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Abstract 63 

Investigating the effectiveness of media literacy interventions is essential to identify the most promising programmes. 64 
This 2022 systematic evidence review, guided by the PRISMA guideline, aimed to collect and synthesize scientific evidence 65 
on effective media literacy intervention programmes across different target groups and the used frameworks. A 66 
comprehensive search across major scientific databases (Web of Science, Scopus, ProQuest, Communication & Mass 67 
Media Complete, and Education Resources Information Centre) and rigorous screening and coding processes identified 68 
119 studies on media literacy intervention effectiveness and outcomes. This review offers valuable insights into the 69 
current state of media literacy intervention research, emphasizing the importance of considering diverse target groups 70 
and exploring a wide range of outcomes to enhance our understanding of these interventions' impact. 71 
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 74 

1. Introduction 75 

In today's digital era, characterized by an abundance of information and rapid technological advancements, the ability to 76 
critically navigate and adequately use media and digital content is crucial. While scholars propose varying definitions of 77 
media literacy, there is consensus that it involves specific knowledge and skills facilitating critical comprehension and use 78 
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of media (Hobbs, 1999; Jeong et al., 2012; Marten, 2010; McCannon, 2009). Media literacy, broadly defined as the ability 79 
to access, analyze, evaluate, and create media content, inherently includes digital skills. Digital skills—such as competencies 80 
in using digital devices, platforms, and tools—are a key subset of media literacy. Together, they equip individuals to navigate 81 
the digital media landscape effectively, enabling informed decision-making and protection against misinformation and 82 
digital threats (Helsper et al., 2020) 83 

A media literacy intervention is an educational approach designed to enhance critical thinking by improving knowledge 84 
of media, raising awareness of media influence, and honing the ability to assess media representations (Byrne, 2009). 85 
These interventions aim to develop individuals’ skills to understand media messages, recognize biases, discern credible 86 
sources, and understand media effects on individuals and society. Similarly, digital skills interventions focus on 87 
empowering individuals with the ability to effectively and safely use digital technologies (Alon et al, 2024). Media literacy, 88 
as a broad concept that includes digital skills, combines the ability to critically understand media content and use digital 89 
tools effectively. To enhance these skills, various interventions have been implemented in educational, community, and 90 
organizational settings, helping diverse populations develop these important competencies. 91 

Theories are a key element of these interventions, as they allow for the precise implementation of pedagogical, andragogical, 92 
and geragogical  experiments (Passey, 2020). Such theories facilitate the design and implementation of interventions that 93 
shape media literacy. Although theories are a valuable and informative foundation for researchers to build and design media 94 
literacy interventions, research attest that interventions did not always contain explicit theoretical frameworks that allow for 95 
the definition of variables or the interpretation of research findings (Jeong et al., 2012). 96 

Existing systematic reviews and meta-analyses have explored various outcomes of media literacy interventions, focusing on 97 
both cognitive and behavioral dimensions. Early work, such as Bergsma & Carney's (2008) systematic review of health-98 
promoting media literacy, assessed the effectiveness of interventions aimed at improving knowledge and attitudes towards 99 
health-related content. More recently, Polanco-Levicán & Salvo-Garrido (2022) expanded the scope of media literacy to 100 
include social media literacy, emphasizing competencies related to the evaluation and critical consumption of social media 101 
content. Both studies contribute to understanding media literacy in specific domains but leave gaps in terms of evaluating 102 
the broader impacts of media literacy interventions across diverse contexts and populations. Vahedi et al. (2018) and Xie et 103 
al. (2019) provide more recent meta-analyses, extending beyond the work of Jeong et al. (2012). Vahedi et al. (2018) focused 104 
on adolescents' risky health behaviors, concluding that media literacy interventions can change attitudes and intentions 105 
regarding health risks. Xie et al. (2019) examined media literacy interventions in the context of deviant behaviors, further 106 
highlighting the role of tailored media literacy programs in behavior modification. Both studies underscore the need for 107 
interventions that specifically target behavior-related outcomes, yet they do not fully address how these programs work 108 
across different demographic groups or in diverse settings. 109 

Previous research has categorized media literacy outcomes into several dimensions, such as knowledge of persuasion, 110 
advertising (Buijzen, 2007; Hobbs & Frost, 2003), critical thinking (Austin & Johnson, 1997; Austin et al., 2005), and media 111 
influence recognition (Scull et al., 2017, 2019). Behavioral outcomes, such as changes in attitudes, self-efficacy, and social 112 
norms, are also critical (Fishbein & Yzer, 2003). However, as noted by Jeong et al. (2012), media literacy interventions tend 113 
to have a stronger effect on media-related outcomes than on behaviors. This finding is supported by studies on practical 114 
competencies in digital skills (Haddon et al., 2020; Livingstone et al., 2021), which emphasize the need for integrating safe 115 
digital practices into media literacy programs. Despite the valuable contributions of these reviews, there remains a gap in 116 
understanding the effectiveness of media literacy interventions across diverse populations. Much of the research, as Edwards 117 
et al. (2021) note, focuses on adult participants, with limited attention to minors, youth, or other vulnerable groups. 118 
Furthermore, findings rarely account for demographic factors like ethnicity, disability, or socioeconomic status, which are 119 
crucial for addressing digital inequalities. Research by Ayala & Elder (2011) shows that interventions not tailored to specific 120 
target groups often fail to meet their objectives, emphasizing the importance of designing programs that account for the 121 
experiences and needs of diverse populations. 122 

The present review addresses these gaps by systematically evaluating media literacy interventions across multiple contexts, 123 
with a particular focus on the inclusion of diverse and vulnerable groups. By assessing empirical studies published between 124 
2012 and 2022, this review builds a robust evidence base on the outcomes of media literacy interventions and identifies the 125 
characteristics of successful programs. This research aims to inform the design, implementation, and evaluation of future 126 
interventions, offering insights into the broader societal implications of media literacy, including its role in addressing digital 127 
inequalities, misinformation, and digital citizenship. Accordingly, the present systematic evidence review was conducted with 128 
the following objectives: 1) To build a robust evidence base on the outcomes of media literacy interventions; and 2) To 129 
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identify the characteristics of potentially effective media literacy intervention programmes that lead to positive outcomes 130 
across diverse contexts. The specific research questions are as follow: 131 

1. What characteristics of media literacy intervention programs contribute to achieving positive outcomes? 132 
2. How do variations in context influence the effectiveness of media literacy interventions? 133 

2 Methodology 134 

The review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines 135 
(Moher et al., 2009), which are widely used to ensure transparency and rigor in systematic reviews. PRISMA provides a 136 
structured approach for selecting, analyzing, and reporting studies, focusing on clarity in the presentation of the search 137 
strategy, inclusion criteria, data extraction, and synthesis of findings. By adhering to these guidelines, this review ensures 138 
a comprehensive and systematic approach to analyzing media literacy interventions (See Appendix 1). 139 
 140 
2.1 Article search and study eligibility criteria  141 

Article search included elaborating a search phrase, identifying and searching the relevant databases and applying 142 
relevant filters to keep the search focused. The search stage started with the identification of key concepts related to the 143 
research questions. The search phrase, which incorporated a wide array of terms, was elaborated to ensure 144 
comprehensive coverage of the relevant media literacy studies. These concepts, including key words such as 1) "media 145 
literacy and digital skills," 2) "Intervention," 3) "Experimental," and 4) Terms to exclude certain studies, specifically 146 
"Medical." Each key term was paired with all possible synonyms, forming a detailed search phrase (see Appendix 2 for 147 
more details).  148 
Using the specified search terms, articles were obtained from various databases (including Web of Science, Scopus, 149 
ProQuest, Communication & Mass Media Complete, and Education Resources Information Centre). The search was 150 
further refined using specific eligibility criteria, including publication dates between 2012 and 2022, publications in 151 
English, and sources from peer-reviewed journals or conference proceedings. The search was conducted in December 152 
2022 153 

2.2 Study selection 154 

2.2.1 Inclusion and exclusion criteria 155 

Inclusion criteria were established to screen and select relevant studies for final analysis, ensuring alignment with the 156 
research questions at each stage. The inclusion/exclusion were applied in a cascading fashion, excluding studies at each 157 
stage if they failed to meet the initial criteria.  158 

Initially, titles and abstracts were evaluated using the first set of selection criteria, excluding studies focused solely on 159 
media use or unrelated skills. Only studies about interventions aimed at teaching, developing or stimulating media 160 
literacy and digital skills, and using quantitative methods such as experiments, quasi-experiments, or surveys, were 161 
included. Studies that did not meet these criteria were excluded. In the second stage, full texts were screened with an 162 
extended list of criteria, including quality appraisal based on Gough's (2007) Weight of Evidence framework. Studies 163 
needed clear definitions, measures, theoretical bases for media literacy and digital skills, and in-depth descriptions of 164 
interventions and their effectiveness. Only experimental or quasi-experimental methodologies comparing at least two 165 
conditions (treatment and control groups) were included. Studies also needed to address selection bias, include statistical 166 
significance testing, relevant control variables, and report main findings with effect sizes or statistical data. 167 

The coding framework distinguished seven initial outcome categories: Civic/participatory, Economic/employment, 168 
Education/learning, Media literacy and digital skills, Physical wellbeing, Psychological wellbeing, and Socio-cultural 169 
wellbeing. This approach, shaped by a wide body of research to capture positive outcomes across various life domains, 170 
ensured that the coding framework reflected the broader range of potential impacts of media literacy interventions. The 171 
“other” option was included for outcomes not fitting these categories. Following analysis of the 'other' category, two 172 
additional outcome categories were added: Cognitive outcomes and Technology acceptance. The emergence of these 173 
categories highlights the review’s responsiveness to findings that were not initially anticipated, ensuring a comprehensive 174 
analysis rather than merely adhering to initial preconceptions. Civic/participatory outcomes include digital citizenship 175 
performance and perceptions of partisanship. Education and learning outcomes involve variables such as literacy and 176 
perceived learning. Media literacy and digital skills outcomes cover digital literacy, programming skills, and attitudes 177 
about online risks. Physical wellbeing outcomes include subjective health and attitudes towards e.g., smoking. 178 
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Psychological wellbeing outcomes consist of body image, confidence, and social comparison. Socio-cultural wellbeing 179 
outcomes involve bystander intentions and gender role norms. Cognitive outcomes encompass mental effort (e.g., 180 
processing information), flow, and self-efficacy. Technology acceptance outcomes include perceived usefulness, 181 
perceived ease of use, and user satisfaction. 182 

2.2.2 Selection stages 183 

The initial search across databases yielded 5,890 results. After removing duplicates and retractions, 4,878 unique results 184 
were screened. After applying the selection criteria, 119 studies were included in the final pool of studies to be reviewed 185 
(see Appendix 3 for summary of the selected studies). The whole process of screening and data on study 186 
inclusion/exclusions is captured in Appendix 1.  187 

2.3 Reliability of screening: intercoder reliability 188 

Six teams, each consisting of two to three coders, assessed intercoder reliability for inclusion-exclusion decisions at both 189 
the title and abstract level and the full-text level. Abstracts and articles were randomly selected from the pool of eligible 190 
articles, and Fleiss’ kappa (κ) was calculated using JASP (version 0.17.1) (JASP Team, 2024). Three rounds of screening 191 
were conducted to achieve substantial agreement between coders, reaching a Fleiss’ κ of 0.63, based on  Landis and 192 
Koch’s criteria (Landis & Koch, 1977). Notes were kept on inclusion or exclusion reasons, and after each round, team 193 
discussions resolved uncertain cases.  194 

In the final round, 451 articles (approximately 9.2% of the total 4,878 abstracts) were screened. After the third round, all 195 
remaining abstracts were screened for full-text eligibility. To assess intercoder reliability at the full-text level, 72 articles 196 
(approximately 10.6% of the total 678 articles) were screened. The initial round yielded a substantial agreement with a 197 
Fleiss’ κ of 0.79. Following thorough team discussions to resolve any differences, full-text screening was conducted on all 198 
remaining studies, resulting in 119 studies being selected for final coding and analysis. 199 

2.4 Data collection: Coding frame for data extraction 200 

The final 119 studies were coded and analyzed using a framework developed from literature consultations and 201 
observations during the full-text screening. This framework comprised five main sections: article information, 202 
intervention characterization, methodology, intervention outcomes, and potential drivers or enablers of the intervention 203 
effects. The article information section captured details such as authors, study title, publication name, and 204 
study/publication quality. The intervention characterization section gathered data on targeted skills, target groups, 205 
intervention procedures, and other relevant elements.  206 

The methodology section provided information on reviewed study design, data collection methods, and sample size. The 207 
largest section, focusing on intervention outcomes, recorded the measured outcomes, including the type of effect 208 
(within-group, between-groups, or interaction) and the statistical information needed to evaluate effect size. The final 209 
section concentrated on potential drivers or enablers of intervention effects, such as mediators and moderators. Coding 210 
was performed using Qualtrics software (Qualtrics, 2022), where a questionnaire capturing the required information was 211 
filled out for each study. The completed dataset was then exported to SPSS and Excel for further analysis. 212 

2.5 Data Analysis 213 

In addition to descriptive analysis, the data exploration primarily involved calculating the effect sizes of the identified 214 
interventions and factors on media literacy of various target groups, using the statistical data collected from the studies. 215 

2.5.1 Effect size calculation 216 

Effect sizes for each outcome were gathered from the articles. When effect sizes were not reported, but other statistical 217 
information such as means, standard deviations, and sample sizes were available, effect sizes were calculated using an 218 
online calculator. The calculated effect sizes were reported as Cohen’s d (Cohen, 1988), partial eta squared (Olejnik & 219 
Algina, 2003), or difference-in-difference. Effect sizes were interpreted using established thresholds (see Appendix 4 for 220 
effect sizes thresholds). 221 

 222 
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Such analysis allowed for determining the significance of the interventions' effects and assessing the reliability of their 223 
impact across various outcomes, providing a robust basis for interpreting the effectiveness of each intervention. 224 

3 Results 225 

The results in this section are organized into three subsections: 1) the use of theoretical frameworks in media literacy 226 
interventions, 2) the effectiveness of interventions across various outcome categories, 3) and the effectiveness of 227 
interventions across different target groups.  228 

3.1 Theoretical frameworks 229 

Although theories are a valuable and informative foundation for researchers to build and design media literacy 230 
interventions, 25.86% of the articles analysed did not contain explicit references to theoretical frameworks that allow for 231 
the definition of variables or the interpretation of research findings. 47.22% of the theoretical frameworks linked directly 232 
to disciplines such as media studies, media psychology, media pedagogy, and media sociology. In contrast, 52.78% were 233 
'auxiliary' theories from other socio-humanities. The remaining 26.92% of the articles utilized general guiding grinciples 234 
i.e., instead of explicitly applying a specific theory, the articles have drawn on theoretical concepts without fully 235 
integrating or naming the framework. 236 

The most frequently used theories were self-regulation within the context of social learning theories, the Message 237 
Interpretation Process (MIP) model, and various approaches to media literacy, each appearing in 9.72% of the articles. 238 
This was followed by the Theory of Planned Behavior, cited in 8.33% of the studies. Additionally, the Technological 239 
Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPCK) framework appeared in 6.94% of the articles analyzed. A full Overview of the 240 
theoretical frameworks is discussed by Vissenberg et al (2023).  241 

3.2 Effectiveness of interventions across outcome categories 242 

We analyzed 119 studies examining the outcomes of media literacy interventions. On average, each study measured 3.5 243 
different outcomes. Many outcomes were assessed using scales composed of several individual measurement items. 244 
When information on a composite variable was available, it was counted as a single measured outcome. In the absence 245 
of composite variable information, each individual measurement item was counted separately, explaining the high 246 
number of outcomes reported in some studies. Additional descriptive data and information on the effectiveness of the 247 
interventions are detailed in the following subsections. 248 

Among the 119 studies, outcomes related to media literacy and digital skills were most frequently tested. These studies 249 
assessed 364 outcomes linked to media literacy and digital skills, accounting for 53.7% of the 678 effects studied. It is 250 
worth noting that the reported 678 effects pertain to the "effects studied" rather than the "papers/articles studied." A 251 
single article may investigate multiple effects of an intervention, which is why the total number of effects examined 252 
exceeds the 119 individual studies. 253 

Out of the 678 effects of media literacy interventions across eight outcome types, 292 (43.1%) were non-significant, 180 254 
(26.5%) were small effects, 79 (11.7%) were medium-sized effects, and 88 (13.0%) were large effects. For 39 effects 255 
(5.8%), no effect size was reported, and insufficient information was available for calculation. Figure 1 displays the 256 
number of outcomes and the effect sizes for each of the eight outcome categories. 257 
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 258 
Figure 1. Effect size categories by outcome type 259 

 260 

Outcomes related to media literacy and digital skills were the most frequently tested, with 364 outcomes assessed, 261 
accounting for 53.7% of all 678 effects studied. For 27 outcomes (7.4%), no effect size was reported, and insufficient 262 
information prevented calculation. Of the tested outcomes, 152 (41.7%) were non-significant or adverse, 93 (25.5%) were 263 
small, 46 (12.6%) were medium, and 46 (12.6%) were large. 264 

Psychological wellbeing outcomes were the second most frequently tested, with 127 outcomes examined (18.7% of all 265 
effects). For the majority (74 outcomes, 58.3%), no significant effects were found. Small effects were reported for 36 266 
outcomes (28.3%), medium effects for 11 outcomes (8.7%), and large effects for 6 outcomes (4.7%). 267 

Education and learning outcomes were the third most frequently tested, with 96 outcomes assessed. For 28 outcomes 268 
(29.2%), no effects were reported. Small effects were found for 21 outcomes (21.9%), medium effects for 8 outcomes 269 
(8.3%), and large effects for 28 outcomes (29.2%). For 11 outcomes (11.5%), insufficient information was available to 270 
calculate the effect size. 271 

Outcomes related to physical wellbeing (43 outcomes, 6.3%) and socio-cultural wellbeing (41 outcomes, 6.0%) were also 272 
tested. However, civic/participatory outcomes (3 outcomes, 0.5%), cognitive outcomes (3 outcomes, 0.5%), and 273 
technology acceptance outcomes (1 outcome, 0.1%) were considered only sporadically. 274 

3.3 Effectiveness of interventions across target groups 275 

The following nine target groups were defined for further analysis of intervention effectiveness (expressed through effect 276 
size): children, youths, college students, (pre-service) teachers, young adults, adults, older adults, parents, and the 277 
general public. Figure 2 presents the effects of media literacy interventions on the eight outcome types for children, 278 
defined as participants younger than 12 years old. Across the 119 studies, 94 effects were measured with child 279 
participants. 280 

Most effects were measured in the media literacy and digital skills category (44 effects, 46.8%) and the education and 281 
learning category (21 effects, 22.3%). Both categories showed a high number of large effects: 16 large effects on media 282 
literacy and digital skills (36.4% of all effects in this category) and 8 large effects on education/learning outcomes (38.1%). 283 

Fewer effects were measured for children in physical wellbeing (14 effects, 14.9%), psychological wellbeing (five effects, 284 
5.3%), and socio-cultural wellbeing (eight effects, 8.5%). Only one effect was tested for civic/participatory outcomes 285 
(1.1%) and technology acceptance outcomes (1.1%). No effects on cognitive outcomes were tested in children. 286 
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 287 

Figure 2. Effect size categories by outcome type for children 288 

Figure 3 displays the effects of media literacy interventions on the eight outcome types for youths, defined as individuals 289 
aged 12 to 17, typically attending secondary education. Across the 119 studies, 290 effects were measured with youth 290 
participants. Two outcome categories were tested significantly more than others: media literacy and digital skills (141 291 
effects, 48.6%) and psychological wellbeing (66 effects, 22.8%). While psychological wellbeing was sporadically tested in 292 
children, it is more frequently assessed in youths. 293 

Other outcome categories included education/learning (33 effects, 11.4%), physical wellbeing (25 effects, 8.6%), and 294 
socio-cultural wellbeing (25 effects, 8.6%). Interestingly, the largest proportion of large effects was found in 295 
education/learning outcomes (10 effects, 30.3% of all education/learning outcomes), indicating a strong impact of media 296 
literacy interventions in this area despite fewer tests. 297 

No effects were reported for civic/participatory outcomes, cognitive outcomes, and technology acceptance outcomes. 298 

 299 

Figure 3. Effect size categories by outcome type for youths 300 

Figure 4 presents the effects of media literacy interventions on eight outcome types for college students, defined as 301 
individuals attending higher education institutions, including colleges and universities. Across the 119 studies, 99 effects 302 
were tested for college students. The majority of effects were tested for media literacy and digital skills (67 effects, 303 
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67.7%). Outcomes related to education/learning (15 effects, 15.2%) and psychological wellbeing (12 effects, 12.1%) were 304 
also considered, though to a lesser extent. Effects related to cognitive outcomes (3 effects, 3.0%) and socio-cultural 305 
wellbeing (2 effects, 2.0%) were tested only sporadically. No effects were tested for civic/participatory outcomes, physical 306 
wellbeing outcomes, or technology acceptance outcomes. 307 

 308 

Figure 4. Effect size categories by outcome type for college students 309 

The fourth target group identified in the analysis of 119 studies comprises (future) teachers. Figure 5 displays the effects 310 
of media literacy interventions on this group. Compared to children, youths, and college students, the number of effects 311 
tested for teachers is lower and limited to only half of the outcome categories. In total, 36 effects of media literacy 312 
interventions on four out of the eight outcome types were measured. The majority were concentrated within 313 
education/learning outcomes (19 effects, 52.8%) and media literacy and digital skills outcomes (14 effects, 38.9%). Only 314 
one effect was tested for civic/participatory outcomes (2.8%), and two effects for socio-cultural wellbeing outcomes 315 
(5.5%). Interestingly, the effect sizes for teachers tend to be larger: 27.8% of effects were non-significant, 8.3% were 316 
small, 8.3% were medium, and 33.3% were large. This contrasts with the proportions of large effects in other groups: 317 
12.1% in college students, 9.6% in youths, and 29.8% in children. 318 

 319 

Figure 5. Effect size categories by outcome type for (future) teachers 320 
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Figure 6 presents the effects of media literacy interventions on young adults across eight outcome types. Only seven 321 
effects were tested for this group, possibly because many young adults are enrolled in higher education and thus included 322 
in the college student category. Additionally, college students are easier to recruit for research studies, leading to their 323 
primary inclusion in that target group rather than the broader young adult category. The seven effects were spread across 324 
three outcome categories: education/learning (one effect), media literacy and digital skills (four effects), and 325 
psychological wellbeing (two effects). Interestingly, only one of these seven effects was non-significant (14.3%). 326 

 327 

Figure 6. Effect size categories by outcome type for young adults 328 

The next target group for media literacy interventions considered in the 119 studies is adults. Figure 7 displays the effects 329 
of these interventions across eight outcome types. A total of 61 effects were tested for adults, with the majority related 330 
to media literacy and digital skills (62.3%) and psychological wellbeing (31.1%). Only one effect was tested for 331 
civic/participatory outcomes (1.6%), and three for socio-cultural wellbeing outcomes (4.9%). Compared to other target 332 
groups, the proportion of larger effect sizes for adults is small, with no large effects and only one medium-sized effect 333 
(1.6%). The majority of effects were non-significant (60.7%) or small (26.2%). 334 

 335 

Figure 7. Effect size categories by outcome type for adults 336 

 337 
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Figure 8 presents the effects of media literacy interventions on older adults across eight outcome types from the 119 338 
studies analyzed. In total, only 24 effects were tested for this target group. The majority were related to media literacy 339 
and digital skills (12 effects, 50%) and psychological wellbeing (8 effects, 33.3%). Effects on media literacy and digital skills 340 
were primarily small (4 effects, 33.3%) or medium-sized (4 effects, 33.3%), while most effects on psychological wellbeing 341 
were non-significant (5 effects, 62.5%). Only one effect was tested for physical wellbeing (4.2%) and one for socio-cultural 342 
wellbeing (4.2%). No effects were tested for civic/participatory, cognitive, education/learning, or technology acceptance 343 
outcomes in older adults. 344 

 345 

Figure 8. Effect size categories by outcome type for older adults 346 

The next target group in the 119 studies testing media literacy interventions is parents (Figure 9). Parents are significantly 347 
underrepresented, with only six effects tested across two outcome types. Specifically, one effect was found for media 348 
literacy and digital skills (16.7%), and five effects for education/learning outcomes (83.3%). These effects were either 349 
non-significant (3 effects, 50%) or small (2 effects, 33.3%). One effect lacked an effect size and sufficient information for 350 
calculation. No outcomes related to civic participation, cognitive abilities, physical wellbeing, psychological wellbeing, 351 
socio-cultural wellbeing, or technology acceptance were tested for parents. 352 

 353 

Figure 9. Effect size categories by outcome category for parents 354 

The final target group identified in the analysis of the 119 studies is the general public. Figure 10 illustrates the impact of 355 
media literacy interventions on this group. A total of 18 effects were identified, all related to media literacy and digital 356 
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skills outcomes. Of these, half (nine effects, 50%) were non-significant. Additionally, four effects (22.2%) were small, four 357 
effects (22.2%) were medium, and one effect (5.6%) was large. 358 

 359 
Figure 10. Effect size categories by outcome category for the public in general 360 

 361 

4 Discussion 362 

4.1 Discussion of findings 363 

This systematic review aimed to synthesize evidence on effective media literacy intervention programmes. By analyzing 364 
119 studies, we identified several critical insights and implications for future research and practice. 365 

A solid theoretical foundation is crucial for effective media literacy interventions. Theories help guide the design, 366 
implementation, and evaluation of these interventions in three ways: they shape conceptual frameworks, provide 367 
guidance in elaborating/adopting right research tools and methods (e.g., pre- and post-tests), and enable deeper 368 
interpretation of results. While most studies in this review adopted theoretical frameworks, a minority did not, which 369 
may limit their ability to explore media literacy-related phenomena. Theories like Bandura’s social learning theory (1977) 370 
and the message interpretation process (MIP) model (Austin, 2007) are frequently used to understand media literacy 371 
outcomes. Theories such as  Planned Behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975) and Technological Pedagogical and Content 372 
Knowledge (TPCK) (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) address digital competence.  373 

Among the 119 studies, media literacy outcomes were the most examined. Following closely, outcomes concerning 374 
psychological well-being and education/learning were the second and third most extensively examined, respectively. This 375 
reflects the increasing importance of these skills in today's digital world. As individuals rely more on digital media and 376 
technology, the ability to navigate digital platforms, critically evaluate online content, and use digital tools effectively has 377 
become essential (Kirschner & De Bruyckere, 2017). Buckingham (2013) also stresses the need for media education to 378 
develop critical thinking and participatory skills in digital environments. 379 

Researchers targeting specific digital skills naturally aim to test whether these skills improve due to the intervention, 380 
aligning with Jeong et al.’s (2012) argument about the focus on media-relevant outcomes. However, our findings 381 
challenge the assumption that media literacy interventions universally lead to positive outcomes. Despite expectations, 382 
a significant proportion of the outcomes showed no significant effect, suggesting that the effectiveness of these 383 
interventions may depend on various factors. This contrasts with Jeong et al.’s (2012) meta-analysis, which suggested 384 
that media literacy interventions generally produce favourable outcomes. Similarly, while the systematic review by 385 
Vahedi et al. (2018) found that interventions significantly improved media literacy skills and had smaller, yet positive 386 
effects on attitudes and behavioural intentions, our findings suggest a more nuanced reality. The discrepancies between 387 
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these studies and ours highlight the importance of understanding the specific conditions under which media literacy 388 
interventions succeed. As Potter (2010) emphasizes, contextual factors and methodological rigour are crucial in 389 
evaluating the effectiveness of such interventions. In line with this, the meta-analysis by Xie et al. (2019) illustrated that 390 
media literacy interventions moderately reduce adolescent deviant behaviours and maintain effects over time, 391 
reinforcing the potential of these programmes. However, our study underscores that universal positive outcomes should 392 
not be assumed without a deeper investigation into the underlying mechanisms that drive success. These findings 393 
collectively suggest that while media literacy education holds promise, a more detailed examination of the strategies and 394 
contexts that enhance intervention effectiveness is necessary. 395 

The emphasis on psychological well-being and education/learning outcomes highlights the link between media use, 396 
mental health, and educational achievements. Rising concerns about digital media's impact on mental health, such as 397 
increased stress, anxiety, or depression, have prompted researchers to investigate these areas more thoroughly. Primack 398 
and colleagues found a significant association between media use and depression in young adults, emphasizing the 399 
importance of understanding these psychological impacts (Primack et al., 2009). However, based on our results, for the 400 
majority of these outcomes, no significant effects were reported. Another systematic review and meta-analysis of 401 
interventions with digital tools for mental health promotion among 11–18-year-olds also showed that small, but 402 
promising, effects of digital tools were found with respect to promoting well-being, relieving anxiety, and enhancing 403 
protective factors (Wright et al., 2023). There is a rising awareness of mental health issues globally, prompting more 404 
research into factors that influence psychological wellbeing. Studies have shown that media consumption and digital 405 
interactions significantly impact mental health (Zsila & Reyes, 2023), necessitating interventions that enhance media 406 
literacy and digital skills to mitigate negative effects. 407 

Additionally, the integration of digital technologies into education has driven a focus on how these interventions 408 
influence educational outcomes and learning processes. Based on our results, only about 38% of the evaluated outcomes 409 
were effective and the remaining 62% of outcomes had no effect, small effect or we were not able to calculate the 410 
outcome effectiveness. This is sometimes in contrast with previous research such as a study by Tran-Duong (2023) who 411 
explored the impact of media literacy on effective learning outcomes in online learning. The author suggested that the 412 
four-factor construct of media literacy (functional consumption, critical consumption, critical prosumption, and 413 
functional prosumption) significantly influenced perceived learning outcomes among undergraduate students. 414 

Furthermore, the review identified a considerable lack of studies examining outcomes such as civic/participatory 415 
engagement, physical well-being, and socio-cultural well-being. This gap highlights the need for broader outcome 416 
measures in future research to fully understand the multifaceted impact of media literacy interventions. Future studies 417 
should diversify their investigations to capture a wider range of impacts. 418 

The analysis also revealed variations in outcomes across different target groups, ranging from children to older adults, 419 
including college students, teachers, and parents. Although previous evidence demonstrate that media literacy 420 
interventions were effective across a spectrum of age groups (Jeong et al., 2012), the results of the present study showed 421 
that the types of outcomes that are most represented in research differ with varying effectiveness depending on the 422 
target group under study, although outcomes relating to media literacy continue to dominate. For instance, for children, 423 
youths, and college students, more studies reported on outcomes relating to education and learning than for older age 424 
groups. As for their effectiveness, about 48% effects of the interventions emerged as medium and large for children. This 425 
figure was less for youth and college students indicating that more studies reported positive outcomes relating to 426 
education and learning for children compared to older age groups. These findings suggest that media literacy 427 
interventions may be more impactful for younger age groups, particularly children, in terms of educational and learning 428 
outcomes. This pattern could be due to several factors, including cognitive development stages (Buckingham, 2013), the 429 
design and delivery of interventions (Potter, 2004), and the media consumption habits of different age groups (Palfrey & 430 
Gasser, 2008). 431 

While this pattern of larger effect sizes for specific target groups was not consistent across all outcomes and groups, it 432 
suggests that careful consideration and specification of target groups in designing and testing interventions can enhance 433 
the likelihood of achieving stronger positive effects. Future research should specifically consider the target groups or 434 
beneficiaries of media literacy interventions when evaluating their outcomes.  435 

4.2 Study limitations  436 
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This study presents several limitations that must be acknowledged. Firstly, the search was confined to English-language 437 
publications, potentially omitting relevant studies conducted in other languages. Future research should endeavor to 438 
broaden its scope by conducting searches across multiple languages to ensure a comprehensive review of media literacy 439 
intervention literature. Secondly, the review primarily focused on quantitative research, neglecting qualitative 440 
methodologies such as interviews or observations. While quantitative studies offer valuable insights, qualitative 441 
approaches can provide nuanced perspectives on participants' experiences. Incorporating qualitative methodologies in 442 
future studies will enrich our understanding of the impact of media literacy interventions. 443 

Thirdly, despite efforts to be exhaustive, it is possible that some relevant studies were missed in the review process. This 444 
could be due to limitations in database coverage or accessibility issues. To mitigate this, future research should employ 445 
diverse search strategies and consider alternative sources to capture a broader range of studies. Lastly, the eligibility 446 
screening and coding process involved multiple researchers, potentially introducing subjectivity. Despite attempts to 447 
ensure consistency, individual judgments may have influenced study selection and interpretation. Enhancing 448 
methodological rigour through standardized procedures and transparent reporting is imperative for future research 449 
endeavors. 450 

4.3 Future research 451 

Future research should explore emerging areas in media literacy interventions, including long-term effects, potential 452 
mediators and moderators of outcomes, and innovative intervention delivery methods. By addressing these limitations 453 
and advancing research in these areas, we can further our understanding of effective strategies for enhancing media 454 
literacy and digital skills across diverse populations 455 

5 Conclusions and Recommendations 456 

Overall, the study highlights the need for a multifaceted approach to media literacy interventions, informed by diverse 457 
theoretical frameworks and tailored to diverse target groups. To advance the field, future research should prioritize 458 
methodological rigor, incorporate a broader range of outcome measures, and explore mediators and moderators 459 
influencing intervention effects. To optimize the efficacy of media literacy interventions, the following recommendations 460 
are proposed: 461 

1. Intervention providers should draw upon diverse theoretical frameworks from fields such as media studies, media 462 
psychology, and pedagogical science to inform the design and implementation of media literacy interventions. By 463 
incorporating multiple perspectives, interventions can better address the multifaceted nature of media literacy and 464 
digital skills. Theoretical frameworks enhance the depth and rigour of interventions, contributing to more effective 465 
learning and skill development across diverse populations. 466 

2. Interventions should be tailored to specific target groups, considering factors such as age, gender, and socio-economic 467 
background. By addressing the unique needs and preferences of different demographics, interventions can maximize 468 
their effectiveness and relevance. Based on the reviewed studies, we identified several factors that differentiated 469 
successful interventions, such as the use of culturally relevant content for minority groups, interactive methods for 470 
younger audiences, and a focus on practical digital skills for older adults, providing concrete strategies for researchers 471 
and practitioners. 472 

3. Researchers should prioritize methodological rigour in study design and implementation, including the use of 473 
randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and consistent reporting of effect sizes. Robust experimental designs are essential for 474 
drawing reliable conclusions about intervention effectiveness. 475 

4. Future research should incorporate a broader range of outcome measures beyond media and digital literacy, including 476 
civic engagement, physical well-being, and socio-cultural well-being, to capture the holistic impact of media literacy 477 
interventions. The inclusion criteria for this review were designed to focus on media literacy interventions, but with a 478 
wide scope, encompassing positive outcomes across various life domains. This approach reflects the understanding that 479 
media literacy interventions often have far-reaching effects beyond just media and digital skills, influencing multiple 480 
aspects of individual and societal well-being. 481 
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5. Researchers should explore mediators and moderators influencing intervention effects, such as gender, socio-482 
economic status, and prior media exposure. Understanding these factors can help identify key mechanisms driving 483 
intervention effectiveness and inform targeted intervention strategies. 484 

6. Collaboration across disciplines, including education, psychology, sociology, and communication, can enrich 485 
intervention research on media literacy and promote innovative approaches. Interdisciplinary collaboration can facilitate 486 
a holistic understanding of media literacy and digital skills and foster the development of comprehensive intervention 487 
strategies. 488 

By implementing these recommendations, intervention providers can develop more effective programmes that address 489 
the complex challenges of navigating today's digital landscape and promote media literacy and digital skills among diverse 490 
populations. 491 
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