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Critical perspectives on youth digital media production: ‘voice’
and representation in educational contexts
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ABSTRACT
This paper offers a critical discussion on voice and representation in youth
digital media production in educational settings. The paper builds on
existing calls from digital media and visual studies scholars to approach
youth-made media with greater attention to context in production
practices. In this discussion, the author addresses the importance of
technological tools, media genres, settings, and program design in the
construction of voice and representation for children and youth making
digital media. The paper presents a case study derived from a three-year
ethnographic research project and feminist intervention in one under-
resourced school in Toronto, Canada. Through the examples presented
in this paper, the author presents a critical discussion about the process
and content of digital video created by girls making media in particular
contexts, under distinct conditions.
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Introduction

The importance of digital media production as a way to encourage children and youth to engage in
reflective forms of self-expression, to learn technological skills, to enhance their critical thinking
skills, and to increase civic participation is well documented (see Buckingham 2008; Goldfarb
2002; Jenson, Taylor, and Fisher 2010; Lankshear and Knobel 2008; Ranieri and Bruni 2013). Indeed,
media production in afterschool and community settings has become common. Scholars and edu-
cators have identified positive forms of social engagement and important educational opportunities
for children and youth participating in digital and visual media environments (e.g., Charmaraman
2013; Ito et al. 2013; Ito et al. 2010; Jenkins 2006; Lankshear and Knobel 2008; Peppler and Kafai
2007; Ranieri and Bruni 2013).

At the same time, researchers working at the intersection of education, digital media, and visual
studies are asking important, critical questions about the process and outcomes of making digital
media with young people. These questions come from different backgrounds and perspectives
and address challenges to equitable access to and engagement in contemporary, digital, participatory
culture (Jenkins et al. 2006). They query constraints to the process of verbal and visual self-
expression for young people making digital media (Soep 2006; Yates 2010). Recent critiques docu-
ment the complex interpretive relationship between digital media produced by young people and
how those artifacts might be understood or misunderstood by media viewers, educators and
researchers (Dahya and Jenson 2015). Critical inquiry into the field of digital media production
interrogates the role of power dynamics related to research and programming that shape youth digi-
tal media making (Buckingham 2009; Dahya and Jenson 2015; Jenson, Dahya, and Fisher 2014a,
2014b).
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The questions and critiques that are emerging around digital media production in educational
settings point to a need for a radical re-envisioning of youth digital media production practices
and research. Such a shift asks for an important dialog about the im/possibilities of ‘voice’ (pure
voice, authentic voice, truth, etc.) and the significance or meaning attached to this form of cultural
production for and by young people. It also invites scholars and educators to attend to the larger
context of youth digital media production: to pedagogical design, setting, media genres, and techno-
logical tools as influential parts of the work young people complete (or abandon). In this paper, con-
text refers to the broader settings and interactions between factors that shape what students produce
and how they participate in digital media production practices. The goal of this paper is to further
problematize the notion of ‘youth voice’ through close examination of a case study – to present a
critical and theoretical discussion about the production practices of one group of students making
digital media under differing conditions.

Conceptual framework: problematizing ‘voice’ in youth digital media production

Involving young people from non-dominant communities1 in the process of digital media pro-
duction has become a well-established means of giving young people tools and opportunity to
speak for and about their own lives and interests. Digital media production has been identified as
a way to engage students in work that can respond to social injustice by participating in the construc-
tion of their own representation (e.g., Bing-Canar and Zerkel 1998; Goldman, Booker, and McDer-
mott 2008; Ranieri and Bruni 2013; Stern 2008), to counter dominant master-narratives (Curwood
and Gibbons 2010), and as important to the development of youth identity, civic and educational
engagement (Ito et al. 2013; Jenkins 2006; Jenkins et al. 2006; Kafai, Peppler, and Chapman 2009).

At the same time, Jenkins et al. (2006) identify key areas limiting the ability of some young people
to become active members of contemporary ‘participatory culture’ including inadequate access to
media education and related technology training. One outcome of this ‘participation gap’ and digital
inequity is a persistent lack of representation of existing non-dominant communities in the popular
and participatory domain (Ito et al. 2013; Jenkins et al. 2006), including girls and girls of color.2

Importantly, a lack of interrogation about the contexts of production and the influences that lead
to certain (any) kinds of stories being told in the digital domain requires further interrogation.
Such work aims to refine our understanding about how voice and representation are constructed
or made, and also how voice and representation might be claimed or reclaimed, particular for
and by non-dominant communities.

What does it mean to become active members of today’s participatory culture, to have ‘voice’ in
and through digital media? What is the relationship between digital media forms in use and the
opportunities young people have to construct, participate, engage, and express using new media
technology? Buckingham (2009) proposed that, ‘we need to understand how research itself estab-
lishes positions from which it becomes possible for participants’ to “speak”’ (635). Buckingham’s
statement alludes to constructs and affordances related to research design that can also impact
how and what young people say in and through the digital media making process. Relatedly, Ito
et al. (2013) suggest that, ‘Educational technology and reform efforts are situated within [an] ecology
of institutional constraints and possibilities’ (41).

Understanding the influences on youth digital media production practices may be especially sig-
nificant for girls. Ranieri and Bruni (2013) suggest that these kinds of creative practices can be useful
for communities who are under-represented and primarily portrayed by others. Historically, girls
have engaged in media making practices in sub- and counter-cultural communities to respond to
the controlled patriarchal framework of ‘girlhood’ – to interrupt limited expectations about what
girls can and should do, and to participate in society in meaningful ways (Kearney 2006). For
girls, engaging in maker-culture has allowed them to demonstrate their capacity to create (rather
than consume), to develop their ideas using new technology, and to express their interests and per-
spectives to peers and adults. However, Hauge and Bryson (2015) have identified how female
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participants created digital media about oppressive circumstances related to gender and race and at
the same time ‘kept their distance’ (Hauge and Bryson 2015, 297) from narratives that were personal
to (or about) them (and their lived experiences). Hauge and Bryson discuss the problematic assump-
tions about ‘liberatory pedagogies’ of youth media production, challenging the notion that the telling
of personal stories is equated to ‘agency’ (299).

The outcome of digital media production projects – the final digital artifacts produced – is also an
important part of this larger discussion on youth voice and representation. Yates (2010) suggests that
digital visual media projects are, ‘interested to some degree in what is being substantively conveyed in
the images’ (283). She considers an important purpose to these projects as related to the exploration
of social worlds and experiences, or to understand more about individual subjectivities and identities.
Yates aptly discusses the complexities of these ‘windows to the world’ and ‘windows to identity’ in
visual research settings. Arguing for researchers to understand the complexities of the visual story,
Yates suggests that digital media are ‘never simply a straightforward given, but [are] something pro-
duced (and indeed co-constructed) in particular circumstances to particular ends’ (281).

In this paper, I build on these critical approaches to digital media research and focus on what
Burrell (2012) has called ‘transecting processes’ (22) looking at the full scope of social and material
factors impacting technology use in context. Feminist ethnographic methodologies similarly call on
researchers to interrogate socio-cultural, historical, and economic factors that shape data collection
and analysis (see for example Kamala Visweswaran’s (1994) Fictions of Feminist Ethnography).
Indeed it is necessary to consider the power and influence imbued in educational settings and
research designs as part of the ‘voice’ and representation that might be constructed and seen. I dis-
cuss one in-depth example to explore how ‘voice’ is framed, constructed, re/presented, molded, and
erased in a media project with black and Muslim girls. I draw attention to ‘voice’ and representation
as part of the context of data collected for this study; I articulate a perspective on youth media mak-
ing that highlights transecting social, technological, and pedagogical processes in digital media pro-
duction practices.

Methodology

The research site is referred to in this paper as Castleguard Middle Academy.3 In this study I
explored the media production processes of Muslim girls and their peers (all girls of color in this
study).4 I examined not only what kind of digital media girls involved in the study produced, but
also how they engaged in that production process and worked with different tools, genres, and set-
tings available. The research was exploratory and iterative in nature, seeking to document and ana-
lyze student interests in topics they identified as important to the school, community, and to their
own lives.

Feminist ethnography

This study was conducted as a Feminist Ethnography. Ethnography maintains a focus on the cultural
environment of the school and requires the researcher to ‘dwell’ in that space (Hammersley and
Atkinson 2007). In Feminist Ethnography, the researcher remains aware of the delicate position
of insider/outsider in that environment, considers related power implications (Abu-Lughod 1990),
and participants are encouraged to establish for themselves what is most important in the research
program (Harding 1987; Lather 1991).

Lather (1991, 2001) suggests that Feminist Ethnography displaces the privileged position of the
researcher and problematizes the romanticization of voice that suggests the ethnographer can tell
the story of the ‘other’ – the very problem outlined by media education scholars as plaguing creative
digital media production research (Buckingham 2009; Soep 2006; Yates 2010). Visual research
methods also address the need to think critically and reflexively about visual data and visual artifacts
to understand the complex and layered information embedded there (Pink 2001, 2007).
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Participants

The participants in this study, Muslim and other girls of color in Canada, face intersectional forms of
discrimination based on class, race, gender, and for Muslim girls, religion. Class and racial discrimi-
nation are common in mainstream media about under-served communities in Toronto (Richardson
2008; Saul and James 2006) and negative representations of the community impact public perception
about people who live there (Dei and James 2002; Dippo and James 2010). Discrimination towards
Muslim girls has been noted as related at least in part to negative and stereotypical portrayals of Mus-
lim women in mass media and the public domain (MacDonald 2006; Martino and Rezai-Rashti
2008; Yegenoglu 1998; Zine 2000, 2001, 2006). Scholars have identified that peers and teachers in
the west hold erroneous and negative assumptions about Islam (Haw 1998, 2009; Rezai-Rashti
1994; Zine 2006), and Muslim girls in Canada have expressed clear instances of school-based dis-
crimination from teachers and peers (Martino and Rezai-Rashti 2008; Rezai-Rashti 1994; Zine
2000). Gender divisions are also still prevalent in schools where girls are under-represented in
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics fields (Anderson et al. 2008; Hill, Corbett, and
Rose 2010; Jenson, de Castell, and Bryson 2003). This intersection of factors makes the possibility
of using digital media production to learn technical skills, for media literacy, and for creative self-
expression an important aspect of educational research and programming.

Participants involved in this study ranged in age from 10 to 13 years and were recruited
through open calls to different programs. The core program areas in 2011–2012 included a
girls’ media club focused on audio-video blogging, an audio-video news-broadcast club, in-class
video production with iPads (animation, no sound), and an end of year audio-video production
field trip to York University. All programs were focused on real school-community events, celebra-
tions, problems, and social issues as per my agreement with the teacher and administrator
involved. Boys were invited to participate in some programming as part of the ethnographic reality
of this co-ed school.

There were 52 students who participated in the larger study in 2011–2012, 20 boys and 32 girls.
Sixteen girls attended multiple activities or programs, 13 of who wore hijab. Together, these 16 girls
constituted a core group of participants. Data collection included 14 interviews, cataloguing audio-
video productions, video recordings of the girls’ at-work, and embedded researcher field notes. The
full scope of data collected in 2011–2012 is presented in Table 1.5 Of the 16 core participants, 3 stu-
dents are discussed as a case study in this paper.

Data analysis

Video data were coded according to broad content themes, identifying specific narratives and pat-
terning across each type of recording (video productions and students at-work) (Pink 2007). Emer-
gent codes included students being self-conscious on or off camera, confident on or off camera,
demonstrated ownership/excitement working with technology, and thematic narratives related to
the school or community (e.g., Islam, bullying, the environment, vandalism). Researcher field
notes and interviews were also coded for content themes, with a focus on data that conflicted or
stood out as unique across the larger data set (Gläser and Laudel 2013).

Table 1. Overview of data collected, 2011–2012.

Type of data Quantity Time/duration

Student audio-video work 44 productions (10 complete, 34 incomplete) Total running time 74 m 45 s
Audio-video of students at work 68 clips Total running time 121 m 57 s
Video-recorded interviews 14 Total running time 127 m 04 s
Field notes 89 pages Total running time 127 m 04 s
Pictures 129 n/a
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The discussion presented in this paper focuses on a case study of three students in Mr Glendon’s
Grade 4 class, offering a complex and layered dialog speaking with and against their varied forms
of production and participation (Pink 2007). A case study is geared towards understanding a
‘multiplicity of perspectives which are rooted in a specific context (or in a number of specific
contexts… )’ (Lewis 2003, 51). In accordance with Lewis (2003) and in line with feminist and visual
ethnographic methods, the discussion presented in this paper is drawn from data collected in
context; it is detailed and draws on multiple collection methods including interviews, digital video
productions, and researcher field notes. The aim in this paper is to discuss critical perspectives on
youth digital media production practices, and to consider potential avenues for future research
pertaining to youth ‘voice’ and representation.

Case study: digital media production

During the 2011–2012 year at Castleguard, I participated in classroom work to support Mr Glendon
between the lunchtime girls media club and the afterschool news network. This allowed me to
expand the scope of my understanding of the school environment and the students. During this
time I observed the realities of under-funded, overcrowded, under-staffed classrooms, and of stu-
dents with a wide range of learning needs and inadequate resources to accommodate for them. I
was also able to observe Salima, Nadia, and Anara in the classroom.

Salima, Nadia, and Anara were in Grade 4 at the time of this study. Salima and Nadia are Muslims
with families from Somalia and wore hijabmost of the time (but not always). Anara is Christian with
family from Ghana. Salima, Nadia, and Anara spent much of their time in school together. Both Sal-
ima and Nadia were considered disruptive students by their teacher, often observed to be ‘acting out’
in class by interrupting the teacher and peers, walking around during lessons, and getting into argu-
ments with other students. Salima’s desk had been separated from the other students due to her dis-
ruptive behavior and Nadia was consistently told in class to not interrupt the teacher and peers.

At the same time, both Salima and Nadia were energetic students, speaking with me, the teacher and
peers often about their interests, showing an inclination towards creative work through storytelling and
writing, and being engaged in hands-on, active work, and play time. Anara was friendly and studious
during class and was always excited about media work. She consistently wanted to work with Salima and
Nadia in class and the three students were often observed coming in and out of class together in a playful
manner. I observed Salima, Nadia, and Anara in the afterschool news network, in their regular class-
room, and in our final field trip at the end of the year to York University. In each case, they produced
different forms of digital media, using different tools, engaging with different digital media genres.

I begin with a discussion about editing and digital video production. It became apparent early on
that there were difficulties with video editing for girls in the afterschool and lunchtime programs.
This was observed and coded across data collected throughout the year. Insecurity, unsurprisingly,
was a documented theme across this study as the girls involved negotiated the use of their own image
in different digital media forms. Many wanted their videos to be ‘perfect’ before moving to the edit-
ing stage, and their goal was to have everything perfected in one single shot (avoiding editing
altogether). In one example from the afterschool news network, Salima was stuck during her attempt
to edit interview footage. In this case, she was the subject of the video. She had been interviewed as an
exercise to practice editing and to learn how she could control the representation of her own image
through editing. The videos from the news network were intended for school-community viewing
later in the year and were meant to reflect the school-community environment from a student
perspective.

As we were working through the technical difficulties Salima was having with changing the
rotation of a file in iMovie, she commented on how her videos were ‘ugly’. In field notes I documen-
ted Salima saying, ‘it’s so embarrassing’ (field notes, 2 April 2012). In later notes I also documented
her making a comment about her work being ‘ugly’ (field notes, 30 April 2012). In her interview,
Salima shared a story of religious discrimination related to wearing hijab. She explained that a
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man on the street told her and her sister to ‘get that shit off your head’ and she interpreted this to
mean ‘ … get that ugly, ugly headscarf off your head’ (Salima’s interview, 28 May 2012).

In the afterschool production program, the first video of Salima alone was never completed. Sal-
ima chose to discard it in place of starting something new with Anara the following week. Her second
video attempt, an interview about bullying between Salima and Anara, was filmed multiple times
before eventually being edited with titles and credits, but it took me paying special attention to Sal-
ima and Anara while filming to complete the editing work. In the final attempt to produce something
in the afterschool program, Salima, Nadia, and Anara created a video about racial segregation and
bullying at school. This narrative was about ‘a white girl discriminating against black kids at the
water fountain’. The girls acknowledged to me that this story was a fiction and that it had not hap-
pened to them but was something they had ‘heard’ (see Dahya and Jenson 2015). The girls rehearsed,
filmed, and re-filmed this video until they determined it to be complete, without editing any of the
video footage, and without adding titles, credits, sound, visual effects, or transitions.

Salima’s identification of being harassed for wearing hijab – about her hijab being seen as ugly in
the public eye – reflects a common and public devaluation of this religious and cultural sartorial
marker for Muslim girls and women (Haw 1998; Kassam 2007; MacDonald 2006; Martino and
Rezai-Rashti 2008; Rezai-Rashti 1994; Ruby 2005; Zine 2000, 2001, 2006). Theories of visual culture
identify images as powerful components in the recent history of women’s surveillance, with women
being monitored and in many ways defined (and criticized) by their representations (Hill 2000; Stur-
ken and Cartwright 2001) at the center of the public gaze (Koskela 2000). The hyper-sexualization
and alteration of women’s bodies is also a factor related to why girls, and particularly black and
brown girls, feel insecure about how they look in a world dominated by a limited and often white
beauty image (Dohnt and Tiggemann 2006; Markello 2005). How did gender and ethno-racial dis-
crimination related to wearing hijab, tied to image, visual culture, and popular beauty image, interact
with Salima’s digital media production process, as she learned to film and edit digital video? Addres-
sing this question is beyond the scope of this research; however, it does capture the complexity of
social factors that may warrant consideration when working in youth digital media production,
and when analyzing youth digital media production research.

In a contrasting example, Mr Glendon and I agreed to use iPads for video production related to an
end of year unit about Medieval Times. We used the Medieval Times unit to discuss issues related to
class, gender, and religion comparing the middle ages to contemporary society. Students were intro-
duced to iPads through open, hands-on play, and a series of educational games were available to
them. When we introduced iPads to the class over one-hour play sessions, video-recorded footage
captured Salima and Nadia collaborating on the production of sample video recordings and atten-
tively engaged with their independent educational iPad games (as were most of the boys and girls in
the class). The novelty of iPads in the classroom is certainly considered as part of the changed behav-
ior of these students, based on their interest, enthusiasm, and engagement with this new tool. It is
precisely the effect of this tool and production form that was interesting.

As a practice project for the Medieval Times unit, we took the class to the library where there was
more space to film and asked them to create a short pixilation6 about something related to school or
afterschool activities. Using an iPad application called Pixstop,7 students had one-and-a-half hours to
create their productions. Pixstop required framing of shots, taking the picture using the iPad built-in
camera, and editing out unwanted photos within the application. This is arguably a more direct edit-
ing process than with traditional digital video footage. Here, we also brainstormed a range of topics
to use for production, many related to class-based inequities discussed in our Medieval Times unit
(e.g., local poverty, hierarchy in school governance, etc.). For their film, Salima, Nadia, and Anara
once again chose the topic of bullying.

Salima, Nadia, and Anara finished their production without hesitation or help. They deleted
blurry and other unwanted shots, engaging in the editing process. Their pixilation was a visually
depicted narrative of first Salima and Nadia fighting, then Anara coming in to reconcile the friend-
ship, and ending with the three girls arm-in-arm and holding up Nadia’s necklace which said
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‘friends’ (there was no sound). Documented in field notes, I considered how working with the iPads
was very different from working with a digital camera. I questioned the effects of having no sound
and of creating animation compared to live filming with regards to students being ‘on camera’. I
observed the different function or qualities of editing in this iPad application compared to using
computer-based movie editing software (field notes, 24 April 2012).

In this example, I posit the role of materiality and particular material objects as having expressed
interactions with/in the social and cultural world of the school and of these girls. Burrell (2012)
articulates the role of material artifacts as flexible, nondeterministic, and part of social construction
in a particular place or position. What was the in-context meaning of digital cameras compared to
iPads as material objects in relation to what kind of media these girls made?

With regard to the content of their work, the primary topic Salima, Nadia, and Anara produced
digital video about throughout the school year was bullying. Bullying may certainly have been an
important factor in their lives as middle school students; however, these participants also discussed
a range of other topics and issues that were important to their school-community lives. In interviews,
Salima and Nadia discussed the positive experiences they have within their Muslim community com-
pared to the ones they had in the community at large. In the general community, they experienced
explicit forms of bullying for being Muslim. I also documented a distinct absence of dialog about
Islam in the school from teachers, in announcements and assemblies. This absence stood out as dis-
cordant from daily student life considering the huge Muslim community at Castleguard.

Salima, Nadia, and Anara also mentioned gender inequality in the home related to domestic chores
and they each expressed an interest in media and technology. None of these topics (positive or negative)
were covered in their videos throughout the year. Their one video about racial discrimination represented
the important role of race in the lives of these students – and perhaps an experience all three could share
as black girls – but again omitted any reference to the forms of gender and religious discrimination they
also identified as part of their lived experience in research interviews (see Dahya and Jenson 2015). Look-
ing across these thematic codes (including the absence of Islam as one), I question the cause of privileging
certain kinds of narratives (racial segregation, bullying) in the videos made by Salima, Nadia, and Anara
over other narratives (e.g., religious celebration, religious discrimination, gender inequity). The role,
meaning, and impact of girls creating videos about important topics that may not be (directly) about
them stands to be better understood. How did the (popular) culture of the school and content addressed
within the school walls impact students’ narrative choices in their digital media productions? Why was
the range of topics discussed in pre-production and identified as important to participants throughout
the year (documented in field notes and interviews) absent from their digital videos?

Salima, Nadia, and Anara also created digital videos at an end of year field trip to York University.
Working with Mr Glendon, Dr Jenson, and researchers from the Play in Computer Environments
Studio (Play:CES) at York University, we coordinated 23 students who participated in a full day
video production project. Salima, Nadia, Anara, and their peers produced 10 videos in the four
hours (10 am–2 pm) they spent at York University, compared to only six videos (and many incom-
plete videos) in all of the 2011–2012 school year. Certainly by the time students arrived at York Uni-
versity for the field trip they had more filming and editing skills than when they started the year,
though I address additional differences to program design and the university environment that
may have also impacted their work.

Ranieri and Bruni (2013) suggest that student concerns with self-image (on camera and in public
view) dissipate over time and with more digital media production experience. In addition, Ranieri
and Bruni posit that students resist making digital media when that creative work is ‘too similar
to formal learning’ (223). At our year-end fieldtrip, students were away from school and had a longer
block of time in an environment more conducive to production than at Castleguard: students had
enough classroom space to work and were not interrupted by school bells, announcements, peers
not involved in the digital media club, or other school-based responsibilities (e.g., homework, picking
up siblings). Students were also working in a relatively new Technology Enhanced Learning building
at York University, commanding excellence in its stature and design. This is a very different
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environment than at Castleguard – an old, depleted school with broken air conditioning and used
furniture. There is an important class-based analysis here that is related to access to technology
and quality of workspace denied young people in already under-served communities. Without
research and not-for-profit led interventions, few such opportunities for exposure to and experience
with digital media production and new technology in uninterrupted spaces exist.

At York University, and being on a field trip, there were additional human resources supporting
student work, including teacher-supervisors, additional researchers, and two Grade 8 student mentors
who had been involved in clubs in previous years. We asked students to select from topics of interest
that had come up throughout the year but had not been the focus of production yet. These topics
included future career interests, role models, technology preferences, and media interests.

Participants recorded their videos directly on laptops rather than on cameras to expedite the pro-
cess. I documented in field notes how participants did not hesitate to be filmed using the built-in
laptop cameras, and they also worked quickly to address and revise interview questions and edit
their productions – even when live recording and without much rehearsal time. Recording on laptop
computers removed a few steps in the editing process as footage was recorded right into iMovie.
Being on a tight timeline for completion and having a prize for best film at the end of the day
may have also contributed to participants’ expedited work process.8

On our field trip, participants quickly created probing questions related to why certain individuals
were seen as role models, why students wanted to pursue certain careers, and the impact of media
and technology on young people. Salima, Nadia, and Anara were separated into groups with students
in higher grades to facilitate work across ages and grade levels. In her video, Nadia explained that she
wanted to be a York University professor because, ‘York University is the best and when I was in
Grade 4 my teacher was all up in technology’ (Nadia, excerpt from York University video pro-
duction, 12 June 2012). Salima named York University researchers as role models and also said
she wanted to be a dancer. Anara explained that a laptop was her favorite technology because she
can play games and learn different things. She also expressed concern about young people watching
too much TV. Other black and Muslim participants working with Salima and Nadia identified public
media figures Michelle Obama and Martin Luther King Jr as role models, wanting to be teachers, go
to university, and work as videogame testers and makers.

In the final field trip to York University, Salima, Nadia, and Anara presented more varied pictures
of their lives and interests than in their productions all year. By this time, they had gained production
skills. In addition, the prompts for production on this field trip were more specific than throughout
the year, though they did not focus on education or university life specifically. Participant responses
related to lab staff as role models, about wanting to be university professors, and about loving tech-
nology are not reported on here as an indication of what they actually or authentically (or even
self-reportedly) wanted to do or be. Rather, these responses could be considered as reflective of
this methodological, technological, and pedagogical moment.

The factors involved in the construction of these final narratives created at York University ran-
ged from the digital media genre (interview-style video) and technological tools in use (laptop cam-
eras), to the situated experience of being pseudo-university students in the Technology Enhanced
Learning building. The role of educators and researchers in the co-construction of those digital arti-
facts is also important. Law (2004) draws attention to the ways research design and the tools in use
shape the possible outcomes that might be seen in a research study. It is the totality of this particular
context, of transecting processes of different human, social, and material agents that I consider as
contributing to the co-construction of ‘voice’ and representation created by Salima, Nadia, and
Anara in their digital media productions.

Concluding remarks

In this paper, I have presented critical theoretical perspectives related to the production processes of
Salima, Nadia, and Anara in three contexts. I have questioned how voice and representation can be
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identified, recognized, affirmed, and authenticated without detailed information about the context in
which those digital media are produced. In this example, how Salima, Nadia, and Anara engaged in
different media production programs and what they produced was entrenched in the networks, tools,
and pedagogical processes of each production program.

Technological artifacts, knowledge, and social norms, expectations and interactions co-evolve in a
society at a particular time and place and in relation to the prevalent tools and environments in use
(Callon 1986; Latour 2005). Rather than talk about ‘voice’ and representation it may be useful to con-
sider digital artifacts and their related processes as networks and assemblages, reflective of their pro-
duction contexts. This conceptual shift moves away from notions of ‘giving voice’ and towards more
complicated and nuanced recognition of the many factors that shape digital media production made
by young people in educational settings.

According to Burrell (2012), the meaning of particular technologies is ‘tied to its materiality in
[these] particular spaces of access and use’ (21). Certain tools are associated with certain media gen-
res, and used in particular contexts (and with particular people and pedagogical design). Represen-
tations of what it is for a young person to be heard or represented in digital media and what can be
seen from that work by educators, viewers, and researchers are also influenced by our and their pos-
itions in the media making world. This pertains to power structures related to class, race, religion,
and gender that circulate in educational and community settings; these power structures are also dee-
ply intertwined with media genres and technological tools.

From a standpoint where voice is understood as part of the rules and relationships of particu-
lar types of digital media production and digital media programs, no visual, digital artifact would
be considered as any kind of ‘truth’; rather, different digital media tools, genres, and related ped-
agogies might elicit different kinds of ‘voice’. Particular networks of association (Latour 2005)
would render different results, and research practices are also implicated in this process (Law
2004).

How do we define and refine the tone, pressures, and expectations associated with particular
media forms in the process of engaging young people in digital production? How do we continue
to build on creative, digital visual research and production in educational settings to better under-
stand how those artifacts are shaped? These are important questions that must remain at the fore-
front of digital media production research in educational settings with children and youth, especially
for non-dominant communities.
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Notes

1. I use the term ‘non-dominant youth’ or ‘non-dominant community’ in line with Ito et al. (2013) who define the
term as one that ‘explicitly calls attention to issues of power and power relations [more so] than do traditional
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terms to describe members of differing cultural groups’ (7). I continue to also use more ‘traditional’ terms under-
standing that they reference specific power structures related to, for example, race or gender.

2. The term ‘girls of color’ refers to girls from visible ethno-racial minority communities. Girls of color are described
as such due to the power-based, social implications of racialization by which people of color are presumed to share
in characteristics, qualities or histories that may or may not match their lived experiences. Individuals and com-
munities experience racialization as a discriminatory practice and are treated differently and negatively as a result
of their assumed ethnic or racial identity.

3. All references to students, teachers, and other members of the research team are pseudonyms.
4. I was first introduced to the school through the Smarter Than She Looks program based out of York University’s

Play in Computer Environments Studio (Play:CES) and under the guidance and supervision of Dr Jennifer Jenson.
This project had multiple components, all related to girls’ engagement with digital media production and video-
game play, which I supported as a researcher and workshop facilitator for several years. The cases presented
here were part of my doctoral research conducted within this larger project in 2011–2012. Both the supporting
teacher and I had extensive experience with school-based media education and digital media production. The
supervising teacher had previously worked as teacher-librarian and ‘technology expert’ in this same school and
maintained the latter role following his move to Grade 4 teacher. I worked in media education at the National
Film Board of Canada from 2005 to 2012 developing and delivering media education workshops to young people
and adults across Canada, in addition to my digital media related master and doctoral research.

5. Further discussion of outcomes from this larger study can be found in Dahya (2014) and Dahya and Jenson (2015).
6. Pixilation is a form of animation using real objects or people. The focus of the exercise was on presenting a visual

story.
7. Pixstop, a National Film Board of Canada mobile application for animation, was rebranded StopMo Studio in 2014.

The application allows users to create stop-motion animation on mobile devices, including pixilation, which is a
form of animation involving human characters or objects as the subject of animated film.

8. I did launch a similar competition with a prize in the girls media club at Castleguard, though in that context this
incentive failed to propel production or participation from these same students.
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