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AHHOTAIIVA. B cratbe mpezcraBiieH 0030p psifa MpoOsieM, ¢ KOTOPBIMH CTaJIKUBAIOTCA Pa3paboOTYUKU
KypPCOB MeTao0pa30BaHUs: OTCYTCTBUE HA/IEXKHBIX KPUTEPUEB U3MEPEHNUs YPOBHS MeANAKOMIIETEHTHOCTH,
C1a0BIN yPOBEHB MOATOTOBKH YUHTeIel, 06eCIeUnBaIOIINX MeInao0pa30BaHue, HEJOCTATOYHOE BHUMAaHUE K
JIAHHOMY KOMIIOHEHTY 001eli 1 TpodeccHOHAIBHON IIOATOTOBKY B CTaH/IapTax BBICIIEro 00pa3oBaHUA pAfa
crpaH, BIouyas Poccuiickyio @enepanuio. Ocoboe BHUMAaHUE YAEJSETCS BOIPOCY COMPSIKEHUs! KYypPCOB U
JIACIUIUINH, Y4acTBYIOINX B (GOPMUPOBAaHUU MeJMaKOMIIETEHTHOCTH B YHHMBepCUTeTax W Bys3aX. B meiax
IIPeJIBAPUTEIHHOM OIIEHKH KauecTBa MeAHaoOpa3oBaHUsA ObLIO MPOBEIEHO aHKETHPOBAHUE CTYJIEHTOB 3—4
KyPCOB U IIPEII0/IaBaTeJIbCKOrO COCTaBa O/THOTO U3 noapaszesnennil YpITIY. Ananus aHKeT IIpernogaBaTesien
U CTY/IEHTOB WHCTHUTYTa WHOCTPAHHBIX A3BIKOB YPI'TIY MO3BOJIMII BBHICTPOUTH NPEABAPUTEIBHBI PEUTHHT
JIMCITUIUINH U KypCOB, YYaCTBYIOIINUX B (GOPMHUPOBAHUU MEANAKOMIIETEHTHOCTH CTY/IEHTOB, a TAKXKE BBIIBUTD
psAx 00pa3oBaTeIbHbIX MOTPeOHOCTEN B JIAaHHOH obsiactu. K HUM B IIEpBYIO O4YepeZb OTHOCATCS: 1) HEOOXO-
JTUMOCTD YZIEJISATH 60JIbIlle BHUMAHUA STHUECKHM BOIIPOCAM HCIOJIB30BAHUS MeUapecypcoB U hOpMHUPOBa-
HUe YMEHUH OIIEHUBAaTh JOCTOBEPHOCTh U HAJIEXKHOCTh MEIMAUCTOUYHUKOB; 2) IPUBJIEUEHNE K Pean3aI[ii
Menao0pa3oBaHUsl MPEAMETOB 0A30BOrO IMKJIA; 3) AKIEHT HA METOJ[OJIOTHYECKOW COCTAaBJISIOIIEN Me-
ZMao0pa3oBaHus; 4) YUeT KOHTEKCTa AUCIUIUIMHBI DX UCIIOJIb30BAHUN KOMIIOHEHTOB MEAHUANHCTPYMEHTA-
pusf; 5) peasM3ansa CHUCTEMHO-ZEATEIBHOCTHOIO IIO/AX0/la B MeauaoOpaszoBaHuu. PazpaboTka Kypca Me-
J1ao0pa3oBaHuA Ha OCHOBE MEXKIUCIUIUIMHAPHON NHTerpanuy 3¢ deKTUBHA IIPU YCIIOBUH TECHOTO COTPY/-
HUYECTBA IIpEeNoJiaBaTesiell MHOCTPAHHOTO A3bIKa M MH(MOPMAIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHH, IOC/IE[0BATEILHOTO
y4JeTa COCTABJIAINIIX 00pa30BaTEIHFHOTO KOHTEKCTA ¥ IIPHOPUTETHOTO 00y4YeHHs TeM (opMaM U BUaM Jiesi-
TEJIbHOCTH, KOTOPBbIE MOTYT OBITH IPUMEHUMBI B Cpe/lHEeH IKosie. I1epCIeKTUBOM MCCIeOBAHUSA SBJISETCS
co3ziaHue, anpobanys U oneHka 3GdeKTHBHOCTH I0A00HOI0 HHTETPUPOBAHHOTO Kypca.
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ABSTRACT. The article addresses problem zones of adequate critical media literacy education provision: lack
of reliable assessment scales or tools within MLE, lack of teacher preparedness and teacher training, the fact
that in many countries (including Russian Federation) media literacy is not addressed and made explicit in
standards of education. The focal point of the publication is coordination across disciplines studying media
literacy at university level. Needs analysis of Urals State Pedagogical University Foreign Languages Depart-
ment is presented through parallel study of junior and senior students’ and staff questionnaires. Question-
naire analysis resulted in grading curricular components on the basis of their effectiveness in MLE and identi-
fying the following major gaps in MLE provision: 1) there is a lack of focus on ethical awareness and media
evaluation components; 2) disciplines of core curriculum generally do not contribute to media literacy provi-
sion; 3) there should be more focus on methodological aspect of MLE; 4) course specificity is not taken into
consideration when a particular MLE tool is selected; 5) there is a lack of task-based activities that keep media
literacy skills operational. Principles of cross-curricular course mapped out in the article comprise contextual-
ization of CML activities within discipline framework, close integration of IT and EGP disciplines and focus
on skills transferrable to other ELT contexts. Constructing, implementing this course and testing its effective-
ness are identified as perspective to this emerging research.

Information society we live in is increas- For almost two decades MLE has proved a

ingly shaped and sculpted by audiovisu-
al, digital and web information sources. With
printed information sources losing ground, fo-
cus of education should be shifted from isolat-
ed reading skills formation to critical media lit-
eracy education (MLE).
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focus of growing concern and consolidated ef-
fort almost globally; setting up NAMLE (Na-
tional Association of Media Literacy Education
https://namle.net) CML (Center of Media Lit-
eracy http://www.medialit.org) in USA, Asso-
ciation of CineEducation and Mediapedagogy
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http://www.mediaeducation.ru/akm.html, On-
line Media education library http://
mediaeducation.ucoz.ru in Russian Federation
might testify to the problem being addressed
by global community of teaching practitioners.
Ironically, both in USA and RF media literacy
is not addressed and made explicit in stand-
ards of education: CAEP (Council for the Ac-
creditation of Educator Preparation) standards
in US, Federal State Standard for Pedagogical
education in Russia.

With teaching process being increasingly
shaped by external pressures (preparation for
accreditation), the above-mentioned discrep-
ancy between educational needs and stand-
ardized educational outcomes results in a
number of problems:

e lack of reliable assessment scales or
tools within MLE,;

» lack of teacher preparedness and teacher
training to identify teaching practices and ac-
tivities as part of MLE toolkit and to assess
media literacy outcomes;

e lack of communication in the university
across disciplines studying media literacy;

The latter is particularly detrimental to
MLE provision, since students’ initial critical
media literacy proficiency is not assessed and
their progress within academia is not moni-
tored. Deficiency of these two types is continu-
ously addressed in educational research, stu-
dent assessment being the mainstream. Cur-
rent publications in this field might be divided
into 3 categories:

1) The overruling objective is to address
the problem, map out its scale: e.g.
V. Protopopova [2] A. Fedorov [4], E. Shilder,
B. Lockee and D. Saxon [12]. No applicable so-
lution is provided; the problem is presented as
ingrained in the nature of MLE content;

2) Publications provide practical assess-
ment tips, presented as transferrable to all
teaching-learning environments, whereas in
fact they might be tested and probably applied
within compatible teaching-learning environ-
ment: T. Hallaq [9], A. Fedorov [1; 5; 6].

In Hallag’s research, a set of five con-
structs was identified as a result of commonali-
ties found in literature authored by media lit-
eracy content experts. Constructs are the basic
principles found to be common throughout the
literature and throughout the strong media lit-
eracy education programs across the country.
Constructs identified for this study were: me-
dia awareness (MAw), media access (MAc),
ethical awareness (EA), media evaluation
(ME), and media production (MP).

A list of 120 questions was produced; the
items are divided into 5 categories in accord-
ance with above-mentioned constructs. After
multiple pilot-check and adaptations the final

scale looks like a list of statements. E.g. I am
confident in my ability to succeed in a fully
online class with a 6 item answer scale.

The measurement tool that finally
emerged and was tested is applicable and looks
reliable but is most obviously based on self-
assessment. Self-assessment, unfortunately, is
not an entirely reliable tool: media literacy self-
assessments may measure people’s confidence
surrounding their use, evaluation and creation
of media messages, rather than their actual
competence.

Works of A. Fedorov are well known and
cited in US and Russia, his contribution to the
field in terms of content, and curricular devel-
opment can hardly be overestimated. Regret-
tably, while measuring media competency of
an individual, A. Fedorov simultaneously fo-
cuses on media literacy skills and personal
growth, intellectual development of the indi-
vidual, which makes his assessment criteria
overextended and somewhat subjective.

3) Publications that aim to ‘promote me-
dia literacy in teacher education’ — to spread,
share, and demonstrate lessons that fit into the
traditional curriculum and coursework:
A. Grigoryan, John M. King. [8], Christine M.
Tardy, [15], G. E. Jacobs [10], S. Simakova [3],
Antero Garcia, Robyn Seglem, Jef Share [7],
J. Meehan et al [11]. The assessment approach
most common here is task-based: ‘what stu-
dents can do in respect to the field of study’,
which is easy to implement and quite reliable.
The limitations are connected with scope of re-
search, since the authors address isolated pro-
cedures and tasks.

Student assessment, beside lack of satis-
factory measurement tools, is a long-term re-
search investment; it would take 4 years from
fresher needs analysis to assessment of ML
level of undergraduates and adaptation of MLE
curricular components in accordance with re-
sults of pilot teaching. For this reason prelimi-
nary MLE course assessment might prove to
be a more effective starting point for initial
curricular development.

Similar research point is outlined in Chris
M. Worsnop [16], T.Scull & J.Kupersmidt
[13]. The former provides selection of support
materials for evaluating final media course
products, students, syllabus and system — e.g. a
helpful table that compares assessment and
evaluation on a number of points. Implementa-
tion of the tools is debatable, since the author
strives to monitor and structure high-order
thinking by rigid and somewhat restrictive
procedures.

T. Scull & J. Kupersmidt present an appli-
cable template for describing results of media
literacy training (WHAT and HOW to assess,
how to organize feedback from participants
and interpret it). Their ML training program
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was focused mainly on substance abuse pre-
vention training. Topicality of research is well-
argued: there are literally thousands of isolat-
ed, engaging media literacy activities or lesson
plans with clear instructions that can be found
in books and on the internet. However, there
are relatively few curricula and even fewer cur-
ricula that have been rigorously evaluated.

This lacuna might have systemic reasons:
only a handful of the more than 7,021 post -
secondary institutions in the United States (Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics 2013) offer
media literacy courses, and that even fewer offer
media literacy degrees (H. Schmidt) [14].

No initial course development would be
effective without embedded assessment (at
least in terms of outlines). The shaky founda-
tion that is so far available for learner assess-
ment prompts course or staff performance as-
sessment a preferable starting point.

Dietary reactions of the consumers are not
the only way to test quality of the menu — it is
more common to start with assessing quality of
its ingredients. Assessing quality of MLE
should start from assessing soundness, cohe-
sion, integration and liaison of its components.

In order to test effectiveness of state-of-
the-art media literacy training at Ural’s State
Pedagogical University (USPU) a questionnaire
was offered to both students and staff of Insti-
tute of Foreign languages. The questionnaire
comprised 3 questions:

1) Respondents were offered to give a defini-
tion of critical media literacy (an open question).

2) Respondents were offered to fill in a
‘tick in the box’ grid which contained 20 activi-
ties traditionally associated with media litera-
cy; the given activities comprised technical
media literacy tasks (operating interactive
board, use of the web for distance instruction),
critical evaluation of media sources, tasks con-
nected with transfer of information from one
signal system to another (e.g. mind maps), ac-
tivities, connected with commercial aspect of
the media (adbusting). One more option was
an open question (add other tasks...). Here in-
structors were asked to tick off tasks regularly
used in class while students were asked to tick
off same techniques in case they were mastered
and name the discipline (courses) that were in-
strumental in acquisition of the given tech-
nique. As an alternative, they were offered to
provide the name of the instructor who ena-
bled acquisition of the technique. Finally, here
students were asked to tick off those activities
which they were ready to implement them-
selves as part of their professional performance
as EFL teachers.

3) Both instructors and students were
asked to comment on challenges/obstacles that
impeded acquisition/use of the techniques pre-
sented in the grid.

All in all, 36 junior students, 33 senior
students and 26 staff were interviewed at Step
1. In addition to investigating variety of in-
structors’ media competency toolkit and state
of students’ readiness to implement the basic
assortment of media literacy training at school,
the questionnaire allowed for discovery of
more far-reaching issues, which might help
with cross-curricular CML course develop-
ment:

1) What are the gaps in media-literacy task
provision (are there tasks that most teachers
totally neglect through lack of coordination?)

2) What is general effectiveness of CML
training (are there procedures stated as
‘taught’ by instructors but not stated as ‘ac-
quired’ by students?)

3) Is there overall consistency within MLE
tasks implementation? (Are they wused
throughout 3 years of training in IFL depart-
ment or are there certain tasks that are intro-
duced by 1 instructor to be ‘dropped’ and never
addressed again (which is detrimental to
reaching ‘operational’ level of the technique).

4) Which instructional lacunas could be
pointed out (courses or modules that are not
engaged in CML education in general?)

5) Does IT module within EFL curricular
effectively provide what it should provide —
technical MLE skills?

6) Finally, do students and staff both have
a clear (or, for that matter, at least basic) un-
derstanding of what MLE is?

Analysis of students’ answers provided
somewhat disappointing results: 35% of junior
student respondents have never encountered
the term or confessed very vague grasp of its es-
sence — ‘something to do with IT as means of
language instruction’. 15% of answers limit
CML to technical media literacy, still another
15% connect it with ‘media culture’ and motiva-
tional component of addressing media in every-
day life (media access). Media evaluation (ME),
and media production (MP) as constituents of
MLE were mentioned by less than 10% of all
participants. What makes this part of feedback
still more upsetting is clear lack of any progress
in the grasp of the notion for undergraduates:
(40% refused to give a definition of the notion,
25% connect it with operational skills. Media
evaluation and production have been mentioned
in 2 questionnaires (less than 5%).

Teachers demonstrate more adequate
grasp of the notion; only 13% confessed ‘vague
idea’ of the notion, and another 13% connected
it with technical media literacy. In every other
case media evaluation and media production
have been consistently highlighted.

Predictably, for third year students 3 activ-
ities in media-literacy task provision almost
unanimously marked as ‘not acquired’/ not
ready to use were: assessing reliability of
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online resources, web quests and media safe-
ty. 2 more tasks with less than 15% positive
feedback (‘can use’) have turned out to be:
a) use of online gaming activities for instruc-
tional purposes; b) use of newspapers in a lan-
guage class. Undergraduates seem to have sim-
ilar (and even more pronounced) gaps.

Staff questionnaires also have prominent
lacunas as to CML activities implementation;
of those interviewed only one colleague admit-
ted use of interactive board, 1 focused on me-
dia-safety activities (e.g. potentially dangerous
forums and on-line groups for teens), 2 made
use of literary transformation activities (i.e.
making table games based on literary works)
and none used ‘survival CML tasks’ (looking
for discounts, feedback on films, books, ser-
vices rendered and the like).

Let’s address the question of instructional
lacunas (or courses that ‘do not work’). Ideally,
the feedback given by students should pave re-
flected the entire curriculum — all courses and
modules should have been engaged in MLE. The
state-of-the-art situation is far from this ideal: I
have tried to rate courses stated as most helpful
in MLE acquisition — the result being:

1. EGP.

2. IT courses.

3. Linguacultural studies, History of Eng-
lish speaking countries.

4. Methods of teaching English as a For-
eign language.

5. Theoretical Phonetics.

6. School experience.

7. CML acquisition through individual tui-
tion (scientific advisorship or projects within
hidden curriculum).

8. Miscellaneous disciplines.

9. Self-taught (self-access).

Curricular modules almost totally missing
in the feedback as to MLE effectiveness are
core (basic) curricular courses (with the excep-
tion of Philosophy and Mathematics, men-
tioned by 2 and 4 respondents). The number of
teachers engaged in MLE (those mentioned in
Section 2 at least once) is 17 for third-year stu-
dents. Undergraduates provide a more limited
list of 14 staff.

MLE task implementation across curricu-
lar looks even less consistent: mind maps as
information processing tool are listed as ‘ac-
quired/mastered’ by more than 50% respond-
ents. 27 of third-year respondents ascribe mind
mapping acquisition to 1 course/1 instructor.
The technique seems to be never (with 2 ex-
ceptions in two questionnaires) addressed
again. Use of distance mode for assessment,
feedback, self-access (course web sites and the
like) is ascribed to 4 courses. Making poster
presentations, collages, newspapers as part of
project work is consistently addressed by 2
staff and hidden curriculum coordinator.

When introducing this questionnaire I had
a particular objective of juxtaposing what
members of staff claim to have taught/used as
part of MLE with what students admit to have
learned. The result of student/staff responses
comparison looks intriguing (to say the least).
11 staff claim to have been using newspaper
activities as integral part of EGP instruction;
students attribute newspaper focused instruc-
tion to 5 staff (2 of those, including myself, do
not ascribe this type of activities to their
toolkit). Mind mapping as a regular procedure
is stated by 5 staff, while students almost uni-
versally associate it with one language instruc-
tor. Addressing commercial discourse, ads
analysis and ad busting is ticked off as part of
regular toolkit by 9 staff while students ascribe
it mostly to three teachers. I could proceed
enumerating these discrepancies, even though
the difference in other cases is less marked.
There seems to be a certain pattern of misbal-
ance in these responses: many staff claim to
practice instances of CML instruction; not all
of these claims have evidence in students’
questionnaires. In a number of cases students
claim to have mastered an activity with the
help of staff who never focus on it (and report
its regular use). One such surprising discrep-
ancy has been 11 students reporting newspa-
per-based activities mastered in the course of
American Studies. Unlike mind mapping, this
has never been the focal point in my course:
what I did, though, was giving regular ‘credibil-
ity check’ work: tasks to read highly sensation-
al/controversial/aggressive/judgmental publi-
cations and sift them for facts versus allega-
tions with the help of more credible sources
(newspapers included). In fact, it was a heuris-
tic operational level task which might have
had a ‘learn by doing’ effect.

Contrary to popular belief, IT courses have
proved to be for the most part effective in op-
erational ML formation — the average of 5 out
of 20 media literacy activities are attributed to
IT instructors.

When asked to comment on challeng-
es/obstacles that impeded acquisition/use of
the techniques presented in the grid students
and staff produced contrasting feedback. For
staff the major impediment is lack of time,
next comes lack of general IT skills, and ‘not
necessary for the course’ response. This part of
feedback worked well for needs analysis: col-
leagues would like to make addition of digital
stories, web-quests, language corpus tech-
niques, interactive board, and distance mode of
instruction to their toolkit (this need can be
easily met with the help of peer instruction
swap-shops). For students the main obstacle is
lack of experience in implementing tasks (what
they need is task-based approach to LME), lack
of consistency for CML tasks in the course of
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instruction (‘they should be used more regular-
ly"), with ‘lack of time’ and ‘lack of IT literacy’
taking third and fourth position.

To sum up, analysis of students and staff
responses give ground for the following prelim-
inary observations:

1) So far, unplanned and uncoordinated
MLE effort of staff has led to a number of
gaps, most evident of them being lack of focus
on ethical awareness and media evaluation
components.

2) General effectiveness of MLE is rather
low (52% ‘mastered’ being the best result for
an activity; in most cases ‘mastery’ is attributed
to 5—10 different courses and instructors, with
1—5 students to a course).

3) MLE task implementation lacks general
consistency, which is reflected in students’
questionnaires (without any prompts or clues
for giving this response).

4) Courses not engaged in CML formation
are basic module curricular courses (History,
Psychology, Physical Education, Life Safety Ba-
sics etc.). Since these courses comprise every
baccalaureate program at USPU they might be
considered generally non-contributing for MLE.

5) IT courses, often believed to be at fault
when MLE is concerned, adequately contribute
to media access and technical literacy skills.
Their low productivity might be connected
with supplying skills for which there is no fur-
ther demand (for task-based activities).

6) Most staff have adequate grasp of CML
notion, which they for some reason do not im-
part to students (the reason most likely being
absence of the notion in the curriculum).

7) Results of junior and senior student
feedback testify to negative progress in CML
acquisition: if not implemented regularly many
media literacy techniques might ‘fade’ and be-
come non-identifiable for students.

8) For students, when a technique is stated
as ‘mastered’, it is almost automatically (with
very few exceptions) stated as ‘ready to apply at
school’. Students, for that matter, have a sound
idea what ‘mastered’ is — it corresponds to oper-
ational level, not awareness level.

9) The toolkit of MLE activities is basic,
not to say impoverished for students and staff
both. 4 staff were able to add tasks to the list (2
of the activities — ‘I can create PowerPoints and
videos’ being glaringly self-evident); as to stu-
dents, there was one extension for junior group
and one extended list of technical literacy skills
from a senior student. None of the groups were
limited in time to provide responses.

All in all, lack of communication in the
university across disciplines studying media
literacy results in expectedly mediocre (if not
poor) performance. The question is what
should underlie a more effective cross-
curricular liaison?

There is a general universally applicable
rule for effective content input — manner of
presentation should be in keeping with the
matter. In respect to MLE it means cross-
curricular approach would work on condition
there is hierarchical system of tasks
that address age, proficiency, core
subject matter and the proper compo-
nent of MLE itself. Let’s take a closer look
at these prerequisites.

Age difference of university students has
not so far been much of a focus, since techni-
cally all the 4 years of college refer to ‘adult’
audience. In practice, though, freshmen audi-
ence is markedly dissimilar from junior stu-
dents — 3 years in academia make the differ-
ence. MLE tasks should be used discriminate-
ly, e.g. tasks:

—recycle thematic glossary by creating a
crossword puzzle making use of http://
puzzlemak-
er.discoveryeducation.com/CrissCrossSetupFo
rm.asp;

— make a poster to illustrate a workshop item;

— design a digital story;

— make a Wiki publication;

— make a ‘wanted’ ad
are tasks technically manageable for 1—4 year
students. When applied they might turn out to
be heuristic tasks, tools to meet a certain high-
order objective, edutainment or mere waste of
time — depending upon age or learning experi-
ence of the target audience.

At first glance, it would seem a trivial ob-
servation that MLE tasks we design and imple-
ment should provide more effective mastery of
core content. However, once generous sources
like https://namle.net/publications/media-
literacy or http://www.mediaeducation.ru/
akm.htm are ‘discovered’ and addressed, some
EGP instructors turn to be voraciously indis-
criminate as to activities they introduce in a lan-
guage class. Washing off printed stuff from a
plastic bottle and asking students to remodel
the ad or shooting an ‘anti-tobacco campaign’
version of “Three Piglets and the Big Bad Wolf”
might be fine stand-alone activities, the ques-
tion is how they fit within curricular framework.

Within the MLE field proficiency com-
prises 2 aspects — language proficiency and
technical literacy. To apply the general rule of
‘one focus — one challenge’ to MLE tasks, the
focus should be either the media text or opera-
tional challenge (mastering a new IT program),
whereas focus on both might turn out to be
impractical and counterproductive. E.g., shoot-
ing and presenting a 3-minute film to illustrate
students’ experimental instruction of a treat-
ment group has proved an effective tool to
highlight research presentation. Recording in-
terviews of guest lecturers at conferences ELTA
URALS has hosted proved a frustrating task
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outmatching students’ proficiency.

Besides, technical literacy as part of profi-
ciency is much more problematic to estimate
than language proficiency partially due to in-
sufficient operational skills of IFL teachers.
The ‘estimation challenge’ might be to a greater
extent result of lack of liaison (often total) be-
tween IT teachers and EAP instructors. I think
the problem is grounded in Federal Standard
of Education for Pedagogy: the previous ver-
sion (2011) contained core competencies:

— Readiness to apply main methods, ways
and means of acquisition, storing, processing
information, readiness to use PC as infor-
mation management device (CC-8).

— Ability to [discriminately] use web in-
formation recourses (CC-9),
which effectively outlined IT instructors’ do-
main; in 2015 FSE anything pertaining to
technical literacy is conspicuously absent (or
should be painstakingly deduced, which is not
in keeping with documents of this type). As a
result means of MLE are liberated from ends
and glide ecstatically in a carefully constructed
void. EAP colleagues often try to provide
means of MLE, with modest success. Cross-
discipline IT and EAP integration (estimated
by regularity of team-teaching, amount of inte-
grated classes) might be considered a core pre-
requisite for effective cross-curricular MLE.

This brings us to a more general considera-
tion — which aspect of critical media literacy
should be focused on and become priority for
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1. MeﬂHaOGpaSOBaHI/Ie U MEeJUAaKOMIIETEHTHOCTD :

MLE: motivational, analytic (information-
processing skills or mature reading skills in a
broad sense), methodological, operational or
creativity aspect? The answer might be unex-
pectedly simple — let’s focus on the component
that could be taught, which makes methodolog-
ical aspect the focal point for EAP instructors’
input. Even though facilitating creative thinking
or fostering positive attitude is undoubtedly im-
portant (and seems to be mainstream fashion of
pedagogy), these are aspects of blurred teacher-
learner responsibility; the more so, measuring
motivation or creativity in most cases borders
on mystic rites. The input an effective cross-
curricular MLE course would definitely need is a
toolkit of applicable algorithms (analytic proce-
dures, assessment scales, anchor papers, ques-
tionnaires etc.), preferably transferrable and
adaptable to secondary education context.

Building a cross-curricular CMLE course
with consistent focus on: a) type of student au-
dience; b) contextualization of CML activities
within discipline framework; c¢) close integra-
tion of IT and EGP disciplines; d) focus on
skills transferrable to other ELT contexts —
looks the order of the day. The purpose of this
survey was to map out needs analysis of IFL
(USPU) academic environment. Constructing,
implementing this course and testing its effec-
tiveness would be next stage and, consequent-
ly, perspective of research and collaborative ef-
fort of USPU staff.
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