three students in the course that 

submitted their final research papers to regional history journals, the majority of students did not 

have the opportunity to share their research papers with anyone outside of the classroom like the 

curated exhibits at the University of Michigan or the online digital projects created by the Pace 

University students. By completing a traditional fifteen-to-twenty-page research paper, students 

in the course learned how to apply new archival research skills in the familiar written form of a 

thesis driven research paper instead of creating research in a strictly novel avenue that increased 

the visibility and accessibility of the archive and its collections to other students and patrons. 

Observing student behavior as described by the course instructors highlights the learning 

objectives in each domain in Bloom’s taxonomy that the students successfully learned by the 
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completion of each course. Overall, these three courses excel in teaching students knowledge in 

the cognitive domain, focusing their course assignments and final project on developing 

students’ ability to analyze primary sources to create original research. In the affective domain, 

students’ frequent participation in course discussions and in-class exercises effectively engaged 

them in the responding level of the affective domain. An emphasis on the values of cross-

disciplinary collaboration, access, and relying on primary sources alongside providing students 

an opportunity to apply these values in their assignments and class time engaged students at the 

valuing level of the affective domain. In a single semester, these courses prepared students to 

develop deeper affective skills at the levels of organization and characterization but had no 

concrete tools to evaluate whether students had begun controlling their behavior to develop a 

characteristic lifestyle built upon important core values taught in the course.  

The psychomotor domain in these courses leaves much lacking. Even the University of 

Arizona, which had the most emphasis on psychomotor learning of the three case studies 

covered, lacked clearly stated learning objectives to direct students towards gaining these 

necessary skills working with media collections in the archive. While all courses had some form 

of formal instruction teaching students how to handle archival materials and unstructured time 

for students to work with and research media collections, emphasis was placed on more complex 

psychomotor skills, such as adaptation and origination, instead of teaching students basic, 

repeatable movements. How effective can teaching students to create new movement patterns 

when handling archival media material be without first teaching students how to skillfully 

perform mechanical movements without any guidance? More emphasis should be placed on the 

lower levels of the psychomotor domain, such as perception, guided response, and mechanism, 

to allow students to perform basic physical movements in the archive. All three of these courses 
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teach the required physical movements to help students complete their assignments in the course 

but fail to adequately teach students to skillfully repeat these movements in future academic, 

professional, and research endeavors. More focus on clearly stated psychomotor learning 

objectives provide a solid foundation for students to learn physical movements to handle, view, 

inspect, and preserve a myriad of media formats in future study or research. 

Despite some areas that need improvement, all courses have some level of engagement 

with most if not all levels across the three learning domains. The next step for these courses 

should be to clearly define learning objectives to ensure that students actively learn, cultivate, 

and internalize these knowledge, values, and physical movements at all levels in Bloom’s 

taxonomy. Building on the previous observations of the students’ behavior in these courses and 

the effectiveness of the courses’ learning objectives in the three domains of learning, I compile a 

template of learning objectives that define which knowledge, values, and skills are essential in 

teaching students media archival literacy, proposing a new definition of media archival literacy 

with specific, observable competencies. 

Template of Media Archival Literacy Learning Objectives 

Building upon the successes of the three courses in the case study, my compiled template 

of learning objectives for media archival instructors aims to fill in the gaps of each course 

previously discussed and provide a starting point for instructors to copy and personalize learning 

objectives to their own specific teaching course and situation. Many of the learning objectives in 

the proposed template were adapted directly from successful learning objectives from the case 

studies. Several other learning objectives in the template were drafted to address a learning level 

not adequately addressed in the case studies, especially in the psychomotor domain, or missing 
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completely. Similar learning objectives were combined into one objective or simplified to reach 

the most basic competencies students need to adequately work with archival media collections. 

Each introductory media archival studies course will have different resources depending upon 

the instructor’s experience, access to archival materials, and funding. This template focuses on 

the underlying knowledge, values, and skills that students can learn and practice in a single 

course that will provide students with a diverse and sturdy foundation to become literate working 

with media archival collections. 

Table 4 lists learning objectives in each level of learning across all three domains of 

Bloom’s taxonomy. The template’s learning objectives in the cognitive domain begin at the 

remember level, the simplest level of the cognitive domain. To lay the groundwork for other 

knowledge students need in an introductory media archival studies course, students need to first 

gain domain knowledge of the archival materials they will be researching in the course. For 

example, the students in the University of Michigan course studied Nancy Savoca’s career and 

watched her films before working with her collection. At the understand level of learning, 

students also need to understand how moving images are created, studied, and preserved. For 

example, students working with 16mm film need to understand the chemical makeup of celluloid 

film to properly handle and inspect the material. Knowledge of film production will also allow 

students to research both the artifacts itself and the social, historical, and cultural background 

surrounding the production of the media artifact. The learning objectives at the remember and 

understand levels provide the basis for specific domain knowledge students will need as they 

examine and research various moving image resources in the archives. 

At the apply and analyze levels of cognitive learning, the template focuses on teaching 

students the archival intelligence to better understand how to work within the archives and begin 
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Table 4 Template of Learning Objectives for Introductory Media Archival Studies Courses 

Cognitive Domain Affective Domain Psychomotor Domain 

Recall facts and basic concepts 

from media history and film 

theory 

Acknowledge and follow rules 

in the archives and classroom 

Demonstrate and describe the 

characteristics and uses of 

different material components 

among specific media formats, 

playback machines, and 

moving image technologies 

Describe mechanics of film 

and video production, 

preservation, and aesthetics 

Demonstrate oral presentation 

skills through class discussion 

and participation 

Memorize physical movements 

required to perform basic 

media archival tasks (i.e., 

thread a projector, mount a 

film on rewinds) 

Define and explain basic 

archival theory and principles 

including provenance, respect 

de fonds, and conservation 

Espouse self-discipline, 

respect, and inclusivity 

Repeat motions as 

demonstrated by the instructor 

or archivist 

Implement successful search 

strategies to search for and find 

relevant archival materials 

during research 

Initiate cross-disciplinary 

collaboration 

View, handle, and inspect 

moving image materials on 

suitable playback machines as 

evidentiary research material 

Challenge previous assumed 

knowledge when presented 

with new and original 

information 

Demonstrate persistence, 

endurance, and patience during 

systematic archival research 

Independently prepare moving 

image materials for inspection 

and playback 

Produce strong analyses in 

original research (writing, 

creating exhibits etc.) 

Prioritize studying primary 

sources over secondary source 

archival materials 

Store moving image materials 

in appropriate storage 

environment 

Contextualize archival 

objectives and evaluate an 

item’s significance to one’s 

research question 

Describe legal/evidentiary 

value of research materials 

Formulate original ideas and 

connections by touching and 

handling archival materials 

Interpret and assess the value 

of records as evidence 

Balance historical research 

with creative practice and 

interactive exhibition 

Use archival materials as 

forms of improvisation and 

play 

Develop and adapt pertinent 

research questions before and 

during primary source research 

Increase access to future 

researchers by making research 

available to the academic 

community and the public 

Demonstrate best practices in 

moving image conservation 

and preservation 

Conduct, design, and present 

original research to audiences 

of various skill levels working 

with archival materials 
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the research process. Students at this stage will need to build upon their knowledge of basic 

archival theory and principles to skillfully navigate the archives. Students at the apply level of 

learning use their understanding of provenance from the understanding level to find relevant 

materials in a collection. When learning and implementing search strategies to find relevant 

archival materials, students will need to understand the purpose of finding aids, articulate the 

advantages and disadvantages of different online search systems (i.e., keyword, Boolean, etc.), 

and practice using these resources in the archive to find a variety of archival objects. Upon 

finding relevant archival objectives, students will need to learn how to analyze the information 

conveyed by the artifact itself and make connections between the artifact, other archival 

objectives in the collection, general social, political, and historical events and trends, and the 

creator’s or subject’s life and career. In order to prepare students to include their analysis in 

original research in the course, students need to be capable of challenging previously assumed 

knowledge when confronted with novel and original information in the archive. 

The learning objectives at the evaluate and create levels of cognitive learning focus on 

teaching students artifactual literacy. After learning to apply their understanding of archival 

principles to finding and analyzing primary media sources in the archive, students need to 

connect their findings to a research question. Assessing an item’s value as evidence and 

evaluating an archival object’s significance to one’s research question organizes a student’s 

research into a presentable fashion. Students will also need to cultivate the flexibility to evaluate 

whether their research question fits with the information they gain from analyzing archival 

objects and primary and secondary sources of knowledge. As students constantly evaluate the 

relevancy of archival objects to their research pursuits, they will be capable of carrying out and 
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presenting original archival research that can be shared with those inside the course and with 

other professionals across similar disciplines. At the create level, students learn and practice the 

previous lower-level learning objectives in the cognitive domain. As students create original 

research in presentable exhibits, papers, and artistic projects, instructors are given tangible proof 

of students’ engagement with cognitive knowledge and can evaluate which knowledge and skills 

they have learned and utilized to create their final project. 

The learning objectives in the affective domain reflect values required for students to 

actively work with archival materials and create original research from studying media archival 

materials. At the receiving level, students are required to attentively follow and obey the 

classroom’s and archive’s rules to successfully learn basic archival principles and skills taught 

by instructors. At the responding level, this attentiveness translates into participation in class 

discussion and class exercises cultivating students’ comprehension and oral communication 

skills. At the more complex level of valuing, students internalize values and begin practicing 

them in completing assignments. Some of these values include self-discipline, respect for the 

archival materials, and inclusivity when working with their classmates or professionals. These 

values can be observed as students complete course assignments, participate in in-class exercises 

in the archive, or work with archival materials. 

Learning objectives in the organization and characterization stage attempt to instill values 

in students that they can independently practice after the completion of the course. The values 

listed in the template are necessary ideas and concepts that students need to develop in order to 

create original knowledge from media archival objects. For example, as students prioritize 

studying primary sources over secondary source archival materials in their research, they focus 

on materials that can give them unique insight into a filmmaker, media object, or event. 



61 
 

Balancing historical research with creative practice and interactive exhibition allows students to 

both analyze media objects for their content while also discovering various ways to use the 

physicality of the archival object for research. Emphasizing a student’s responsibility to make 

media archives more accessible to future researchers and the public helps students to internalize 

a core tenet of archival ethics to increase the visibility of the students’ research and encourage 

individuals in other disciplines to learn more about the archive. 

Like the cognitive and affective domain in the learning objective template, the 

psychomotor domain covers competencies needed for students to become proficient in media 

archival literacy. At the perception stage, the template outlines the students’ need to recognize 

the difference between media formats, such as different film gauge sizes (e.g., 8mm, 16mm, 

32mm) or different videocassette formats (e.g., U-Matic, Betamax, VHS), and their playback 

machines. At the set level, students need to memorize the specific physical movements required 

to perform basic media archival tasks. For example, if the task is to mount a 16mm film onto a 

rewinds bench, the student needs to list the steps of transferring the reel of film onto a split reel. 

Building upon this basic knowledge, students at the guided response need to repeat motions 

demonstrated by their instructor or be guided through movements while performing a task. For 

example, after an instructor demonstrates how to mount a film onto a rewinds bench, a student 

would need to replicate the steps shown in the demonstration under guided supervision. During 

this stage of learning, the instructor would be able to adjust and correct any of the students’ 

incorrect movements. 

Once students have properly mimicked demonstrated physical movements performed by 

a media archivist, students need to practice these movements to skillfully perform them 

independently. At the mechanism and the complex overt response level of learning, learning 
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objectives in the template require students to independently prepare archival moving image 

materials to view, handle, and inspect materials using appropriate playback machines. These 

learning objectives can be best taught by providing students with time to work with moving 

image materials in the archive to practice physical movements demonstrated by course 

instructors. As students begin to master these motor acts needed to view, handle, and inspect 

archival media, instructors should encourage students to modify movement patterns when 

problems arise or to experiment with media in new ways. At the origination level of 

psychomotor learning, the template’s learning objectives encourage students to create new 

movement patterns when working with archival media to create new avenues to interact with and 

reimagine the function and content of media archival material. 

While this template categorizes learning objectives using the three domains of learning in 

Bloom’s taxonomy, many of these learning objectives overlap into other domains. For example, 

in order for students to repeat physical movements demonstrated by their instructor they need to 

be receptive and participate actively in class exercises. Also, students may not necessarily 

achieve each learning objective starting from the lower levels of a domain and working their way 

up to the most complex levels of learning. Instead, students may learn multiple learning 

objectives across all three domains and levels during a single class discussion, in-class exercise, 

or assignment. Instructors should be more concerned about assigning readings, leading 

discussions, guiding in-class exercises and demonstrations, and creating appropriate assignments 

that teach students these learning objectives than trying to teach these learning objectives in 

order from least complex to most complex. 

 For this template to be effective, instructors should generally be aware of what learning 

competencies and experiences students in their course have when determining which learning 
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objectives to focus on. For example, if the course attracts a large number of students trained in 

archival research, the instructor may not need to spend too much time teaching students basic 

archival theory and search strategies. For students with experience in film production, instructors 

may need to focus less on teaching students basic film analysis terms and more on teaching 

students how to use a finding aid. 

Instructors will need to adjust and customize these learning objectives slightly to match 

what media archival materials are at the course’s disposal. Because of the various types of 

archival media formats, playback machines, and inspection methods, it is impossible to 

specifically outline the psychomotor skills needed to work with all types of media in one 

template. When teaching students how to work with specific media formats and machines, steps 

specific to operating this machinery need to be outlined more explicitly either in the syllabus, a 

class handout, a guided demonstration, or an assignment description. For example, if the course 

has access to a 16mm film projector, the different learning objectives in the psychomotor domain 

should tie-in to specific steps of preparing the film for projection, threading the projector, 

troubleshooting for when problems arise during projection, and properly cleaning and storing the 

projector and film after its use. For courses without access to physical film materials, students 

should still learn to differentiate between media formats and study steps to view specific formats 

of film, video, or tape for when they have an opportunity to handle these materials themselves in 

the future. 

 Instructors should also acknowledge that many of the learning objectives will not be 

perfected by students in one course. Learning objectives should stress concrete knowledge, 

values, and physical skills that can be taught in a single semester. Ideally universities would offer 

multiple classes in media archives; however, for undergraduates or graduate students not in a 
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media archives centric program, one media archives class is most likely all the formal instruction 

they will receive in media archives at their institution. While students will not be able to learn all 

of the best practices in moving image conversation and preservation in one course, they can learn 

the basic best practices to handle and inspect films or other media formats. This baseline 

understanding of best practices will allow students to further cultivate these skills in future 

courses or in later potential professional work.  

It may be unrealistic to include learning objectives in such complex levels of learning as 

origination in the psychomotor domain and characterization in the affective domain if the course 

is unable to provide students adequate time or resources to develop these more complex, long-

term skills. It is more important for students to competently gain a basic set of knowledge, 

values, and skills at the end of a course than for instructors to cover every complex media 

archival skill. This template serves as a new and more specific definition of media archival 

literacy than the one provided in this paper’s literature review, including specific, observable 

competencies that can be taught to students in introductory media archival studies courses. By 

emphasizing observable learning objectives outlined in the template, media archival instructors 

will set the foundation for their students to not only become adept users of media archives in the 

course but lay the foundation for students to pursue careers in the media archival studies and 

become expert users of the archive. 

Conclusion 

 Besides its value as a resource to assist instructors in planning introductory media 

archives courses, the template of learning objectives for media archival literacy outlines basic 

competencies for the knowledge, values, and skills that archive users need to perform research in 
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media archives. Pulling from the strengths of the three courses used in this case study, this 

template boils down the myriad knowledge, values, and skills contained in media archival 

studies to focus on competencies that teach students to successfully work with archival media 

and navigate the unique space of the archive. These learning objectives prepare students working 

towards contributing to the burgeoning field of media archives and exposes students from other 

related disciplines to the importance of primary media sources and archival materials. Even if 

many of these students do not pursue a career in media archival studies, these learning objectives 

allow them to excel at completing their assignments in the course, increase the visibility of media 

archives, and encourage former students to visit and use the archives’ media collection for 

professional or personal reasons in the future.  

 The set of learning objectives put forth in this template provide a concrete set of 

observable knowledge, values, and skills that constitute a new expanded definition of media 

archival literacy. Many of these competencies are comparable to Yakel and Torres’ definition of 

archival literacy as domain knowledge, artifactual literacy, and archival intelligence but 

incorporate skills unique to working with media artifacts. For instance, the psychomotor domain 

outlines the physical movements required for students to properly handle, inspect, and research 

primary source media. As a result of conducting this study and compiling a template of media 

archive specific learning objectives, I define media archival literacy as the capability for users to 

independently produce proficient analysis and original research by searching, locating, handling, 

and evaluating primary media archival sources. This paper’s template of learning objectives 

outline the specific competencies for users to adequately perform the actions listed in this new, 

expanded definition of media archival literacy. 
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For students to be proficient in media archival literacy, they do not need to understand 

how to handle and preserve each type of media but should focus on gaining a baseline 

proficiency in each learning domain. If students successfully achieve the learning objectives 

listed in the template, they have a solid foundation to independently work in the archives and 

branch out to learn more complex and specific knowledge, values, and skills. Introductory media 

archival courses should aim to provide each student with a baseline proficiency in media archival 

literacy that will encourage and make it possible for students to pursue further media archival 

education.  

Building upon this discussion of media archival education, it is imperative that media 

archivists systematically evaluate the effectiveness of specific teaching approaches. While this 

paper has examined three different introductory media archival studies courses, more work needs 

to be done to quantitatively assess the strengths and weaknesses of current teaching practices 

such as Krause’s experiment with students’ archival literacy skills before and after an archival 

instruction session (Krause, 2010a). This template can be used as a rubric to observe and 

systematically evaluate how well courses across the media archives field prepare students to gain 

the baseline competencies in media archival literacy. 

This paper’s new definition of media archival literacy hopes to engage media archivists 

in discussions centered on how to best teach students these foundational aspects of media 

archival literacy and how to best observe and evaluate how well students are internalizing these 

core competencies in introductory media archival studies courses. These three case studies have 

provided examples of how media archivists and professionals from related fields have drafted 

syllabi outlining learning objectives, led informational demonstrations and workshops in the 

archive, and created assignments to challenge students and effectively measure students’ abilities 
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to learn and practice newfound knowledge, values, and skills. As the field of media archives 

grows and more courses are offered by media archivists in the future, this more concrete 

understanding of media archival literacy will help to effectively teach students the necessary 

knowledge, values, and skills to competently research primary media artifacts and contribute to 

the preservation, conservation, and study of archival media. If media archival professionals 

invest time and energy into successful teaching strategies, more talented and diverse students 

from various disciplines and backgrounds will be attracted to the growing field and contribute 

their unique voices, talents, and experience to media archival studies. 
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Appendix A: Pace University Course Syllabus 
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Appendix B: University of Michigan Course Syllabus
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Appendix C: University of Arizona Course Syllabus 
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Appendix D: University of Arizona Decoupage Assignment 
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