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This project asks the question: Can libraries act as places for
promoting civic engagement through the use of socially and cul-
turally significant documentaries? In this initiative, documentaries
are screened at public libraries throughout the United States and
are followed by post-screening discussions. Coordinating librarians 10
and audience attendees are surveyed to uncover the outcomes of
each event’s civic engagement. Results indicate that the screening of
socially and cultural significant documentaries at public libraries,
combined with post-screening discussions, can positively impact
library patrons’ interest in becoming more civically engaged and 15
foster a greater understanding of the issues raised by the films.
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As informational resources become available digitally, interest has grown
within library and information services (LIS) professions on how to measure 20
the impact of activities in the physical library, or, as the literature has come
to call it, the library as a place. The library-as-place concept draws atten-
tion to the physical aspects of the library and the communities of users who
reside near libraries along with those citizens who travel to them to attend
programs. Pomerantz and Marchionini (2007) suggest that “the role of the 25
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library as a storage space for materials will become decreasingly important;
and the role of the library as a space for users, for individual and collab-
orative work, and as a space for social activity, will become increasingly
important” (505). Can libraries be more than congregation places for people
to work on their group or personal projects? Can libraries act as spaces for 30
civic engagement, and, if so, how?

Advocates of public libraries have maintained that public libraries
positively impact civic engagement in their communities (Kranich 2005;
Budd 2008; Willingham 2008). However, few studies have been produced
that demonstrate how specific library programming initiatives impact civic 35
engagement. This study investigates a project with the aim of using libraries
as spaces for civic engagement, specifically, a community engagement initia-
tive of POV—a cinema term for “point of view” and the name of the United
States’ longest-running television showcase of independent nonfiction films
aired weekly during the summer months on the Public Broadcast System 40
(PBS).1 Throughout the year, POV lends copies of its catalog of films, as well
as discussion guides and other learning materials, to libraries throughout the
United States. Librarians both host the film screenings and advertise them
to members of their community through a variety of channels (e-mail lists,
websites, newspapers, radio, invitations, flyers, postcards, etc.). 45

The films themselves—ninety-five circulated during the study period—
require the viewer to think deeply about a wide variety of social and cultural
issues that impact civil society both nationally and abroad. For example, the
film The Most Dangerous Man in America: Daniel Ellsberg and the Pentagon
Papers (2009) raises issues of freedom of information and transparency in 50
government. Last Train Home (2009) challenges viewers to think about the
human cost of low-cost Chinese imports through a personal story of a sin-
gle family. Where Soldiers Come From (2011) chronicles the physical and
social ramifications of a decade of war through the personal story of a group
of childhood friends. If a Tree Falls: A Story of the Earth Liberation Front 55
(2010)—nominated for an Oscar for Best Documentary (2011)—explores
how environmental protest culminating in property damage gets classified
as domestic terrorism and the ramifications this action has for free speech.
Because of the depth of the stories offered, POV films have won every major
film and broadcasting award, including twenty-seven Emmys, fifteen George 60
Foster Peabody Awards, ten Alfred I. duPont-Columbia Broadcast Journalism
Awards, three Academy Awards, and the Prix Italia.2

The research project featured in this article involves answering the
following question: Can libraries act as places for promoting civic engage-
ment through the use of socially and culturally significant documentaries? 65
To ascertain answers to this question, films with accompanying learning
materials were loaned out to librarians via an online request form over the
span of four years (March 1, 2008, through February 29, 2012). After the
film screenings and post-screening discussions with attendees, librarians and
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library patrons were surveyed regarding what they thought were the civic 70
engagement–related outcomes, if any.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Documentaries and Public Television

There is a good deal of LIS literature that helped frame the research study.
Aufderheide (2007) defines a documentary as “a story about real life, 75

with claims to truthfulness,” that are “constructed by artists and technicians
who make myriad decisions about what story to tell to whom, and for
what purpose” (2). Documentaries are not objective sources of information,
but should be a “fair and honest representation of somebody’s experience
of reality” (3). Aufderheide argues that documentary filmmakers are often 80
working to speak truthfully about power and see “themselves as public
actors, speaking not only to audiences but to other members of a public
that needs to know in order to act” (6). By public, Aufderheide refers to
Dewey’s (1927/1954) notion of a public as not the sum of all individuals but
rather as a group that can act together for the common good. 85

PBS a nonprofit corporation, founded in 1969, that creates television
content (and increasingly digital content) for more than 350 member sta-
tions in all fifty states, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa. The mission of PBS is “to create content that educates,
informs and inspires” and acts as an alternative to commercial broadcasting.3 90
Bullert (1997) traces the development and use of documentaries in pub-
lic television. She notes that PBS created POV in 1988 to provide a space
and infrastructure within the station to air independent documentaries. Since
1988, POV has aired on PBS member stations during the summer months
once a week (typically Tuesdays, although moving to Thursdays in 2012) at Q1

95
10:00 P.M. in all U.S. time zones on most PBS stations (Bullert 1997; Jensen
2012). Upon creating POV, “PBS programmers could now direct to POV those
works they felt were too unconventional, likely to be controversial, or ones
that deviated from the journalistic and aesthetic standards” of PBS’s journal-
istic programs (31). In selecting films for airing, POV looked to “provide a Q2

100
platform for voices not present elsewhere on television and in this society”
(Bullert 1997, 32). Bullert quotes Marc Weiss—the first executive producer of Q3

the program—who noted that:

It’s not a question so much about giving the voiceless a voice as it
is about giving the American public an opportunity to hear . . . It’s 105
important for a democratic society that there be people like independent
film makers who are able to express those things and who are able to
reach large numbers of people with those perspectives. The film makers
speak for others in the society. They don’t just speak for themselves.
(Bullert 1997, 33) 110
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Aufderheide (1997) notes that POV was concerned early on with not
simply treating the documentaries as personal stories. Rather, the show
believed that the “programmer’s job is to shape the context so that the
documentaries can be seen as more than idiosyncratic and self-indulgent
expression” (16). In the early 1990s—before the widespread use of the Q4

115
Internet—Aufderheide (1997) notes that POV accomplished this objective by
contacting “organizations with an affinity to the issue before a program airs
and coordinates activities, provides on-line forums following the airdate and
encourages viewers in its ‘Talkback’ segment to send in cassettes recording
their own reaction and commentary (aired in a following episode)” (16). Q5

120
POV airs programs that require viewers to consider the perspectives of

diverse voices, or, as described by Zurawick (1991) of the Baltimore Sun:
“It’s stirring things up and making people think” (E3). One prominent exam-
ple was the airing of Tongues Untied (1989), a story by Marlon Riggs about
the experience of being a black gay man living with AIDS. The film “cel- 125
ebrated black gay love and sexuality without shame” (Bullert 1997, 118).
Bullert extensively discusses the fallout associated with the airing of the film,
including the refusal to air the film in places such as Houston, Milwaukee,
Denver, Portland, Memphis, Nashville, Dayton, Kansas City, Oklahoma City, Q6

and others (Bullert 1997, 105). Bullert (1997) notes that “it was the first—and Q7
130

so far the only—program about the experience of being black and gay on
public television” (119).

Tongues Untied, and other POV programs, were “part of a struggle to
bring uncommon perspectives to a common table” and “presented views
of reality and aesthetic styles marginalized in the mainstream public televi- 135
sion media” (Bullert 1997, 188). Bullert believes that such films are required
viewing “not because they fit some particular political line but because they
help us, as citizens, to understand our lives and to make informed political
decisions” (188). In essence, understanding the point of view of others helps
develop a more informed citizenry. 140

Today, POV continues to air independent documentaries during the
summer months on PBS stations, as well as to undertake civic engage-
ment activities around the country. One major initiative—the one studied
here—is a partnership with public libraries where POV films are screened
and discussed. The events are advertised to patrons both locally through the 145
public library and nationally via POV’s website at pbs.org/pov (see Figure 1).
In some cases, POV lends films before the season begins (called a “pre-
screening”), allowing local communities to see the film before it airs on PBS
(Eliza Licht, personal communication, March 9, 2012). POV began lending to
these groups in 2000 (originally through a partnership with an organization 150
called Active Voice and on its own starting in 2005), and launched an online
process and form for lending in 2004. According to Eliza Licht, POV’s Vice
President of Community Engagement and Education, the overarching goal
of this initiative is to increase community engagement through educational
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FIGURE 1 Library-based Film Screenings, Once Approved, Are Advertised on the POV
Website (color figure available online).

awareness and by connecting local audiences with important issues (Eliza 155
Licht, personal communication, March 9, 2012).

Partnering libraries are required to hold a discussion after each film
is screened, and a discussion guide is included to help facilitate the pro-
cess. Alternatively, partnering libraries can bring in a local expert on the
issues explored in the film and hold a question-and-answer session. The 160
films also include a “delve deeper” resource kit that includes suggested
actions that individuals can take after the film screening to get more involved.
According to Licht, the future of the program is to build-up more local audi-
ences through partnerships with libraries, particularly with libraries that are
interested in prescreening an entire season (from fourteen to sixteen films). 165
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Civic Engagement

Civic engagement is a complex construct with varying shades of meaning
and motivations to take action. Adler and Goggin (2005) note that when dis-
cussed, the conversation usually involves the possibility of one or more of
the following: collective actions (how an individual participates with others 170
to influence civil society), community service (participation in voluntary ser-
vice to one’s community), and political involvement (an individual solving
problems collectively through political processes). Alder and Goggin (2005)
define civic engagement as “how an active citizen participates in the life of
a community in order to improve conditions for others or to help shape the 175
community’s future” (241).

Keeter, Zukin, Andolina, and Jenkins (2002, 23) provide a way to
measure if an individual is civically engaged. To be civically engaged, an
individual should participate in two or more of the following activities over
a twelve-month period: 180

● Regular volunteering for an organization other than a candidate or political
party

● Working with others to solve a community problem
● Raising money for charity, through a run/walk or any other means
● Actively participating in a group or association 185

Public libraries have continued interest in promoting civic engagement.
Kranich (2005), a past president of the American Library Association, argues
that “libraries play a critical role in rekindling civic spirit not only by pro-
viding information but also by expanding opportunities for dialogue and
deliberation that are essential to making decisions about common concerns” 190
(94). Budd (2008) agrees and connects dialogue with democracy, noting
that a primary responsibility of public libraries “is to provide communi-
ties with the apparatus of democratic deliberation—the ideas that gird the
foundations of democracy along with the contemporary statements, claims,
and discussions about the issues that arise in a democratic society” (2). 195
Willingham (2008) finds that libraries’ position within society allows them to
move beyond being “passive sources of information or partners on short-
term projects” to a “lead agency in tackling pervasive social problems”
(99).

Despite the enthusiasm for using public libraries as nexuses for civic 200
engagement, few studies have shown how specific initiatives contribute to
civic engagement. Studies have addressed related issues (such as public
libraries contributing to social capital), or the impact of new technolo-
gies on patron efficacy (e.g., broadband Internet access or social-media
tools). Current studies relating civic engagement to public libraries are more 205
exploratory and are in earlier stages. For example, Sung, Hepworth, and
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Ragsdell (2011) identified seven essential elements of effective community
engagement in public libraries through a qualitative research process. This
study addresses a need within the literature to begin to identify which public
libraries’ programs impact civic engagement. 210

Film as a Tool for Civic Engagement

The initiative of POV studied here is one of several projects that have strived
to use documentary films as a way of spurring community conversations
that increase civic engagement. One notable project is Teaching the Levees,
which used Spike Lee’s film When the Levees Broke: A Requiem in Four Acts 215
(2006) as an opportunity to spur democratic dialogue in local communi-
ties throughout the country (Crocco Smith 2007). The public side of this
project began by sending 30,000 DVDs with an accompanying curriculum
book to librarians and educators throughout the country using funding pro-
vided by the Rockefeller Foundation and in partnership with HBO Films. 220
More than 12,000 librarians or educators throughout all fifty states and the
District of Columbia requested the package via the website, and thousands
were distributed during conferences such as the National Council for the
Social Studies (Chae et al. 2007). The curriculum was designed to support
democratic dialogues, which are “structured discussions designed to tackle 225
tough issues” (Crocco Smith 2007, 2). Project planners asserted, when such
a dialogue is finished, that “participants should leave feeling that they bet-
ter understand the issues, better understand the points of view of those
with whom they disagree, and, perhaps most importantly, can better artic-
ulate their own viewpoint” (Crocco Smith 2007, 2). Although the Teaching 230
the Levees project aspired to promote civic engagement, this aspect was
never formally assessed. Rather, interest in the curriculum package from
the library and education communities (through the online requests) was
used as an informal measure of the project’s positive impact (Chae et al.
2007). 235

Marcus and Stoddard (2009) investigated the uses of documentary film
as a way of teaching social issues. They argue that documentary film, when
used effectively, can tie into the three goals of history education: promoting
reasoned judgment, promoting an expanded view of humanity, and deliber-
ating over the common good (Barton and Levstik 2004). Marcus and Stoddard 240
(2009) find that documentary film supports reasoned judgment because it
“can serve as one type of evidence that can be analyzed for accuracy, com-
pared to other sources, considered in its historical context, and examined
for author subjectivities” (281). Promoting an expanded view of humanity
is supported because documentary film “can expose students to multiple 245
perspectives, which as mentioned are often only marginally included in text-
books, and can provide students with a mechanism for understanding the
beliefs and decisions of people in the past” (Marcus and Stoddard 2009,
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281). Finally, documentary films support deliberating over the common
good by using subjects that “revolve around issues of justice and provide 250
students with an engaging and provocative way to explore these issues,
particularly regarding various controversial subjects” (Marcus and Stoddard
2009, 281).

Marcus and Stoddard (2009) note that one complication related to the
use of documentary films is that both students and teachers often view them 255
as objective and not value-laden sources of information. For example, their
investigation of secondary-school students found that students perceived
documentary films as being as accurate and trustworthy as their textbooks,
primary sources, and their history teachers. This limitation highlights the
importance of the accompanying learning materials, which help highlight 260
for both the students and educators that documentary films—although typi-
cally rich with primary source material—usually exhibit subjective points of
view.

METHODS

To understand the opportunity to use libraries as spaces for civic engage- 265
ment, the following research question is posed:

Can libraries act as places for promoting civic engagement through the use of
socially and culturally significant documentaries?

To study this question, 136 films were made available to librarians
throughout the United States for a four-year period (March 1, 2008, to 270
February 29, 2012). Librarians requested the films via an online form (see
Figure 2). POV approves the screening and mails the DVD, learning materials
(discussion guide and delve deeper resource kit), and audience evaluations
to the participating library. After the public library–based screening, the
librarian is surveyed electronically to measure what they thought were the 275
civic engagement–related outcomes associated with the event. Additionally,
the survey collects other information such as the number of people who
attended the screening, demographics (ethnicity, gender, age) of the atten-
dees, and how the event was promoted. The survey, which was developed
by staff at POV, is included in the Appendix. Q8

280
Additionally, attendees of the public library screening are surveyed

with a document developed by POV staff (included in the Appendix)
to measure the impact the screening had on their interest in becoming
more civically engaged. This survey specifically measures the concrete
civic actions the attendee is interested in completing after the event. These 285
actions closely correspond to Keeter, Zukin, Andolina, and Jenkins’s (2002)



Public Libraries and PBS Partnering to Enhance Civic Engagement 9

FIGURE 2 Librarians Use an Online Form to Request a Film to Screen (color figure available
online).

civic engagement indicators discussed in the literature review. The possible
civic actions include:

● Write letters or sign petitions
● Join an organization working on the issues 290
● Organize a screening or discussion
● Organize a workshop or training
● Donate money to an organization working on the issues
● Research the issues
● Discuss issues with friends and family 295
● Tell friends to watch the film on PBS

If a majority of the attendees are interested in completing one or more
of these actions, the authors conclude that this project is positively impacting
library patrons’ interest in becoming more civically engaged. Q9

After the library-based screening and discussions, the surveys were 300
distributed. After being filled out, the surveys were handed in to the coordi-
nating librarian, mailed to POV, and entered into a FilemakerPro database.
The researcher analyzed the survey results using SPSS with identifying
information (name, address, and e-mail address) removed.
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RESULTS 305

Librarian Evaluation

During the four-year study period, ninety-five distinct film titles (70% of the
distinct titles available, see Table 1) were requested and 425 film screenings
took place in public libraries in thirty-six states as well as the District of
Columbia (see Figure 3). Note that this project was only interested in screen- 310
ings at public libraries and did not measure screenings at community centers,
museums, colleges and universities, or K–12 schools. After each screening,
the librarian in charge of hosting the screening was surveyed regarding their
perceived outcomes of the event. From these 425 screenings, 296 surveys
were returned, yielding a response rate of 70 percent. 315

From the 296 survey sets returned, librarians indicated that 7,227
individuals attended a film screening, with the average attendance being 24

TABLE 1 Top Thirty Films Used in Library-based Screenings

Film Name Number of Screenings

Biblioburro: The Donkey Library (2009) 18
Kings of Pastry (2009) 13
Traces of the Trade: A Story from the Deep North (2008) 13
Johnny Cash: The Man, His World, His Music (1969) 13
Food, Inc. (2008) 11
Election Day (2007) 11
Critical Condition (2008) 11
Up the Yangtze (2007) 11
The Principal Story (2009) 10
Where Soldiers Come From (2011) 9
The Way We Get By (2009) 9
Last Train Home (2009) 9
Soldiers of Conscience (2007) 8
Bronx Princess (2008) 8
Sierra Leone’s Refugee All Stars (2005) 8
New Muslim Cool (2009) 8
Sweetgrass (2009) 7
Off and Running (2009) 6
Inheritance (2006) 6
The Chances of the World Changing (2006) 6
If a Tree Falls: A Story of the Earth Liberation Front (2011) 6
The Learning (2011) 6
William Kunstler: Disturbing the Universe (2009) 6
Enemies of the People (2009) 6
The Most Dangerous Man in America: Daniel Ellsberg and the

Pentagon Papers (2009)
6

Better This World (2011) 6
The Boys of Baraka (2005) 6
The Ballad of Esequiel Hernández (2007) 6
My Country, My Country (2006) 5
Libby, Montana (2004) 5
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FIGURE 3 A Total of 425 Film Screening Events Took Place in Thirty-Six States and the District
of Columbia throughout the United States (color figure available online).

TABLE 2 Demographics of Film Screening Attendees

Participant Demographics Mean (% of Total Participants) SD

Ethnicity
Caucasian 77.93 33.35
Black/African American 6.51 18.40
Latino/Hispanic American 4.56 15.21
Asian/Asian American 2.37 8.11
Indigenous/Native American 1.47 6.66
Other 0.36 2.66
Pacific Islander 0.23 1.09
Arab/Arab American 0.19 1.30

Age
Under 21 6.84 18.95
21–65 52.05 35.36
Over 65 33.55 33.79

Gender
Male 37.43 20.96
Female 55.49 23.83
Transgendered or intersex 0 0

Disabled 1.13 4.19

individuals (with a standard deviation of 26 individuals). The demographics
of the attendees are included in Table 2.

Librarians surveyed agreed that in general their goals had been met.4 320
The librarian survey indicates that the documentaries were quite good at
fostering a greater understanding of the issues raised by the program (76.69%
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TABLE 3 Librarian-perceived Outcomes Related to Screening of Documentaries

Outcomes % of Events

Civic engagement–related outcomes
Fostered a greater understanding of the issues raised by the program 76.69
Increased your audience’s knowledge of film as a tool for social change 47.64
Inspired action among audience members 20.61
Connected the audience to local resources 18.24
New community partnerships 14.86
Problem solved around the issues raised in the program 8.11

Library enhancement outcomes
Raised organization’s profile in the community 62.16
New members 35.81
Garnered local press 15.88
Improved internal organizational development and education 7.43

TABLE 4 Attendee Perception of Event Q12

Factor
Mean Score (1 = not at all,

5 = immensely) SD
% (4 or
5 Score)

Overall rating 4.13 0.87 69.77
Deepen understanding of issues in the film 3.81 0.82 59.22
Discussion was valuable 3.70 0.96 49.05

of librarians agreed that this was an outcome of the film screening). Other
specific outcomes that the librarians perceived to have occurred are included
in Table 3. 325

Audience Evaluation

Of the 7,227 individuals who attended a screening, 1,052 surveys were
returned, yielding a response rate of 15 percent. Of the respondents, 81.27%
agreed that they learned something new from the event; 59.22% definitely
to very much agreed (scale value 4 or 5) that the film deepened their 330
understanding of the issues presented in the film; 66.54% definitely to very
much so agreed (scale value 4 or 5) that they would now do one of the
following: write letters or sign petitions, join an organization working on the
issues, organize a screening or discussion, organize a workshop or training,
donate money to an organization working on the issues, research the issues, 335
discuss issues with friends and family, or tell friends to watch the film on
PBS (see Table 5).

DISCUSSION

The survey results indicate that a clear outcome of the film screening and
discussion is greater understanding of the issues presented in the film. This 340
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TABLE 5 Attendee Post-screening Action Related to Screening

Factor
Mean Score (1 = definitely

not, 5 = definitely) SD
% 4 or
5 Score

Will discuss issues with friends/family 3.98 1.11 57.98
Tell friends to watch the film on PBS 3.85 1.16 52.76
Research the issues 3.38 1.17 35.27
Donate money to an organization working on

the issues
2.94 1.13 22.43

Join an organization working on the issues 2.86 1.15 20.91
Write letters/sign petitions 2.78 1.17 18.92
Organize a screening/discussion 2.59 1.14 15.40
Organize a workshop/training 2.43 1.08 12.36

is indicated by the responses by librarians (76.69% thought that the patrons
got a greater understanding of the issues raised by the program) and the
audience responses (81.27% agreed that they learned something new, and
59.22% moderately to strongly agreed that it deepened their understanding of
the issues raised in the film). These findings indicate that for many patrons, 345
developing a knowledge base around the issues raised in the program is a
necessary first step before taking more intensive actions (e.g., signing a peti-
tion). Patrons need to take time to understand the issues and decide if the
problems and possible solutions are ones that they are interested in work-
ing toward. It, of course, could take months, if not years, for the seeds of 350
action raised by documentaries to culminate in concrete action. However,
66.54 percent, or nearly seven in ten participants, moderately to strongly
agreed to take some kind of civic action (e.g., donate money to an organiza-
tion working on the issues, join an organization working on the issues, etc.).
This statistic leads to the conclusion that this initiative is positively impacting 355
community members’ interest in being civically engaged.

Film screenings also have added benefits for libraries more generally,
such as elevating the profile of the library within the community (62.16% of
librarians agreed this was the case) and attracting new patrons (35.81% of
librarians agreed this was the case). 360

This study also indicates that the physical manifestation of libraries (or
the library as place) can continue to act as a space for promoting civic
engagement. It is sensible for libraries interested in renovating to dedicate
space to a screening room with appropriate audiovisual technology. This
way, films with civic and educational potential can be screened in a set- 365
ting that is conducive to this content (as compared to a more makeshift
environment that could make the film difficult to see or hear).

LIMITATIONS

Although this study has several strengths, there are some limitations. This
study only measures what librarians and patrons perceive to be the outcomes 370
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related to the film screening and discussion, and does not do a follow-
up survey with either group to see if they fulfilled any tasks (e.g., joined
an organization working on the issues). Additionally, participants were not
formally tested to see if they indeed left with a better understanding of the
issues presented in the film. Additional studies that both follow up with past 375
attendees and formally assess learning could follow from this study.

A further limitation of the study is that the library patron survey yielded
only a 15 percent response rate (1,052 responses). This rate could poten-
tially be raised through the use of an anonymous survey. Patrons do have
the option of not filling in their personal information (the survey explicitly 380
states “You are not required to complete this evaluation, please only answer
questions you feel comfortable answering”); however, this still may deter
patrons. Despite this limitation, the results do represent the full range of
library patron views, and clearly many were unreserved in communicating
those views (whether they were positive or negative). For example, a patron 385
with a negative experience is just as likely to fill out the survey as someone
with a positive experience.

The final limitation of the study is that the librarian survey asked ques-
tions that may have been difficult for the librarian to answer without engage-
ment in a formal assessment of the attendees. Because the librarian could not 390
be certain of his or her impact, he or she may have been more conservative
in the assessment of the outcomes of the event and not eager to overstate
the influence on the local community. For example, librarians indicated
that 20.61 percent of their attendees were inspired into action; however,
66.54 percent of attendees agreed to take some kind of action after viewing 395
the film. Alternatively, this could indicate that librarians defined “action” as
more intensive actions (e.g., joining an organization working on the issues)
and not more modest actions (e.g., doing further research on the issues).
The data indicate that this interpretation is correct. For example, 20.91 per-
cent of audience members indicated that they would join an organization 400
working on the issues, and 20.61 percent of librarians felt that the event
inspired action among audience members. The audience survey does cor-
roborate with librarians’ perceptions in other regards as well. For example,
both audience members and librarians agreed that deepened understanding
of the issues was an outcome of the film screenings and discussions. 405

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the screening of socially and cultural significant documentaries
at public libraries, combined with post-screening discussions, can positively
impact library patrons’ interest in becoming more civically engaged and fos-
ter a greater understanding of the issues raised by the films. This study 410
reinforces Marcus and Stoddard’s (2009) contention that “documentary films
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are uniquely engaging because of their powerful audio and visual format
and their ability to reach a wide audience” (284).

Teachers of history and social studies have long recognized the value
of video content in engaging individuals. For example, Marcus and Stoddard 415
(2009) note that television, video, and films are the most frequently used
media in classrooms (more than newspapers, magazines, or computers), and
PBS programming is the most popular single source of video content among
teachers (Hobbs 2006; Grunwald Associates 2002). Thus, it is not surprising
that this medium, when used thoughtfully by a public library, can have 420
positive outcomes.

However, there is still a great deal of room for improvement. For
example, only 49.05 percent of attendees moderately to strongly agree
that the discussion after the screening was valuable. This may indicate that
there is an opportunity for librarians to become more skillful discussion 425
leaders and to think of new ways to provoke thought and engagement
in participants beyond what is provided in the documentary. Further, it
may highlight an opportunity for POV to enhance support for librarians
as discussion leaders through a variety of mechanisms, such as tutorials,
workshops, or support groups. 430

And lastly, this study illustrates an opportunity for LIS educators to
work to develop the skills in their students for facilitating discussions around
important issues within their local communities.
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NOTES

1. For more information on the program POV, see http://www.pbs.org/pov/about/ (accessed 445
March 15, 2012).

2. For more information about the awards won by films featured on POV, see http://www.pbs.org/
pov/about/awards.php (accessed August 13, 2012).

3. For more information on the mission of PBS, see http://www.pbs.org/about/corporate-
information/ (accessed March 15, 2012). 450

4. On a scale of 1–5 with 5 being “exceeded goals beyond expectations,” the average response was
3.16 with a standard deviation of 0.83.



16 A. Cocciolo

REFERENCES

Adler, R. P., and J. Goggin. 2005. “What do we mean by ‘civic engagement’?” Journal
of Transformative Education 3: 236–53. 455

Aufderheide, P. 1997. “Public intimacy: The development of first-person documen-
tary.” Afterimage 25 (July/August): 16–18.

Aufderheide, P. 2007. Documentary film: A very short introduction. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Barton, K., and L. Levstik. 2004. Teaching history for the common good. Mahwah, 460
NJ: Erlbaum.

Budd, J. 2008. “Public library leaders and changing society.” Public Library Quarterly
26 (3/4): 1–14.

Bullert, B. J. 1997. Public television: Politics and the battle over documentary film.
New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 465

Chae, H., A. Cocciolo, B. Hughes, and G. Natriello. 2007. “Teaching the levees:
Creating an online resource to facilitate democratic discourse and civic engage-
ment.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, April 9–13, New York. http://www.thinkingprojects.org/
ttl_aera.doc (accessed August 13, 2012). 470

Crocco Smith, M. 2007. “Introduction.” In Teaching the levees: A curriculum for
democratic dialogue and civic engagement, ed. M. Crocco Smith, 1–5. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Dewey, J. 1927/1954. The public and its problems. Denver: Swallow Press.
Grunwald Associates. 2002. “Video and television use among K–12 teachers: Survey 475

results in Powerpoint format prepared for the Corporation for Public Broadcast,
November 2002.” Q10

Hobbs, R. 2006. “Non-optimal uses of video in the classroom.” Learning, Media and
Technology 31 (1): 35–50.

Jensen, E. 2012. “PBS shifts in time slots hurt series of films.” New York Times, 480
March 18, B7. http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/19/business/media/schedule-
changes-hurt-pbs-film-series.html (accessed 21 March 2012).

Keeter, S., C. Zukin, M. Andolina, and M. Jenkins. 2002. The civic and political health
of the nation: A generational portrait. College Park: University of Maryland
Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement 485
(CIRCLE), School of Public Policy.

Kranich, N. 2005. “Civic partnerships: The role of libraries in promoting civic
engagement.” Resource Sharing and Information Networks 18 (1–2): 89–103.

Marcus, A. S., and J. D. Stoddard. 2009. “The inconvenient truth about teaching
history with documentary film: Strategies for presenting multiple perspectives 490
and teaching controversial issues.” The Social Studies 100 (6): 279–84.

Pomerantz, J., and G. Marchionini. 2007. “The digital library as place.” Journal of
Documentation 63 (4): 505–33.

Sung, H., M. Hepworth, and M. Ragsdell. 2011. “Community engagement in public
libraries.” In Proceedings of the iConference 2011, February 8–11 in Seattle, WA, 495
823–24. New York: ACM. Q11

Willingham, T. L. 2008. “Libraries as civic agents.” Public Library Quarterly 27 (2):
97–110.

Zurawick, D. 1991. “‘P.O.V.’: Real civics lesson.” Baltimore Sun, July 2, 3E.



	   1	  

Appendix	  
	  
Appendix	  1:	  Survey	  to	  Librarians	  after	  Film	  Screening	  Event	  
	  
1.	  How	  many	  people	  attended	  the	  event?	  (fill-‐in	  the	  blank)	  
	  
2.	  How	  well	  were	  the	  event	  goals	  achieved?	  
1=not	  at	  all,	  2=met	  very	  few	  goals,	  3=met	  goals	  as	  expected,	  4=met	  more	  goals	  than	  
expected,	  5=achieved	  goals	  beyond	  expectations	  
	  
3.	  What	  were	  the	  outcomes	  of	  the	  event?	  (check	  all	  that	  apply):	  
-‐	  New	  Members	  
-‐	  New	  Community	  Partnerships	  
-‐	  Fostered	  a	  greater	  understanding	  of	  the	  issues	  raised	  by	  the	  program	  
-‐	  Fostered	  greater	  understanding	  of	  the	  issues	  
-‐	  Increased	  students'	  knowledge	  of	  film	  as	  art	  
-‐	  Connected	  the	  audience	  to	  local	  resources	  
-‐	  Raised	  organization's	  profile	  in	  the	  community	  
-‐	  Increased	  your	  audience's	  knowledge	  of	  film	  as	  a	  tool	  for	  social	  change	  
-‐	  Garnered	  local	  press	  
-‐	  Problem	  solved	  around	  the	  issues	  raised	  in	  the	  program	  
-‐	  Improved	  internal	  organizational	  development	  and	  education	  
-‐	  	  Inspired	  action	  among	  audience	  members	  
	  
4.	  Please	  elaborate	  by	  sharing	  anecdotal	  information:	  (fill-‐in	  the	  blank)	  
	  
5.	  Will	  you	  or	  your	  audience	  be	  continuing	  the	  conversations	  begun	  at	  this	  event?	  
Yes/No	  
	  
6.	  Are	  you	  planning	  to	  purchase	  the	  film	  that	  you	  screened?	  	  Yes/No	  
	  
7.	  About	  the	  Audience:	  Ethnicity:	  	  (Fill-‐in	  the	  percentage)	  
___	  Black	  /	  African	  American	  	  
___	  Arab	  /	  Arab	  American	  	  
___	  Asian	  /	  Asian	  American	  	  
___	  	  Pacific	  Islander	  	  
___	  Caucasian	  
___	  	  Latino/Hispanic	  American	  	  
___	  Indigenous/Native	  American	  	  
___	  Other	  
	  
8.	  Age:	  (Fill-‐in	  the	  percentage)	  
___	  Under	  21	  	  
___	  21-‐65	  	  
___	  Over	  65	  
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9.	  Gender:	  (Fill-‐in	  the	  percentage)	  
___	  Men	  	  
___	  	  Women	  	  
___	  	  Transgender	  
___	  	  Intersex	  
	  
10.	  Percentage	  Disabled	  (fill-‐in	  the	  blank):	  	  
	  
11.	  Support	  materials	  created	  for	  this	  event:	  
___	  Flyers	  
___	  Invitations	  
___	  Editorials	  
___	  Factsheets	  
___	  Other:	  ____________	  
	  
12.	  Outreach	  Plans:	  
___	  Posting	  on	  website	  
___	  Newspaper	  ad	  
___	  Radio	  PSA	  
___	  Newsletter	  announcement	  
___	  	  Other:	  	  
	  
13.	  Overall,	  how	  do	  you	  feel	  about	  your	  participation	  in	  the	  Community	  Events	  
partnership?	  (fill-‐in	  the	  blank)	  
	  
14.	  Would	  you	  be	  willing	  to	  hold	  more	  events	  like	  this	  in	  the	  future?	  (fill-‐in	  the	  
blank)	  
	  
15.	  What	  AmDoc/POV	  materials	  did	  you	  use	  to	  support	  your	  activities?	  (fill-‐in	  the	  
blank)	  
	  
16.	  Rate	  the	  following	  using	  this	  scale:	  0=	  Not	  Applicable/Did	  not	  use,	  1=not	  at	  all	  
useful,	  2=	  somewhat	  useful,	  3=useful,	  4=very	  useful,	  5=exceptionally	  useful	  
-‐	  Website	  Usefulness	  
-‐	  Flyer	  Usefulness	  
-‐	  Discussion	  Guide	  Usefulness	  
-‐	  Lesson	  Plans	  Usefulness	  
-‐	  Delve	  Deeper	  Resource	  List	  Usefulness	  
	  
17.	  Please	  share	  any	  additional	  comments	  you	  would	  like	  to	  make	  regarding	  the	  
event,	  the	  participants,	  or	  your	  partnership	  with	  AmDoc/P.O.V	  (fill-‐in	  the	  blank)	  
	  
Appendix	  2:	  Survey	  to	  Film	  Screening	  Attendees	  
	  
Your	  responses	  help	  support	  POV	  screening	  events	  in	  your	  community.	  We	  share	  
your	  feedback	  with	  our	  filmmakers,	  our	  colleagues	  and	  funders	  so	  we	  can	  continue	  
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to	  improve	  the	  quality	  of	  events	  in	  your	  community.	  Please	  note:	  	  You	  are	  not	  
required	  to	  complete	  this	  evaluation,	  please	  only	  answer	  questions	  you	  feel	  
comfortable	  answering.	  	  
	  
Name:	  __________________________________________________________________	  
	  
Address:	  ________________________________________________________________	  
	  
City:	  ___________________________________	  State:	  ____________	  Zip:	  __________	  
	  
Email:	  ________________________________________	  
	  
Demographics	  	  
	  
Gender:	  ___________________	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Race:	  ____________________	   Age:	  ___	  
	  
Your	  Experience	  
	  
1.	  Which	  POV	  program	  did	  you	  see?	  
	  
2.	  Before	  this	  event	  were	  you	  familiar	  with	  POV?	  	  	   o	  YES	  	  	   oNO	  
	  
3.	  Did	  you	  learn	  anything	  new	  from	  the	  film?	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  o	  YES	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  oNO	  
	  
If	  yes,	  what?	  
	  
4.	  How	  much	  did	  this	  screening	  deepen	  your	  understanding	  of	  any	  of	  the	  issue(s)	  in	  
the	  film?	  	  
	  	  
o	  Immensely	  o	  Very	  much	  	  o	  Somewhat	  	  o	  Not	  much	  	   o	  Not	  at	  all	  
	  
How	  was	  your	  understanding	  of	  the	  issue(s)	  deepened?	  
	  
5.	  How	  valuable	  did	  you	  find	  the	  discussion?	  	  	   	   	  	  
o	  Immensely	  	  o	  Very	  	   o	  Somewhat	  o	  Not	  very	   o	  Not	  at	  all	  	   oN/A	  
	  
In	  what	  ways	  did	  you	  find	  the	  discussion	  valuable	  or	  not	  valuable?	  
	  
6.	  After	  attending	  this	  screening,	  how	  likely	  are	  you	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  activities	  
listed	  below?	  
	  	  
	   Definitely	  	   Probably	  

	  
Maybe	   Probably	  	  

Not	  
Definitely	  
Not	  	  

Research	  the	  issues	   	   	   	   	   	  
Tell	  friends	  to	  watch	  the	   	   	   	   	   	  
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film	  on	  PBS	  
Discuss	  the	  issues	  with	  
friends	  and/or	  family	  

	   	   	   	   	  

Join	  an	  organization	  
working	  on	  the	  issues	  

	   	   	   	   	  

Organize	  a	  
screening/discussion	  

	   	   	   	   	  

Organize	  a	  
workshop/training	  

	   	   	   	   	  

Write	  letters/sign	  petitions	   	   	   	   	   	  
Donate	  money	  to	  
organizations	  working	  on	  
the	  issues	  

	   	   	   	   	  

Other	  activities:	  (Please	  describe	  in	  the	  space	  below)	  
	  
7.	  On	  a	  scale	  of	  1-‐5	  (5	  being	  excellent,	  1	  being	  poor),	  how	  would	  you	  rate	  this	  event	  
overall?	  
5=Excellent,	  4=Very	  Good,	  3=Good,	  2=Fair,	  1=Poor	  
	  
8.	  Any	  other	  comments	  about	  the	  film	  and/or	  screening	  event?	  
	  
Do	  you	  authorize	  POV	  to	  quote	  you?	  (please	  check	  one)	  
o	  Yes	  	  o	  Yes,	  but	  only	  my	  first	  name	  	  	  o	  Yes,	  but	  only	  anonymously	  o	  No	  
	  
	  




