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Transmediating argumentation: Students composing aoss
written essays and digital videos in higher educain

Abstract
This comparative study examined how university shisl built an argument in written essays
and multimodal digital videos, and how their argatagion transmediated across these two
mediums. Data analysis involved 1) analysis of eohin both written essays and digital videos;
2) the development of transmediation visualizatitanslucidate how ideas were transformed
from essays into videos; and 3) multimodal analysisnderstand the communicative
affordances and constrains for argumentation vatthenedium. The findings revealed that the
most common type of content in both essays andsigdas supportive argumentation; however,
the videos did not include any counter-argumemntat8iudents transformed different amounts of
ideas in different ways when transmediating theguenentation from essays into videos. Both
assignments offered unique affordances for buildimgrgument based on their modes of
communication.

The argumentative essay is the most common geatstidents are assigned to write in
higher education (Wingate, 2012), perhaps because&iewed as an effective vehicle for
constructing knowledge in a wide variety of distipbk (Tynjald, 1998; Wu, 2006). When
argumentative essays are approached holistically this study, aritten argument refers to
the whole text (see Wingate, 2012), &ndding an argument to the way in which writers
construct “a connected series of statements intetwlestablish a position and implying
response to another (or more than one) positiomtd¢aws, 1995, p. 3).

According to Wingate (2012), the process of buidém argument in a written essay
consists of three components: (1) the analysiseaatiiation of content knowledge, (2) the
writer's development of a position, and (3) thecaittition of that position in a coherent manner.
First, writers are required to distinguish releviram irrelevant information and to identify

different, conflicting viewpoints drawn from multgsources. They should also be able to

evaluate which ideas are useful in providing sigfit evidence for the essay. Second, writers
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need to be able to compare and contrast evidewcel i the literature when establishing their
own position. When achieved in a sophisticatedrmagnwriters will have evaluated, weighed,
and combined arguments and counter-arguments posupf their position they are seeking to
establish (Nussbaum & Schraw, 2007). Finally, tidence should be organized as a logical
text structure so that it clearly establishes th&itpn taken.

Digital multimodal compositions—which interweavetesound, visuals, and movement—
can also be used to construct knowledge in diftedestiplines (Ho, Nelson, & Mieller-Wittig,
2010; Kucirkova, Messer, Sheehy, & Panadero, 20@8i;, Chen, & Ng, 2009). Such
multimodal projects (e.g., digital videos, podcastsbsites), when assigned in academic
contexts, can also integrate Wingate’s (2012) tboeeponents for building an argument;
however, these compositions may take differentshapen constructed through multiple modes
and digital tools.

Despite the fact that a growing majority of youtimenunicate multimodally outside of
school (Lenhart, 2015; Rideout, Foehr, & Robertd,® and many educators have begun to
integrate multimodal projects into the curriculuktilier, 2013), there is a paucity of research
examining how students build an argument usingiptalmodes in digital environments.
Furthermore, little to no research has examineddtaionship between written and multimodal
argumentation. That is, how ide@snsmediate—or translate content from one sign system into
another (Suhor, 1984)—between argumentative wrétsays and argumentative digital videos.

This study addresses these unexplored areas byrergrhow university students built
and transmediated argumentation across these ffeoetit mediums. Through comparative
analysis (Stake, 2006), we examined how argumentatas constructed in each medium,

traveled across them, and the unique communicatfeedances offered by each medium.
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2. Theoretical Framework

Multimodal theoretical frameworks were used to usténd how students built and
transmediated arguments across written essaysigital gideos. In the following section, we
describe how these theoretical lenses were emplayddelevant research.
2.1 Multimodality

Although there are different approaches to multdaiiby (Jewitt, 2009), including
multimodal discourse analysis (O’Halloran, 2005 amultimodal interactional analysis (Scollon
& Scollon, 2003), this study employs a social seéiosoframework to understand how students
built an argument with different modes. Vital ts@cial semiotics framework (Halliday, 1978;
Hodge & Kress, 1988) is the understanding thaiovsrimodes are integral in meaning-making.
Modes are socially shaped and culturally givenuesgs for communication—encompassing a
variety ofelements, including but not limited to text, speegbuals, animation, gesture, and
sound (Kress, 2010).

When applied to multimodal literacies, the socahsotics framework reframes
composition and emphasizes how meaning is crehteddh the synergistic relationship
between modes in communication ensembles (Ste@¥9)2WVithin these ensembles, the
interaction between modes is significant for megsiraking and the unique combination of
different modes communicates messages that nesimgtie communicates on its own.
Composers “orchestrate meaning through their seteand configuration of mode. The
meanings in any mode are always interwoven withribanings made with those of all other
modes co-present and co-operating in the commumicavent” (Jewitt, 2009, p. 15). These
intersemiotic relationships between modes are a foaus of inquiry in multimodal literacy

research, which includes analyzing how co-occurnmagles align to emphasize a
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complementary message (Dalton et al., 2015) orgevto create dissonance and convey
different messages simultaneously (Unsworth, 2006).

Social semiotics also elucidates how modes areeshlay sociocultural factors that
influence how they are employed in communicatioomdde carries with it specific
communicative histories and affordances for makmegning, which also interact and contribute
to the constructed multimodal message (Van Leeu@05). These affordances of a mode,
offer potentials that make it better for certaimeounicative tasks than other modes (Kress,
2003). For example, a composer might be able til lam argument through visuals and sound in
a way that is not possible solely through writidgwitt, 2009).

2.2 Argumentation through Multiple Modes

Despite the debate among researchers in the fieldgamentation as to whether visual
representation alone can build an argument, tresrms to be a general agreement that visuals
and imagery can play an important role in argumentaspecially when combined with other
modes (Kjeldsen, 2015). Blair posits (2015) thahegument—a claim and a reason or group of
reasons supporting it—can be expressed verbafiyally, or multimodally. Others, like Roque
(2012), focus on the different relationships betveerbal and visual modes in argumentation.
The visual can be intended merely as a “visual'flagiraw readers’ attention without having
any specific argumentative function (Roque, 201&lternatively, the visual and verbal mode
can present the same, parallel argument. Finakyytsual and verbal can be either combined
(joint argument) or juxtaposed (contrasting arguthdirdsell and Groarke (2007) also point
out that images can be used for rhetorical purpdsesxample, to appeal to readers’ emotions
or identify with the point of view of the writer.hEse different types of interplay between the

visual and verbal modes can be used to developudicdlate a position when composing a
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digital video. In addition to words and images, tgtimodal argument can include any
combination of words, images, movements, and so(fuathor, 2012; Blair, 2015) thereby
employing the force of two or more means of conngyarguments (Birdsell & Groarke, 2007).

According to Rapanta, Carcia-Mila, and Gilabertl2)) an argument can be approached
either as a form, strategy, or goal. Fhen approach concentrates on the structure of the
argument (i.e., claims, grounds, and warrants). Mrgument is viewed assaategy, the focus
is on social discourse activity in which individsadvance competing claims with the argument
moves during a discourse. Finally, an argumentatsm serve the specifiwal or function, such
as persuasion or negotiation of the joint undedstenof the issue at hand. For example,
Tseronis (2012) approaches multimodal argumentaisosm communicative activity, in which
more than one mode plays a role, with the goabakmcing another party of the acceptability
of an established position. As this approach presia more holistic lens to interpret the
interplay of multiple modes that a composer empdiayebuild an overall argument in a digital
video, we adopted this approach in the presenystud

In this study, an argument refers to either anyeasa whole text or to a multimodal
composition as a whole video. The focus is on hlmdents communicate a taken position in
these two mediums by engaging in the three prosefsargumentative composition suggested
by Wingate (2012). Thus, students were instruttietbmpose first an essay and then a video by
drawing upon relevant research literature. Aftaalgring and evaluating relevant literature, they
developed and articulated their position usingsiecific modes available for written essays and

digital videos.
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2.3 Transmediation

The practice of transmediation involves translatmganing from one sign system to
another (Siegel, 1995; Suhor, 1984). These sigiesysrepresent a variety of modes (e.g.,
visuals, text, sound, and movement) or modal otchigens (e.g., picture book, digital video,
choreography) and offer unigue communicative atiomks and potentials for meaning (Eisner,
1994).

Research explains how transmediation challengelests to use and think about
multimodal meaning-making in new ways (Harste, 2008gee & Leeth, 2014; McCormick,
2007). Siegel (2006) contends that instead of menapping content from one modality onto
another, it is a generative process that involuasvative and reflective thinking on the part of
the composer as they transform meaning across mgdhasr (1984) suggests that through the
transmediation process, “a constellation of cogajtaesthetic, and psychomotor skills is
brought to the surface when we consider studebtstias to understand and perform in
numerous sign systems” (p. 229).

Although some research has examined the transn@d@bcess of students, the heft of
this work has focused on K-12 students who transaednd reinterpret literature. These studies
(McCormick, 2011; Smagorinsky, 1997; Whitin, 20@&)phasized how transmediating literary
interpretations across modes fostered abstractrizhl thinking for students. Students
generated multilayered interpretations of the aainf@/hitlin, 2005) and gained a new
understanding of the rhetorical organization aéx {(McCormick, 2011). A few studies have
explored pre-service teachers’ transmediations—agxiplg it as a reflective practice for

confronting personal beliefs and understandingcatiissues in education (Magee & Leeth,
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2014; Whitin, 2006). As far as we are aware, neassh has examined how university students
transmediate argumentation from written essaysdigital videos.

This study aimed at addressing these unexplores dng examining how university
students built and transmediated argumentatiorsadreese two different mediums. Through
comparative analysis (Stake, 2006), we investigdtedollowing research questions:

1. How do students build an argument in their writtssays and their multimodal digital
videos?
2. How are ideas transmediated from students’ arguatieatessays into their
argumentative digital videos?
3. What are the communicative affordances for arguatemt with written essays compared
to multimodal digital videos?
3. Method
3.1 Instructional Context
This study was conducted in a graduate course éalcos learning in digital
environments at a Finnish School of Education. ddwese consisted of six classes (five lasting
90-minutes and the final class of 135-minutes) ausep of an introductory session, four
interactive lectures covering a variety of diglteracy topics (e.g., learning and literacy in a
digital age, online inquiry, and multimodal commeation), and a final reflection session. An
additional 50 hours of coursework was allocatedridependent work in small groups outside of
the classroom.
A culminating assignment of the course was the asitipn of a short (3—5 minute)
digital video in small groups of two to four peeEach group was asked to choose a teaching

method or a reform concerning digital literacied aame a pedagogical target audience for their
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video. The purpose of the video was to convince theget audience about the usefulness of the
teaching method or need for the reform. Students aiso asked to discuss some implications
for practice in their video.

Each small group worked in three phases. In tis¢ flinase, they developed a written
“idea paper” containing information about theiritgghe target audience for their video, their
main arguments for the selected teaching methedocational reform, and suggested literature
for more in-depth exploration of the topic. Theadepers were introduced and discussed in the
second class. In the second phase, the groupseshgagnalysis and evaluation of related
literature and composed a short argumentative géesayvas intended to provide a theoretically
justified background for their videos. In additishey composed an initial script for their video
that utilized the research literature. We askedestts to compose the essay first because we
wanted to ensure that they possessed the reqthisiestical content knowledge before
composing their videos. The aim of the course \wasgtudents learn to communicate their
educational expertise through multimodal composgiand explore creative ways for
communicating that expertise through multiple modes composing a video per se. The
students submitted their essays and initial schpfsere the fifth class, around which the teachers
organized a short dialogic feedback session (BDtminutes) for each group.

The third phase began in the fifth class meetifggmstudents began to develop their
videos in small groups. After that class, studéais five weeks to produce their final video.
During the sixth and final class, all students Wwatt; analyzed, and discussed the

argumentativeness of each other’s videos and tetlaan their video composing process.
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3.2 Participants and data

The patrticipants consisted of five small groupgtiv to 4 members in each) who were
enrolled in a Master’s level course on digital feag in either 2013 or 2014. This subset of
small groups was chosen from among 11 groups aiogpta two selection criteria. First, we
only included the small groups who gave us permist use their products in the study. The
second inclusion criterion was related to the gentbe video. The corpus of nine videos with
research permissions represented five differentegesind we wanted to include one video from
each genre in the study (Table 1). The five graxgpgained 18 total students. Among these
students, 13 were females and 5 were males bettiveeages of 22 to 37; 14 were pre-service
teachers and 4 were enrolled in an adult educatiogram.

The study data consisted of the five groups’ wmittssays and digital videos. Overall, the
written essays spanned 2 to 4.5 pages withouterefes, and the length of videos ranged from
3:03 to 5:15 minutes. Three of the videos represktdpics concerning teaching methods that
utilize digital or media literacies (e.qg., digisbrytelling, movies, wikis) in the classroom, one
video dealt with the use of blogs to foster commation in work places, and one video
advocated the need for reform in teacher educatidxetter prepare pre-service teachers to
embed Information and Communication Technologi€g]lin their teaching.

The videos were grouped into five different geraesording to their overall script, which
consisted of a series of events and story prognegsvalker, 2012). Theews genre relied on
the typical framework of a news broadcast wheresn@mchors introduce different perspectives
on a topic followed by expert interviews. Td#@umentary genre provided authentic
experiences and voices of people representingrdiffeoles related to the topic of the video.

Thenarrative genre employed temporally sequenced events leadingitade change in a main
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character. Theresentation genre consisted of sequences of facts and exampleslithabt form
a particular storyline but were tied to an ovetladime. Theumulative genre presented a
succession of short examples at a high tempo, thvtfaim being to strengthening the core
message of the video. To give an overview of tldees, Table 1 shows how the videos
representing the five aforementioned genres ingatpd different media elements in building
their argument.
---TABLE 1----

3.3 Data analysis

Qualitative analysis of how students built the alleargument in their essays and videos
followed an inductive approach (Bogdan & BiklenP3) Emerging analysis was employed in
which the conceptual tools were created littleitilelduring the analysis process. We also used
constant comparative methods (Strauss & Corbin8jL&9derive overall themes. This process
involved creating categories of the affordancesafgumentation each genre possessed. We did
this by first identifying themes within student exales separately for each medium. Next, we
compared these themes for both mediums to idesitifijlarities and differences. This coding
process was iterative and involved several roufidsalysis across each researcher.

3.3.1 Analysis of content in the essayAnalysis of the essays was performed in two
phases. The aim of the first phase, episodic asalyss to clarify what kinds of content
students included in their essays. To do thisesays were divided into episodes that
represented five kinds of content: 1) supportigarentation, 2) counter-argumentation, 3)
problematizing, 4) building relation to a readerd &) description. Content representing

supportive argumentation was further divided imiceé sub-categories: providing supportive
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reasons, providing favorable comparisons, and dimogibenefits. All episode categories,
including those also utilized in the digital vidanalysis, are described in Table 2.
----TABLE 2----

The boundaries of episodes—where one episode bagthwhere it ends—were
determined when writers shifted from one paragtaphnew paragraph or when they shifted
from one content type to another in the middlehef paragraph. Two researchers’ independently
coded the episodes in all the essays and reachagreement of 79%. All disagreements were
resolved through discussion.

In the second phase of analysis, the content d¢f episode was divided inidea units. An
idea unit corresponds typically to a single vedalise that expresses an action, event, or state
(Mayer, 1985). Initially, two researchers segmerued of the essays this way by indicating the
boundaries of each idea unit. The agreement pegerior these decisions was 91%. Next, the
remaining essays were segmented independentlyid€hainits contained in each episode
category were counted to determine the proportidhevideas reflecting each content type.

3.3.2 Analysis of content in videodn order to compare the content of the essays and
videos, we conducted similar content analysis farfying how student built an argument in
their videos. To do this, we first created multirabttanscripts (Flewitt, Hampel, Hauck, &
Lancaster, 2009) for each of the five videos. Thess involved dividing each video into
separate shots by using the kineikonic mode (Buiagker, 2001), or digital video mode, as the
anchor mode (Flewitt et al., 2009; Nelson, HullR&che-Smith, 2008). This means that units of
the video were separated by the sharp change fnrenvideo shot to the next one. Between these
separate shots were video sequences that ran Wwitttetruption. We isolated each co-occurring

mode, including visuals, text, sound, and spokaguage related to each anchor video shot.
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Written and spoken modes were also translated Fomish into English. Next, each transcript
was divided into episodes and categorized utilizirgsame episode categories applied for the
analysis of the essays. Boundaries of episodesaeteemined by considering how the
orchestration of several modes shifted to a new idehe digital videos. These shifts were
sometimes indicated by a change in the verbal tianrar written text on the screen. However,
they were also sometimes demarcated by an auvawal shift. For example, some videos
organized ideas by a change in music or a vistalel., a black screen between videos or
animation to new scene). Two researchers categbtiieeepisodes with 90% of agreement.
Finally, the shots included in each episode categ@re counted and also measured in seconds
to determine the proportion of each content typiaénvideos.

3.3.3. Analysis of transmediation of the ideas frorthe essays to the videoJ o clarify
whether and how ideas from the essays transmedimatéd videos, we compared each idea unit
in the essay to the content of the shots in theogdTransmediation was apparent in two ways.
First, an idea from the essay was made expli@him or multiple shots. This was apparent, for
example, when the same concept was used in bo#s#ay and video. Second, an idea in the
essay could implicitly inform the composition ottiaiideo. This occurred when the idea drawn
from the essay was illustrated in the video throagtexample. Each idea unit and corresponding
shot or shots in the video were then paired byterg@@transmediation visualization (See
Figures 1 & 3).

After developing this comparative visual analybolf we were able to count the
proportion of idea units transmediated from thexgss the video. We also counted the intensity
rate of the utilization of ideas (total number ppaarances of transmediated ideas/total number

of transmediated idea units) in order to betteranstind how ideas were reflected in the videos.
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This intensity rate showed how many times, on ayeraach idea drawn from the essay
appeared in the video. An intensity rate of 1 mélaat each transmediated idea appeared only
once (in one shot) in the video. The greater theniity rate is, the higher the average number of
appearances of each idea utilized in the video.

4. Results
4.1 Building an Argument in Written Essays and Digial Videos (RQ1)

Table 3 shows the main types of content studewrtaded in their essays to build an
argument convincing their audience to use a pdati¢eaching method or of the need for an
educational reform. Most of the content supportedestablished position (64% of episodes) and
this supportive argumentation included 69% ofa@da units. Descriptive content was the
second most common category, consisting of 17% dieepisodes. This covered a slightly
smaller proportion of idea units (15%) in the ess&ounter-argumentation played quite a minor
role in students’ essays, accounting for 9% ofehisodes. AlImost the same proportion of
episodes (8%) involved problematizing, and includéi% of the idea units. By problematizing
the prevailing situation, writers provided a sdbdindation for presenting supportive
argumentation for their position.

----TABLE 3----

As in the essays, supportive argumentation wasttet common content type in
students’ digital videos (see Table 4), comprisi8gepisodes out of 32 (59 %). These episodes
were present in 61% of all shots. Slightly morentbae-fourth of the episodes (28%) were
descriptive in nature, accounting for one-thirdred shots. Problematizing was present in 6 % of

the episodes, while counter-argumentation wasnabtided in any of the videos.
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Table 4 indicates that students’ videos differigthiicantly in the number of shots they
included. Whereas one video consisted of only $sstom the other side of the continuum
another video included 41 shots. This wide rangaée@mumber of shots is partly explained by
the length of the videos but also by the use otiplalshots—each of very short duration.
While the average duration of a shot was 9 secands)e video some shots lasted only one
second.

Although the same types of content were commdoth the written and video formats,
we found key differences based on the modes of agmuation. Students utilized all the same
argumentative means in the videos as in their esgdth the sole exception of counter-
argumentation, which was not present in any ofvtdeos. In addition, the videos included
more description than the essays (33% of all skmt45% of all idea units).

----TABLE 4----
4.2 Transmediating Arguments from Written Essays ito Digital Videos (RQ2)

Examination of the transmediation of ideas fromagssnto one or more shots in the
videos revealed that a total of 25% of the idea&sunithe essays could also be found in the
videos (Table 5; see also Figure 1 for an exampleg.proportion of transmediated ideas among
the digital videos ranged from 12% to 33%, showtrag the groups utilized different amounts of
the ideas presented in their essays when buildirggument in their videos.

----TABLE 5----
This proportion, however, is only one way to lodkre transmediation of ideas. We also
calculated an intensity rate that demonstrate®w imany different shots, on average, each
transmediated idea was represented in the videminénsity rate ranged from 1.2 to 4. In the

video with the intensity rate of 1.2, the utilizatiof ideas from the essays was relatively
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straightforward, with each idea unit mainly inforrgijust one shot in the video. In contrast, the
utilization of ideas in the video with the interysiite of 4 was more complex. A majority of the
transmediated idea units were present in multiptgssin the video. In the following, we present
two contrastive examples of how students transnediideas from their essays into their videos.

4.2.1 Transmediation example: “Eyes open for wikis"The group of four students
focusing on the pedagogical potential for integr@tiikis into the curriculum transmediated the
most ideas: 33% of the ideas in their essay warestnediated into the video with an intensity
rate of 1.4. The transmediation visualization @ thdeo (see Figure 1) demonstrates how many
of the idea units developed in the written arguratvé essay were translated into a particularly
rich segment of shots at the beginning of the vigbots 4-6).

----FIGURE 1----

The students’ written essay was organized by oebiag questions (e.g., “What is a
wiki?”, “How can Wikis be utilized in teaching?’nd 1-4 paragraphs of related explanations.
They built their argument by explaining the funosoof wikis and used supportive evidence to
show how they can be used as a learning tool icldgsroom.

However, their video took a different approachldailding an argument by seeking to
persuade the viewer in a less overt way througratiae. With students acting out various
scenes across the passage of time (Figure 1)jdbe presented the story of a teacher who
initially possessed a negative attitude towardsgrating wikis in the classroom (episode 1), but
eventually changed her view (episode 4) as a reilgarning more about wikis (episode 2) and
witnessing their benefits firsthand (episode 5he@ersuasive element included in the storyline
was developed by comparing learning with bookswaikés (episode 3), contrasting one fixed

interpretation provided by a book with the multipiéerpretations provided by Wikipedia.
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Some of the key argumentative elements in the esseg also transmediated into the
video; however, the sequence and manner in whehwere presented was transformed. For
example, sixteen of the idea units described ifedint sections of the essay (Figure 1) were
communicated in a dense segment at the beginnitigeofideo (Figure 2). In a three-scene
sequence of the video lasting 34 seconds, theé€aalvice is heard asking questions about
wikis (e.g., “What is a wiki"?) while a student nator arranges and moves colorful sticky notes
on a chalk board to explain key aspects, as welba®e of the benefits of the technology. Here,
the group condensed and interwove description apdastive argumentation (benefits)
contained in their essay through visuals, movenseid,voice narration.

----FIGURE 2----

4.2.2. Transmediation example: “Seeing the world tlough movies”. The two students
who focused on how movies can be used to promidteatmedia literacy skills transmediated
fewer ideas than the students who composed the ableut wikis: 12 % of ideas in the essay
were transmediated into the video, with the higih@ensity rate of 4The transmediaton
visualization of the video (see Figure 3) demonegr&ow a few selected ideas were repeatedly
translated and represented in different sectiortseo¥ideo.

The main claim of the essay centered on how imagEiiated by the media have a strong
effect on public conceptions of the world (1U8).ephemphasized this point in the essay by
presenting examples of how perceptions of racedjlaind cultures (IU10) are reified through
movies.

These few central ideas provided in the writterags®rved as an organizing framework
for their video. However, students leveraged théimadal nature of the video to show 30 clips

of popular movies as examples. These clips weeedpersed with black slides containing white
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text—often posing questions (e.g. “Who are we?”’htWare the others?, “What if you don't fit
in?")—with a voiceover echoing the same questiding rhetorical questions together with
carefully selected movie clips that were presemtgd rhythmic intensity created an emotional
ensemble. As depicted in Figure 3, idea units ftioenwritten essay were more widely scattered
throughout the video than in the wiki example.

Both of these student examples illustrate how treatBation can be actulized in various
ways. The video on wikis utilized narrative elensawhereas the video on movies relied on the
analytical categorization of representative exasidle both videos, showing through examples
was an essential element in building an argumarddtition, both videos aimed at an emotional
appeal through a narrative structure, the writfgsken message, and/or multimodally.

---FIGURE 3----

4.3 Communicative Affordances for Building an Argunent with Written Essays Compared
to Digital Videos (RQ3)

Although the central message of the written esaagsdigital videos remained the same,
aspects of the argumentation were transformed maodtally, temporally, and narratively
through the transmediation process. Both the wriggsay and digital video mediums possessed
unique communicative affordances for building aguanent based on the mode(s) of
communication (Table 6).

----TABLE 6----

4.3.1 Affordances for building an argument in the witten medium. As mentioned,
argumentative essays are a familiar academic denstudents and one that are often assigned
throughout schooling (Wingate, 2012). In contradihie dynamic and multimodal nature of

digital videos, writing is a more stable and fiXedn of communication. Essays provide a
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communicative space where readers can digest iataymat their own pace and revisit previous
sections an unlimited number of times. Furthermioleas can be communicated through
specific phrasing and word choice—often offeringroa room for interpretation.

As a result of these specific modal traits, stustemtitten argumentations were more
organized and linearly constructed than their dlgitideos. In their essays, students built
carefully articulated arguments where meaning wediated through conceptualization,
abstraction, and reasoning. The essays also appeakeademic authority by integrating
specific research evidence to support claims, whiak only occasionally present in the videos.
For example, the group focusing on the pedagobeagfits of digital storytelling in the
classroom developed an argument in their essapiyecting digital stories to sociocultural
theories of learning and presenting “pedagogicstifjaation” for classroom integration. These
points were supported with in-text citations oexent research. This group also provided
counterarguments underscoring the possible chatetepchers can face when using digital
stories. While their video included some of theseegal points, it contained no citations from
the literature or any discussion of the “challerigbat were articulated in the essay.

The communicative affordances for students wheluimg an argument through the
familiar academic essay were that the stability speetificity of the medium allowed students to
focus on appealing to scientific authority and oeéisg. They did this by pointing to specific
evidence, organizing their papers linearly, andr/joliag counter-arguments. Students were able
to conceptualize complex phenomena and also makestitions between concepts explicit.

4.3.2 Affordances for building an argument in the djital video medium. Although
the videos presented less in-depth argumentatidrcaunter-argumentation, the multimodal

format of the digital video offered unique affordas over the essays. Students had greater
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flexibility in how they structured their argumentat, as well as how they leveraged the specific
communicative possibilities of the multiple modesaitable—including sound, images,
movement, and text—when orchestrating their argusnen

The open nature of the digital videos also offesedients freedom in how they
communicated and organized their argumentationh E&eo told a unique story, drawing on a
variety of structures—ranging from a news showntmrporating exemplar multiple movie
clips, and acting out different scenarios. Furtr@enthe multimodal format of the digital videos
allowed students to interweave multiple ideas ilysvaot seen in the linearly structured essays.
Finally, the videos also exhibited awareness afrgdr audience. Many infused entertaining
elements, often relying on humor, connections fouter culture, or storytelling to build an
argument.

Students leveraged the unique communicative affaemof multiple modes to support
and extend their argumentation in creative waysopgysosed to the essays, text was the least
prominent mode of communication, with most videslging heavily on visuals and voice
narration—usually from multiple perspectives. Ratihan directly presenting their arguments,
the multimodal videos allowed some students to glse their arguments through narratives
that conveyed a scenario. These examples variedreoording acted-out vignettes to
integrating a variety of pre-fabricated video clifsudents led the viewer to understand the
argument through example rather than solely thrawgint claims, opening up room for affective
response and interpretation.

In accord with previous research, (Authors, 204#hors, 2016), sound (e.g., music,
sound effects, voice intonation) often served aaftattive layer in the digital videos. In these

examples, sound cued the viewer to how they shieeldabout the scenario presented. In the
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video focusing on wikis, for example, upbeat musas used to signal the positive change in the
teacher’s opinion of the technology by the encheftideo. At the beginning of another video
about digital story telling, the narrator explairted historical role of stories, supported by
images of cave paintings and a campfire along mitisic played on the Finnish zither, a
traditional instrument. Together these elementpdtethe viewer to make a transition in time,
while music also served a meditative moment.

Across the videos, multiple modes were used teld@vengaging argumentation through
different modal structures. There was variatiohow students orchestrated modes. Within the
same video, different modes (e.g., sound, visualjement) emerged as the main mode of
communication. Furthermore, the amalgamation ofesahd relationship between them often
created a rich semiotic space for building an ampuinthat was connected to storytelling,
emotion, and entertainment.

5. Discussion

This comparative study sheds new light on how ersity students built an argument in
written essays and digital videos, and how theysmeediated meaning between these two
mediums of communication. Thus far, argumentatias ot been a focus of multimodal
research in literacy and learning communities, whtmajority of studies examining self-
expression (Hull, Stornaiuolo, & Sahni, 2010; kbal., 2010; Jenkins, 2008), collaboration (Ho,
Nelson, & Mueller-Witig, 2011; Jocius, 2013; Lo@hen, Ng, 2010), or the benefits of
multimodal projects for culturally and linguistibativerse K-12 students (Author, 2015; Black,
2009). Furthermore, multimodal practices have oftean examined in isolation and rarely

connected to written processes or products in as@dgettings (cf. Miller, 2013). These results
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expand our knowledge of multimodal composition amglimentation and contribute
empirically, methodologically, and pedagogically.

This study emphasizes how transmediation was aftramative process (Siegel, 2006),
in which ideas were remediated and restructuredlifrgs demonstrate that students utilized the
same types of content when building an argumehbth essays and digital videos, with the one
exception of counter-argumentation, which was atiseall of the videos. Although there was
similarity in types of content presented in bothdimens, this study deepens our understanding of
how the extent, structure, and communicative mddeéeas differed when transmediated from
essay into video. Students were selective abouttwidieas to transmediate into their videos
(12—33%) and focused on these specific ideas iremepth. Students also disrupted the linear
structure of the essays when creating their vid€bis restructuring of ideas was particularly
apparent in the transmediation visualizations, Wipiovide a new, fine-grained view into the
complex and varied ways specific ideas were tradsated during the process. The
visualizations demonstrated how several idea dirita an essay could be condensed and
conveyed simultaneously through just a couple déwishots (Figure 1). Or conversely, the
visualizations showed how only a few of idea uditawn from the essay could be expanded
upon and reinforced throughout numerous video dfagsire 3).

Both mediums—the written essays and digital videpsssessed unique modal
affordances (Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 2010) for buigdam argument based on their mode(s) of
communication. The difference between these twoitmesl offers new insights into
understanding the possibilities for building antangnt through orchestrating multiple modes in
an educational context. The familiar written esstigred a stable and linear space for students

to construct supported and more balanced arguni@mtddternatively, the multimodal nature of
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the videos offered students more semiotic flexiptio orchestrate modes, design unique
narratives, and appeal to entertaining and affgdtieir audience. Multimodal analysis revealed
that not only was there variation in the transmigolieof ideas, but the malleability of working
with multiple modes allowed students to foregroand background visuals, sound, movement,
and text in unique ways to build their argument.og of the first studies to compare
argumentation in essays and videos and tracedhsrrediation of ideas between them, this
work offers a valuable starting point for reseatatthe future, it would be beneficial to also
gain students’ perspectives on their transmedigironesses and views on argumentation with
different mediums. For example, how do studentskbeounds, preferences, and experiences
with using different modes affect their final maoibdal products? Research is also needed to
closely examine the composing process (Author, 2Bliice, 2009) as students move content
between and amongst modes.

This study also contributes methodologically. Vé@eloped an analytical framework that
allowed us to categorize and compare types of coaiEross essays and digital videos. As
described by Siegel (2006), content does not menaly on during the transmediation process—
it transforms—across sign systems. The creatidraobmediation visualizations as a form of
analysis and representation illuminated this complecess. Multimodal transcripts were also
used to understand the communicative role of sjpatibdes and how they worked in
combination with surrounding modes to build an anguat. Currently, the representation of
research findings in the field of digital literagies confined by print-centric practices (cf.,
Author, 2016; Domingo, 2012; Hull & Nelson, 200B)ew methods for analyzing and
publishing research on multimodal composition a&eded to adequately understand and

communicate students’ rich digital practices.
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These results are situated in a particular instrmal context and were no doubt
constrained by multiple factors, including the gagient requirements, the available digital
tools, and students’ technical expertise (to narfevy Furthermore, the sequence students were
required to follow of first researching their topiben writing, and finally creating a digital viae
could be viewed as a limitation. However, this gtpdesents valuable pedagogical
contributions. The findings demonstrate how diffénmediums offer different possibilities for
argumentation. Whereas written essays provide didarspace for students to construct both
supportive and counter-argumentation, digital vgleffer flexibility for orchestrating modes, as
well as the narrative freedom for conveying argutaigon in an entertaining manner that is not
always fostered in academic settings. This stusly ptovides new pedagogical implications for
the flow of ideas from writing to multimodal comgtasn. Students were able to research and
formulate their arguments through traditional melaefore embarking on their videos. However,
the counter-argumentation they developed in essiayisot transfer to their digital videos.
Additional important pedagogical questions to cdasinclude: How do ideas transmediate
across a variety of mediums and in different contosl directions? For example, what would
students’ argumentation look like if they first ated videos and then transmediated their ideas
into writing? How would explicit instruction on hotw use non-discursive modes in building
argumentation affect their final products? Futuesaa to explore also include sequencing and
scaffolding the transmediation process.

It is also important for teachers to consider ttierdances of different mediums and
modes when designing and assessing argumentatmmagents. When composing
multimodally, students need support (Dalton, 2Gd3jnove beyond simple supportive

illustrations (see Murray, 2009) to consider hoeptleould embed theoretical justifications and
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counterarguments in their videos. Very little reshahas examined the pedagogical potential for
multimodally composing-to-learn. That is, using tmbdal projects as a tool for thinking
(Archer & Newfield, 2014). More research is neettest examines the semiotic potential modes
possess for representing and learning content (N20)@9). In particular, how student
understanding reveals itself, travels, and trams$osicross modalities.
6. Conclusion

As the digital horizon continues to expand (Lew2ér, Coiro, & Cammack, 2004), it is
increasingly important to consider how multimodedgiices can be effectively integrated into
higher education. This study demonstrates thatlimglan argument across different mediums of
communication and multiple modes might be a powevay to enhance university students’
learning. Transmediating ideas from traditionalting assignments into digital multimodal
products adds additional cognitive and creativerdayhat require students to think about learned
content in innovative ways. Furthermore, combimmgjtiple modes of communication may also
provide teachers with opportunities to help stuslemtderstand and leverage the modal
affordances of different mediums in building aniangnt for diverse audiences. These insights
are valuable for students in enabling them to comoate effectively through multiple modes in
digital environments—skills that will become incseggly important in their personal and

professional futures.
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Table 1

Media incorporated in the videos representing different genres

32

Video topic Genre Min. Media Incorporated

Embedded Animation/ Voice- Textual Images

video transitions over overlay

Digital Presentation 3:03 . . . .
storytelling as a
learning method
Wikis in education Narrative 3:35 . . .
ICT in teacher Documentary  3:51 . .
education
Movies in learning Cumulative 5:15 . . .
Blogs as News 3:06 . . .

communication
medium
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Table 2.

Content categories used for building an argument in the essays and digital videos

Content category Description

Supportive argumentation
Providing supportive reasons Content providing reasons for the position adojnetie essays.

Providing favorable comparisons Content comparing suggested solution (positiomrévailing
solution in a preferable manner.

Providing benefits Content explicating benefits that support the pasiin the essay.
Counter-argumentation Content refuting the position taken in the essay.
Problematizing Content showing that prevailing situation or vieeeds

reexamination or reevaluation (see Barton, 1993).

Building relation to the reader Content that relates to experiences or emotiotiseudience.

Description Content describing objects or phenomena in terntsesf parts and
functions or appearance of these parts (see HE®&2) or
explaining the meaning of concepts or interrelaiohwords (see
Werlich, 1982).
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Table 3.
Mean proportion of different types of content in students’ argumentative essays
Number of
idea units
Number of Min- within the Min-
Content category episodes % Max episodes % Max
Supportive argumentation
Providing supportive reasons 39 60.94 5-11 385 67.19 70-93
Providing favorable comparison: 1 1.56 0-1 8 1.40 0-8
Providing benefits 1 1.56 0-1 3 0.52 0-3
Supportive argumentation total 41 64.06 5-13 396 69.11 70-93
Description 11 17.19 0-5 86 15.01 0-38
Counter-argumentation 6 9.38 0-2 56 9.77 0-22
Problematizing 5 7.81 0-3 26 4.54 0-12
Building relation to the reader 1 1.56 0-1 9 1.57 0-9
Total 64 100.00 7-22 573 100.0 71-159
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Table 4
Mean proportion of different types of content in students’ digital videos
Number of
Number of Min-  shots within Min- Mean length

Content type episodes % Max the episode: Max % of the shots
Supportive argumentation

Providing supportive reasons 15 46.88 1-6 62 4-36 51.67 8

Providing favorable comparison 1 3.13 0-1 6 0-6 5.00 17

Providing benefits 9.38 0-1 0-3 4.17 11
Supportive argumentation total 19 59.39 3-6 73 5-36 60.84 9
Description 9 28.13 1-3 40 2-18 33.33 8
Problematizing 2 6.24 0-1 5 0-3 4.16 8
Building relation to the reader 2 6.24 0-1 2 0-1 1.67 22
Counter-argumentation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 32 100.00 5-8 120 9-41 100.00
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Table 5

Idea units transmediated from students’ essays to their videos by content type.

Number of  Transmediatet

Content type idea units ideas %
Supportive argumentation

Providing supportive reasons 385 95 24.7

Favorable comparisons 8 5 62.5

Providing benefits 3 3 100.0
Supportive argumentation total 396 103 26.0
Description 86 30 34.9
Counter-argumentation 56 1 1.8
Problematizing 26 1 3.9
Building relation to the reader 9 6 66.7

Total 573 141 24.6
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Table 6

37

Modal affordances for building an argument in written essays and digital videos

Written essay

Digital video

Genre

Organization of
ideas

Mediation of
meaning

Rhetorical means

Critical voices

Follows a stable academic genre.

Logical organization of ideas.

Meaning is mediated through
conceptualizing and abstraction.

Focus is on appeal to scientific
authority (embedding in-text citations
and reasoning.

Counter-argumentation is a natural
element of an academic essay.

Flexibility in choosing a genre (e.qg.,
documentary, narrative, news
broadcast, etc.).

Multilayered, flexible organization of
ideas.

Meaning is mediated through
interplay of multiple modes.

Flexibility in mixing rhetorical
means: appeal to affective reactions,
identification, cultural sense of
affinity, authority, and reasoning.

Counter-argumentation seems to be
difficult to embed without
interrupting the flow of the digital
story.
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Figure 1. A transmediation visualization of the ideas from the essay intadiee. The
visualization displays the first seven (out of 22) episodes in one of thes essering 29 of all 142
idea units. IU refers to the idea unit in the essay and S to the shovidebe
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Time Representative visual Movement on screen Spoken language Sound
frame (translation)
00:32 Student’s hand places Teacher: What actually is  Slow,
a sticky note with Wikipedia? jazzy
c\:ev::épreodfl?hemcahjk- Narrator: Wikipedia is a 21‘322:
board with two other free, Internet-based and
sticky notes (“?” and freely-edible encyclopedia.
“freeydictionar ’ ) It is based on wiki
y technology.
00:4¢ Handseparates “wiki’ Narrator: A wiki is a
from the “wikipedia” website; the content of
sticky note which users can quickly and
easily edit the way they
want.
00:4¢ Hand moves th Narrator: The wiki is

“wiki” sticky note to a reliable and efficient. Its
new area of the chalk- activities are based on the
board with community of users. People,
surrounding sticky who are interested in the
notes that list different same subject, share
features (“interactive,” information and participate

“can be modified,” in the discussion of the
“simpilicity,” content and quality of the
“collaborative,” and article.

“efficient”)

Teacher: Hmm

Figure 2. Multimodal transcript for from the video “Eyes Opfem wikis.” This transcript
represents Episodes 2 and 3 (Description/Suppatiyementation: Providing benefits) and
Shots 4-6 from the multimodal transmediation vigaion (Figure 1).



EPISODE 3:
SUPPORTIVE
ARGUMENTATION
(Providing supportive
Reasons)

ESSAY

U8

S5

S6

S7

S8

S9

S10

S11

S12

S13

S14

S15

S16

S17

S18

S19

S20

S21

S22

S23

S24

S25

S26

S27

S28

S29

S30

S31

S32

S33

S34

J

EPISODE 3:
SUPPORTIVE
ARGUMENTATION
(Providing supportive
reasons)

EPISODE 4.
SUPPORTIVE
ARGUMENTATION
(Providing supportive
reasons)

EPISODE 5:
SUPPORTIVE
ARGUMENTATION
(Providing supportive
reasons)

EPISODE 6:
SUPPORTIVE
ARGUMENTATION
(Providing supportive
reasons)

Figure 3. The transmediation visualization of the ideas from the essay to tlee Vide visualization
displays one episode (out of 8) in the essay that covered idea units from ®t&20dga units in the
essay). IU refers to the idea unit in the essay and S to the shotiddbe



Transmediating argumentation: Students composing aoss
written essays and digital videos in higher educain
Research Highlights
Ideas were transmediated in a variety of ways aogesays and multimodal
videos

Counter-argumentation seemed to be easier to emtzethe essays than into the
videos

Essays offer stable communication where argumemtde logically organized
Videos offer flexibility in mediating argumentatidirough multiple modes

Combining two communicative genres in teaching seenteepen students’
learning



