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Deanna Marcum:

Good afternoon everyone.  Welcome.  We are pleased to see you here for this symposium, the first of a series of four.   

I'm Deanna Marcum.  I'm the associate librarian for Library Services, and it is a great pleasure to start this second series.  I think it was three years ago -- wasn't it, Derrick? -- three years ago that we began a series on digital technology.  Derrick DeKerckhove, who was then the Papamarkou Chair in our Kluge Center, had this great idea that we would talk about -- with a series of experts -- what is the influence of digital technology on how we provide information services, how we think about information, how it's changing.  And this series -- I think there were eight speakers in all -- they were broadcast on C-SPAN, and it was the beginning of some very fruitful conversation in this institution about how digital technology will change the nature of our work and the nature of libraries, archives, museums and so on.   

Well Derrick DeKerckhove is now back as the Papamarkou Chair for a second term.  We're delighted about that.  And it was his inspiration to have a second series on digital natives.  And our hope is that by talking about this concept we'll all have a better understanding of how all those among us who have grown up with digital technology think.  And it's particularly important as we think about the longevity of libraries, because we tend to think in very long terms in libraries, we have to start preparing now for the digital natives.  And we probably should have started several years ago.  I think that's what we'll find today.    

This series is sponsored by the John W. Kluge Center that's here at the Library of Congress [the Library], and we owe a great deal to Derrick DeKerckhove for his inspiration in thinking about these issues and helping us think about the road ahead and what we need to be doing.   

So I am going to turn over the microphone to Derrick, who will introduce our speaker and launch us into the program.  And thank you again for being here today.  Thanks.  

[low audio]  

Derrick DeKerckhove: 

Well, good afternoon.  I am looking for digital natives in the room.  I see mostly immigrants [laughs].  I'm very glad that we are dealing with this topic because it's something that I have been fascinated with for a long time.  I even created a term called screenology, that's digital natives are people who have learned to process information with screens, and so we will be talking about this sort of thing during this talk and in the series that's coming.   

This series, "Digital Natives and Digital Immigrants," came really because -- first because Edith Ackermann, who I had the privilege to hear speak at a conference in Trieste, and then we had a couple -- and another one in Bordeaux in France.  We seem to travel a lot.  She teaches in various universities; I teach in various universities, and we hit it on right away with this whole issue of how kids today, people in general, are being modified by the technologies that they're using to process information.  This is a very key thing.   

The same thing can be said about Marc Prensky, who I had the fortune of getting to know very much at the last minute and who will be the respondent to this series.  Marc is actually credited to have invented the term “digital natives,” so we couldn't have better people to concentrate on this amazing topic.   

And I say, it is an amazing topic.  I have myself worked a great deal on the issues of the alphabet and the brain.  Why is it that we write to the right and not to the left and does that have anything to do with religion or does it have something to do it neurology?  Neuroplasticity, as probably Marc would say.  Yes, indeed, I think there are some proofs that are convincing about how processing information in certain media, in certain fashion, and I am a student of Marshall McLuhan, the medium being the message, absolutely.  It does actually affect the way we think and the way we actually feel, the way we think about ourselves and about other people.   

Digital natives absolutely bear that out.  It's very clear that even those who are hardly natives but sort of very young immigrants already give evidence in university papers and university classes and so on, of how they, how they, how they process information in a way that was very different from the way that I was brought up to do.  Now I'm not the expert on that.  The people who are, are going to be speaking, so I'm not going to be waxing lyrical on that theme myself.   

But I'd like to say that this series is an exploratory series that is also in conjunction with a plan of one of the initiatives of the Library, which is to study the future of the book.  Clearly, the issue of the book in its digital form is something that is not very far from what it is that the digital natives are doing with books.  Are they still reading?  Are they still reading on paper?  How are they reading?  All these questions are extremely, you know, very pertinent to a library situation but also to educators and to parents.   

And we also hope at some point to stuff the room with actual digital natives. We're working on it. This time it wasn't possible to have as many as we would have liked [laughs] but hopefully the next time we will have the next in the series will be Steven Johnson, talking about “Everything Bad is Good For You.” I don't know if you remember this fabulous book in which he describes that television actually doesn't destroy the brains of your children but in fact educates it very well.  So, this will be one of the series.   

The third person will be from -- the third speaker will be Mike Wesch who is the man who achieved instant celebrity accidentally by making a YouTube, no, sorry, by making a video for his students in anthropology to tell them about Web2.0 and all the transformation that arrived to the World Wide Web and what's happening to the social networks and all these things, and his students said, “This is a cool video.  We'll put it on YouTube.”  And within the week he had three million people watching it.  So he became very well known.  He's going to talk about the anthropology of YouTube.  He has eighteen students working on it.    

And the last speaker is Douglas Rushkoff who is, who wrote a book called “Screenagers” that I guess inspired my own screenology thematics and so on.    

So you can see that there is an arch -- an overarching plan of really probing that particular issue, and I couldn't think of somebody more suitable to start this series than Edith Ackermann, who is also one of the best students of Jean Piaget.  I'm sure that you are not immigrant enough not to remember who Jean Piaget is, one of the greatest psychologists ever.  And Edith studied under him and applied development psychology and child psychology to understand what is going on today.  Has admittedly been inspired also by Marc's work, I understand.  Is a professor, as I said, in various universities.  Siena is one of them, a visiting scientist at MIT, and teaching also at University of Geneva and Aix-Marseille so -- and also very interested in the way we negotiate relationships with people through objects and with objects in the new technological environment.  And so Edith is going to talk about the anthropology of digital natives, and we're looking very much forward to listening to that.  Edith.  

[applause]  

Edith Ackermann:

Well first of all, thank you very much for inviting me here.  Thank you, Derrick, and the staff of the Library of Congress.  The title of my talk is "The Changing Faces of Today's Children's Creativity," and I want to focus on children and natives as authors, narrators and notators.  What I want to do is to talk more today about who the natives are, how they think, and how they use the tools and technologies that are available to serve their needs.  And tomorrow, in a talk that will be, I understand, more with staff from the Library of Congress, I will address more the question of how can we support digital natives, tap into their creativity without getting them completely lost in cyberspace.    

So, let me dive in right away by quoting Marc Prensky.  What Marc Prensky, in one of his articles that is called "On the Horizon” -- "From on the Horizon," says, “It is amazing how we know the hoopla and debate these days about the decline of education in the U. S., we ignore the most fundamental of its causes is that our students have radically changed.  Today's students, K through college, represent the first generation to grow up digital.”  And then he goes on, he explains, that they have spent their entire lives surrounded and using computers, video games, digital music players, video cams, cell phones etc, etc.  I don't go down the list.    

And, what's also -- I fell upon, I stumbled upon, in YouTube, actually when I looked under digital natives, I saw updated versions of this article that you actually wrote in 2001.  And my favorite of these YouTube clips is one by Nesbitt that is called "A Vision of K through 12 Students Today."  You have to go click it, and you get these rather cheesy, I would like to say, but very entertaining snippets about what digital natives are about.  So the form under which you get it is like, you get these digital natives, there is no one here, and they show you.  “I am a digital native.  I spend three and a half hours a week on gaming.  I spend five and a half hours on the computer,” etc.  So, in the list of what they show you, my favorites again are:  “I will have 14 jobs before I am 20 years old, and most of these jobs do not exist yet.”  And one says, “teach me to think.  If I learn by doing, why am I sitting here?  Let me use the World Wide Web, or whatever, whenever, wherever, and let me tell a story digitally.”   

And I said to myself, if I had to do my own YouTube snippet I would add just a few items.  And among the items that I would add are:  “My commute from home to school takes forever.  I have a dual home.  Mom and Dad live together, but not in the same apartment.  I sometimes wonder what to carry along and what to leave behind.  It's hard to know what toys I want in each place.  And it's hard to know how to decorate my room because it's not really mine.  Also, I prefer to play with my ‘Net pals than with Johnny around the corner.”    

So this sort of sets the stage, and the take away here is that indeed, today's students are no longer the people our educational system was designed to teach.  As Derrick suggested, today's students think and process information fundamentally differently, and these differences -- and this is Marc Prensky -- run much deeper than most educators would like to have it.  

While it is a big challenge it is also a wonderful opportunity to -- for educators and researchers to rethink their own beliefs on what it means and takes to be smart, knowledgeable, a good learner, an educated person, a well-read person, and efficient  co-worker, a well-centered, wholesome person.  And in a way I am speaking for myself.  It helps us all rethink what we mean by a well-educated, well-read, knowledgeable person.   

In the time that I have, and Derrick can you stop -- tell me five minutes before it’s the end because I am always not ending?  What I what to do is to dramatize the divide between the natives and the immigrants and to show that much can be learned from today's and yesterday's students.  I am the party pooper here.  I am the developmental psychologist that, for many years has been interested in children's ways of doing things, and I'm going to try to bring some of these here.  And I am going to limit my scope to children's rapport to literacy, their ability to speak in 100 languages, as Loris Malaguzzi said it, to move beyond here and now to exist as people across time and space, and their rapport to one another through their creations.    

Now, the elevated picture of what I want to do is that, as a developmental psychologist, I am deeply interested and I studied quite a bit, about young children's amazing talents as learners, their extraordinary gifts as authors, and their ability to suck in and to repurpose whatever tools, artifacts, are avail, are at their avail – sorry,  to feed their creative spark.  Now what strikes me when I read Marc Prensky and others is that there seems to be more in common between how today's natives and the kids we were, when we were young, than between today's grownups and today's children and youth.  So I will try to bring some points to this. 

But this tells only half of the story.  The other half, the other bit is that each time a new technology or a new wave of new technology comes down the pike or a wave of new technology becomes very pervasive within a culture, the scenario is always the same.  The natives for this generation or the kids in general explore, and the immigrants for the generation or the oldest, the grown-ups, hold back.  So you see you have -- it's complicated -- you have, you have all these things that come into play.  And here comes my favorite quote of Marc Prensky, whom we have the chance to have here.  In the paper that is called “Search Versus Research,” “The fear of the ‘Wikipedia,’ overcome by new understanding.”  Hold up.  “Search Versus Research,” and what Marc Prensky says is, “Never mind that new technologies give our children access to whole new worlds.  They may be worlds that teacher can control.  Never mind that with cameras in their phones kids can collect and share data of all sorts, from their own faces to natural phenomena, someone may take a picture in the toilet.  Never mind that kids have access to the Internet in their pocket, they might cheat.  Never mind that we can finally, at no cost via webcam share with parents, administrators and the world what goes on” on – sorry, on “in our classrooms, someone's privacy, primarily the teacher might be invaded.”  But now the latest absurdity I have been hearing, and it's in talking, is about banning kids from citing or even looking at “Wikipedia” because it might not be accurate as a traditional encyclopedia written by paid experts.  Now this sentence says it all.  It's very provocative.  I hope we can talk about it.   

What I want to do in the time that is imparted is to focus on the case of literacy in its broadest possible sense, and draw a quick portrait of how the natives see it versus how the immigrants, not necessarily teachers, see it.   

Now, the complication is there are two ways to tell the story of children's rapport to literacy and to one another.  One way of telling the story is to focus on how it feels, any way, to any young child, and not just of this generation, who found their own ways to mediate, symbolize, recast, express what matters to them.  This is my literacy in a broad sense, when they hit school and are enticed, sometimes the hard way, into casting and deciphering the word in print only.  This is literacy in the narrow sense.   

More to the point, what's the shock like to a native -- these are the ones today -- given the lifestyles that they have?  And think back of the little YouTube clip that I would like to do.  These kids live their lives in between.  They have a very particular lifestyle.  I'm not going to go into it because I don't have the time.  And, the fact that they have a host of digital tools and technologies at their avail, that actually allow them to, and I come back as this old fashioned developmental psychologist, mediate, symbolize, recast, express what matters to them in 100 languages.  So that's how I position myself.    

So I am going to try to tell these stories and then draw a few conclusions from it.  I'm always slower than I thought, so I hope I get through it.    

The first story about children rapport to literacy I called before, literacy before and beyond print.  The point is that to a three-year-old it is not so different to enact a scene, mimic a character or tell a story.  The children primarily use words because they want to be heard.  They tell their story to those who are willing to listen, and they soon become silent if their gift gets not received, if their words echo in a vacuum.   

Before they enter the school, most children are fairly good narrators and notators, scribblers.  And, contrary to belief, both competence evolve in conjunction.  On the one hand, the children love to be in touch with things and in tune with people.  On the other hand they love to explore the excitement of doing things for later use and to communicate that distance.  The preschoolers scribble before they write, and they recite before they read.  At age two they become fascinated with leaving traces behind, and they put their marks on any support that is able to take it.  The children are also trying to make sense of other people's marks and develop their own very clever theories on what makes a mark a word, an icon or a digit.  Emilia Ferreiro has done a beautiful study that you should look into in a book that is called “Reading and Writing Before the Letter.”   

When they reach their fourth birthdays, the children also start to read proper. They try to decipher other people's traces and scribbles.  They like to record rhythm and sound, and to draw the noises and writing they hear on a sheet of paper.  The children also treasure their first books for the stories they conceal, and they engage in pretend reading and pretend writing and these acts mark the beginning of literacy in my sense as I have defined it.    

The children also enjoy to explore the magic power of words in different contexts.  I don't have the time to go into it but I did write about it.  It is very entertaining for a child to switch between contexts, to switch between the kinds of things they learn on the dinner table, like pecking orders, who talks before whom, what you have to say, not to say and so on.  Then when they go into pretend in play, it's completely different because they use words in performative side.  They announce somebody dead, and this person better fall on the floor.   

When they're in the storytelling mode, it's yet completely different because then they are installed in their mother's lap, and they are guided into the imaginative world through a combination of sounds, the mother's voice, drawing, pointing, that Jerome Bruner has talked a lot about.  And stories told by pointing to images and words in the book.  And what the kids love, is the book is a container of that experience.   

Now, to make a long story short, the question is what happens when these kids enter school.  And they are sort of channeled into a very different view on what literacy is about.  In Stevenson’s words, and I quote because the words are beautiful, “to pass from hearing literature to reading it is to take a great and dangerous step.  Those who once read aloud to us sang to their own tune the books of childhood, whereas once we can read for ourselves, we have to approach the silent inexpressive type alone.”   

Derrick has spoken a lot about this question of how the written language separates the writer from the audience, the audience from the context.  It's a very particular exercise of the mind.   

Now, from a child's perspective, it's rather legitimate to wonder why should I write it when I can say it, read it if I can be told? Even more so for today's kids, why not communicate via phone or SMS with absent friends?  Why not Google instead of seeking for a reference in a library? What's wrong with a multimedia presentation when all the grown-ups do it?  Those are the kinds of questions.   

And now the take away from this is that writing separates the authors from the audience, the audience from the site of the plot, the world from the voice.  The print is silent and cold.  It casts speech in stone.  Speech, on the other hand, is an integral part of human performance and punctuates the narrator’s action as it unfolds.  Speech bridges what is said to who says it and who says it to how it is voiced.  Speech also allows narrators to sing their tunes to respond to their audience, to be the actors in the conversation.    

I am not suggesting a nostalgic return to orality.  What I am suggesting is that literacy is beyond print.  The ways in which the children use a mix and match of all kinds of media gets us closer to what Walter Ong had referred to as secondary orality, which is very important.  It's a hybrid way of putting together orality and literacy.  It's a hybrid way of allowing oneself to be an author of materials that can be composed of sound, of images, of all kinds of things.  And it's also a very different way of choosing when to start sharing with your audience whatever you have to say.  The second – cut.  This is one story.    

The second story -- how am I doing with time?   

Derrick DeKerckhove:

You’re doing fine. 

Edith Ackermann:

I'm doing fine.  The second way to tell the story is just a slightly different take at it, and then I will try to conclude this.   

The second way to tell the story is to really start from children today.  And, remember my second clip that I would invent?  To try to understand what kinds of new developmental tasks --- again I speak as a developmental psychologist, old-fashioned one -- what kinds of new developmental tasks do today's children have that I didn't have in the same way when I was a kid?  Answer is, for the topic that I am focusing on today, it's about bonding.  It's about the “clickerati kids” or the natives, the generation of the natives, needs to invent new forms of relational stabilities in a world where the rapport with others are no longer bounded and paced by territory -- bounded by territory or paced by predictable temperate routines.  That's huge.    

The second one has to do with being.  The “clickerati kids” need to invent new self-orienting devices, new ways of navigating the world which allow them to be in the world, to find their place and their voices, no matter where they are.  And it is not easy for a person on the go to build a sense of being and belonging, routines and rituals or virtual habitats, they have to replace the territory of the holding structure.    

The third one that I’m focusing on because it has more to do with literacy is the question of addressing. Who do you talk to, who’s the audiences?  The “clickerati kids” need new audiences for their creations and new destinations for their journeys, ideals and values to aspire for at a time when ever more intricate jams of societal views clash and conflict with one another, obliging everyone to make up their own mind and their own path.   

Here comes the next slide.  What I have also spoken about, and this was very, this was in [unintelligible].  What I believe is that it is not surprising, given the challenges that I just mentioned or this new developmental task, that there are some recurring scenarios that today's children love to play out, again and again in their play and in their lives in general.  And the first one is the joys and perils of navigation itself with its counterpoint feeling grounded.    

And  the second one -- and I change slides -- very related, is the joys imperils of separation and return, being attached versus being detached, with their counterpart feeling stuck and encaged versus lonely and disconnected.  The ways children play out these archetypes take many forms, again having existed a long time, but they change according to the generation.    

What I would like to suggest here is that these two, lets call them contemporary myths, are driving the rapport that today's children have to literacy in the broad sense.  And I will try to explain how this goes.   

Scenario one, I call it “cruise, capture, collect, connect.”  The idea is that it's nice to go wander in search of enchantment, whether it's in the real world or in the virtual world, and when you fall upon, stumble upon something delightful, it's very nice to snap a shot, to capture something.  It's like it's the image of the child who goes to the butterfly hunt.  And the idea here is just capture and keep it for later.    

At the same time that the child does that, there is this idea that, I call it, it's like the return.  That's when the released feels the urge to reconnect with those he left behind, to tell his tale or her tale, to be heard, and when back, to share and trade stories or pictures. Telling about the trip is, to many, as exciting as the trip itself.    

Now so far nothing new.  What is new, as the new media of expression and communication themselves are changing, is how, what and how often the young travelers’ snapshots edit and circulate them [sic] and with whom and how often they like to keep in touch.  We know it -- the digital technologies offer many different ways to capture, record, collect cool sounds, images, story bits, to weave together items into assemblages to share and trade with others who are absent in ways that were not possible before, stay connected while on the go, leave messages behind.  There is a proliferation of inexpensive capture devices, and the World Wide Web offers many sites to plug in and share treasures.    

The second scenario is about attachment detachment.  And it has to do with what to carry along and what to leave behind and whom to keep in touch with and whom to ignore.  It has also to do with the deciding if and when to settle or leave camp, and how to appropriate, make your own, a place you know you will only occupy temporarily.  Moments in playing this scenario include evasion, it’s like travel light, no strings attached -- be free, be myself.  Provisory settlement -- make that my place, create the ambiance even if it’s just for an hour.  Re-trace a path -- revisit routine ritual traces and trails. Stake the territory -- leave breadcrumbs behind.  It is about memory.    

Now, I have no time, but this is a beautiful story because I think that children's fascination with skating and roller blading are one version of feeling the thrills of evasion with no strings attached.  The kids carry huge bags and wear baggy clothes with lots of accessories and other.  Youngsters’ infatuation with iPods and portable Game Boys are one version of bring home along.  Going to the McDonald's, Starbucks or the mall is another.  In this case, wherever you are you get the same, and you know what you get.  There has to be a better way to bring along the family or create your ambience on the go.  Again, so far nothing new.    

What is new as the media of expression and communication themselves are changing, is the ways the young travelers pack and equip themselves, what they bring along.  The times and places at which travelers settle and how they personalize the places they occupy and the objects they bring with them.  And how they mark their territories, signal their presence or passage, and plugging in that space.    

The digital technologies offer many new ways for the children to explore this tension between taking off or transiting and feeling grounded or located.  Today's mobile devices allow access and handling of information almost anytime and anywhere, capture, collect, carry or share.  And many multimedia applications exist which combine existing devices a new ways, convergence.  This convergence of mobile and context sensitive technologies constitutes the DNA of the design of new concept and experiments currently being explored by researchers.  In the scenarios proposed, the mobile devices should interoperate with imbedded ubiquitous technologies and networks and server infrastructures to support new experiences of transiting between worlds or dimensions and, more important, new grounding techniques in tune with today's new nomadic lifestyle and/or self-orienting devices.    

Now, to conclude --  am I still time?   

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Okay. 

Edith Ackermann:

Okay.  Phew.  Maybe I’ll make it through.    

To conclude I would like to just come back to, to a closure on the approach.  Why is it that when it comes to learning and digital literacy or literacy in the broad sense, yesterday's and today's kids have so much to tell us?  The short answer is by necessity for adaptive purposes, and Piaget has studied this beautifully.  The kids have always been with navigators in a world too complex to grasp.  To them, dealing with complexity or uncertainty is no breaking news.  And their ability to do the right thing, when they know they don't know enough about something that interests them is uncanny.  The children may not possess much expert knowledge or have much experience, but they sure are good learners, natural lateral thinkers. I use de Bono here.  They catch the wave and they leap around in ways that we grownups don't.    

Two, number two, point two, for two.  Kids have always been good at grabbing a hold of whatever cultural tool mediation artifacts that are at their avail to better explore, navigate, express, give form and exchange what amuses, interests, delights or puzzles them.  I like a quote by Alan Kay who says, “We grownups call technology any tool that was invented or designed after I am born.”  

[laughter]  

It is not so for the children.  The children speak in 100 languages. They mix and match media: low-tech, high-tech, low touch, high touch, high brow, low brow, physical, virtual, digital, analogic.  They use it all.  They move between worlds both physical and symbolic in ways that we grownups don't.    

Now what's new, is the question?  The short answer, what's new is the types of knowledge, skills and personal qualities that are required to thrive in the world, in today's world, which is very different from the ones, you know, knowledge, skills, personal qualities that were expected from folks of my generation.  And this, too, comes in two shades.   

First, today's kids are facing these new developmental tasks that I have just pointed to, which require very creative solutions on their part, and engender new passions and new myths that kids replay again and again in their life and play.  Again it's not that their world is more complex, uncertain or even faster changing.  Instead, we witness an unprecedented societal push toward increased mobility and flexibility on the parts of old and young, sometimes at the cost of feeling not so securely attached or grounded.  It is in this deep sense that today's world may be more unsettling and unstable.  It drives me nuts each time an article starts with, ‘in the complex world in which we are living where there is such an inflation of information how can you handle it.’  It's like, as if the world were not complex.  So we have to go beyond this very simplistic way of making the distinctions.   

For two, as new waves of technologies make their way into the culture, we see a lag in how the young ones, the kids, the natives and the older ones appropriate them, and the additional point here is the more knowledgeable and alphabetized the old is, the stronger the resistance is.  This lag can become a clash if on top of everything else the immigrants make it their job to teach the young how to think and learn, mediate and mingle.    

The last word I just want to sort of summarize.  I see four main areas in which the natives surpass the wildest guesses of early educational visionaries and developmental psychologists alike.  Areas in which there is more going on than just yet another variation of the same old generational gap.  The first is about sharism and I use that term from our Chinese friend who is like a whiz Web navigator, who was at the conference of Civilisations Numériques.  And this is interesting.  Sharism is not just like we pay lip service to the [unintelligible]. Sharism is a growing precedence of co-creation over individual construction or personal elaboration.  To put it boldly, today's children are not just acting in the world as Piaget had it, creating things as a means to understand who they are and get a handle on the world.  They do this, but that's not what matters most.  Also, the kids just don't externalize ideas, make them tangible, objects to think with, as Papert had it. They do that but it's not the main thing.  Instead -- and here's the shocker -- today's kids mingle before they make, they share before they think, they go public before they are sure, and they spread half-baked ideas.

[laughter]  

And they do this mostly with kindred spirits, present and absent, and not as Vigotsky had it by clinging to familiars -- the informed and caring adults, parents or teachers around and that we all know.  So, today's kids engage – you see how different this is?   

The second point is related, and I call it “border crossing.”  It took me a long time to find a term.  Border crossing has to do with shifting identities, and what I call now, refracted, depolarized self.  In particular, shifting boundary between what's perceived to be mine -- private, hidden in the head, inside the body, at the core, at the center of who I am. And what’s yours -- public, out there, foreign, at the periphery.  Between where mine ends and where yours or other begins.  The skins, the envelopes are moving.  Between what gets in, what gets incorporated, taking in as being mine, and what gets out, projected out, objectified, thrown out as being foreign or made to be other.   

This shift I think may be partly due to the fact that today's kids belong to multiple tribes, and move between multiple worlds.  They are displaced yet connected.  They have shifting identities and plural selves.  They feel at home in more than one place, and they don't live in one place in particular.  They explore different facets of this plural identity.  They take on the persona, which they then incorporate as a host of voices, not just within self, as Bakhtin had it, but in the small community that they choose to belong to.    

I am almost done, I have two more points.  The third big change, the way I like to think about them has to do with the shift of what it means to be well-read, literate and knowledgeable, and also what it means to be a good researcher and navigator.  So this has to do with deep shifts in, one may call it sort of implicit beliefs that we hold about what makes one smart or -- it's epistemological intuition, so to speak.  Today's young creators never start from scratch, but they borrow from those who inspire, and they address to those who matter, as if we did not do it.    

Valery has written beautiful in “La Poetique” about the fact that we only work with ideas that inspire us, and we always address our work to fictional or real audiences.  One of the biggest problems for educators today is to deal with what they think of as students’ plagiarism, the tendency to copy and paste, creations as variations around copy. Also as the gap closes between read and write, and notation becomes as important as writing.   

Here there is a -- this is an important point.  I believe that the gap between the reading and writing is really closing down, and that’s huge. Cognitively speaking, it’s huge.  When you think that it takes you a night to read a book, and that it takes to a year to write it, one would believe that there is a reason to be a difference between producing a text and just incorporating and reading it.  So it’s very interesting that this gap is actually narrowing and that the act of reading becomes the act of annotating, layering. Wiki, that’s what Wiki’s about -- I put on another layer, I give my version and so on.  So the reading becomes more active, and the writing becomes not more passive, but it becomes a way of producing assemblage of found art, and iterating.    

Now, again, my fourth point has to do with children’s increasing expectations that the tools that they're using are both responsive and forgiving, that they facilitate the reconfigurations that enable iterations and copy, take inputs a step further and always let you undo a mistake and save.  See this is key because you only leap forward if you know that your ground is solid.  So, provided the tools do this, the kids won't hesitate to iterate, to redo, much more than we do.  We don't have the same rapport toward technology in that sense.  And I notice it with my students.  My students give first drafts that drive you up the wall.  You say to yourself, they're never going to make it.  And they have absolutely no problem.  Now when they give it to me, the teacher, it's like, you shouldn't do that.  Show it to your friends first.  

[laughter]  

But it's this thing, this fundamental sharing before you think is very important.  And I think that's where the technologies play, play a huge role.    

Wikipedia is about – I don’t want to turn to “Wikipedia.”  Maybe we can do it in the discussion.   

So, to close up, I would like to say that the rapport between reading and writing has been, the gap is narrowing.  The gap is also narrowing between authors and audiences, and the gap is, I don't know, is narrowing, but it's very different between context here and now of the plot, and the context within the narrative that is sort of decontextualized.    

So, tomorrow with the staff of the Library of Congress I want to address more how can, not how can immigrants engage and not enrage the natives, although this is the title that I borrow from my talk of tomorrow, but it’s how can the digital natives and digital immigrants find a common ground where it could be fun to actually do some things together.  And my hunch is that it will have to do with inventing new ways of actually allowing the physical world and the virtual world to be integrated in ways that we are not so familiar yet with.  So I would like to leave it there, and leave time for the discussion because we have the chance to have Marc Prensky here as a respondent, and I am looking forward to hearing what you have to say, Marc.  Thank you.  

[applause]  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Thank you, Edith.  That was lovely.  You have helped us a great deal to do some border crossing from one area.  I was particularly touched by the reference you made about reading and writing coming together.  I actually invented a word just to mention that, I called it a “wreader,” W-R-E-A-D-E-R, the wreader.  Or in Italian it works much better, the scriptore, the one who writes.  And it's true.  You see, kids read with their hands on their keyboard.  So that's a very, it’s an important observation, and I also find fascinating the sharism, the issue of they share before they think.   

There will be a number of questions that I certainly have when we get to the question period.   

Right now though I am very happy to be able to introduce rapidly, Marc Prensky, because not only is Marc the inventor of the digital native and digital immigrant distinction, which I think is extremely helpful to find our way in this new environment, but also I think that he provides – he’s a kind of a new Montaigne for education.  Montaigne, the French philosopher said, “It's better to have a head well made then one well filled.” [Repeats the phase in French] The educational system was changed by that observation that perhaps you didn't need to stuff the heads of your students with all kinds of things they might not use in the future but you just teach them how to think.    

Well today, in the context of what Edith was saying about sharing before you think, it's a new Montaigne statement could be made, and I think Marc will support this, it is that it's probably better to have half a dozen heads, practically empty but connected than a single well made one.  Which is probably [laughs] as long as they're connected it’s probably a better idea.    

Marc really is a master educator and as well an inventor, a writer, and several of these articles are available online, and in fact he's very generously distributed them.  I have printed a couple of them out, and those who would like to have them, you could just leave your e-mail, and we will send them, send those in particular.  They're really quite wonderful.  And so Marc has accepted to be the respondent for the whole series, which is I think an incredible benefit to the series that there will be a continuity, and he will be able to remember and reconnect.  So Marc, would you like to come to the?  Oh, you're just as happy there.  No, that’s cool.  We’ll all be together that way.  

Marc Prensky:

Am I okay here or do I need to come to the podium?  Podium?  Okay, I'll do it from here.  What I have to say is probably less important so…   

First of all, thank you Edith for that fantastic talk.  I learned a lot.  I see things in new ways because of what you said, and I think it's really gratifying to me that these concepts are being pushed further and further.    

I want to start out, well by thanking the Library for inviting me.  Also it's important that I say, I didn't necessarily invent the concepts that go behind the digital natives and digital immigrants.  People have pointed out to me many antecedents, not exactly in those words, but a number of people have contributed intellectually to these things that have gone on, and I want to acknowledge that.  On my blog you can find all the things that I know about it.   

But it's wonderful to see the concepts pushed further and further because there's another group that’s actually pushing back and saying well, we're all the same.  There isn’t difference, this brings us, this is causing us problems in terms of being less able to talk, where as I get emails all the time, and I hear and just as you said, that the metaphor is actually helping us understand better.  It’s giving us a scaffold.  It doesn't mean that it's perfect, that it’s right, that everybody is one of these things or the other.   

I think the idea that I take away most from your talk is -- relates to something that I have been thinking about which is, what makes somebody a digital native?  Is it when you were born?  Is it what you know?  And many of the critics think, and especially the critics in the teacher world, in the education world, think that if you're a digital native you’re somehow automatically born with skills.  You're born knowing “Microsoft Word.”  You're born -- would that be true, Bill Gates would say?  But of course that's not true and people have to experiment and learn the various applications.    

What is true, and what I think these talks confirm to me is that there are very, very different attitudes.  And it's the attitudes that cause somebody to be a digital native.  One of the things that I think about is, if you grew up in a particular country, say France or Switzerland, or whatever, given our [unintelligible].  There would be some people who will speak French very well, and there will be other people who will speak French less well, but somehow they all will be native French.  And there are things that they will pick up inherently that will be different than anybody who came to that country later on, even if they get good at this.    

Now I talk about sharing quite a bit with teachers, and I contrast, and this was great, I contrast the attitude of the teachers and of our, my generation, the immigrants, who grew up thinking that if we have any information, if we know anything, it's our duty to keep it close to the chest.  Don't share it, because it could be useful sometimes.  So, teachers are horribly, horribly reluctant to share.  Things I've come across, places where a teacher was doing something wonderful in one classroom and nobody in the whole school knew about it.  In fact, they were afraid that the principal would come down on them if they learned about it.  So, I, one of the things that I do is encourage the teachers to share and point out to them that the young people, as Edith pointed out will share immediately, that you get your kudos as a kid by being the first to share something.  So you run to do that.  And, if we don't get there with our teachers, if they don't start sharing their successes, it becomes really, really difficult for them to move forward, because they never see what each other does.    

The second thing that I would say, and I'm going to speak to your conclusions, this idea of border crossing, is also a place where the schools and the kids are conflicting a lot.  The teachers -- I have talked about -- I always talk about the fact that intellectual property is changing before our eyes, that the ideas of this, we’ve already seen things happen with music, we’ve -- it’s going to be very different in a while, and forcing kids into old strictures, when what they want to do is mash up and create new things, is very constricting to them.  Well, I had a teacher get up in Canada and said I’m not going to have my kids break the law.  Okay, I said, well do you ever get kids like liquor when they're not supposed to in your house?  We have – we have to open up, I think, very much.  And that's extremely difficult for, for people to do, especially teachers who have been in this mode of lecturing and being in charge of being in control for such a long time.    

I love the fact that we're getting, that what Edith talked about in terms of orality and literacy, and I think we are moving into new realms in terms of this.  I point out to all the time to teachers, well there's more than one way to take in information.  People say, well, books and reading, and this is, boy, this is sacred to our, to our  teacher corps.  But you can hear a book, you can speak, you can produce other ways of taking the same ideas and the kids are very good at this.   

In fact, another place where I think you didn't necessarily say this in so many words but you certainly implied, our kids are so capable in this area that we totally underestimate what they can do.  And when -- even when people show examples of young people's work in making movies, in making videos, in doing many of these things, they typically preface it with, it blew me away, which means that we have the bar set so low that we think they can do nothing, because we can do nothing.  [laughs]   

And so, our expectations should be I think, with this stuff that the kids grow up with from the early days, that they experiment with, and I loved hearing it from a developmental psychology perspective -- and I have a three year-old so I can relate to a lot of what you're saying.  It's, it’s very different and natural to them to make these kinds of expressions, whereas we have trouble not only accepting them, understanding them, and giving people the kinds of credit I think that they deserve.    

One of the things that I would add to the idea of orality and literacy that I've written about is that I think that programming, in the sense of controlling machines, is also going to be an important literacy in the 21st century, because machines are going to be a billion times more powerful in our kids’ lifetimes, if they continue doubling.  And we had better learn how to master them as part of what we do.  And I think people will do that.  I think just as in the old hyper-card days, people will start exchanging programs and helping communicate not just with words, not just with multimedia but also with an entire program that does something, that accomplishes something and see, here's what I've done and we can share those real easily.    

I wish I could read my notes better.   

Clearly, we have moved into a new era, and I guess I would just close by thanking Edith for helping us understand it from a different perspective than I have taken and that I think will help me in my own understanding as I go through and try to figure out exactly what's going on, but there really are qualitative differences between what happened in the past and what's happening in the future.  And I hope we can talk about them and address them.  So thank you very much.  

[applause]  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

[inaudible] What we have done in the past is we usually get first the audience, give a chance to the audience to ask the first questions and then since people are also sending us questions via e-mail, we will alternate between questions from the audience and questions from the big nowhere land.  So, perhaps maybe somebody in the audience would like to ask -- ah, there is the first question coming.  

Female Speaker:

I'd like to talk – [inaudible] little more about the connectivity.  When – [inaudible]  In regard to connectivity, okay.  I have a 16 year-old at home so of course I'm dealing with adolescence, I'm dealing with his adolescence, and one of the things when I look at how he interacts with many of his friends, there is some level of anonymity or, as you were talking about going through all these different crowds and going back and forth between these different roles that they create for themselves and different people that they are for themselves, and I just would like to, especially from a developmental psychologist’s point of view, as they're entering adolescence and they’re kind of figuring out who they are, do they get lost?  

Edith Ackermann:

[Inaudible] The first thing I would like to say is that to be, I don't know if you have ever read the book by Sherry Turkle that is called “Life on the Screen.”  She happens to be a psychotherapist, but she's very interested in actually portraying children's enthusiasm for exploring aspects of themselves in the virtual world as something very positive.  And she compares the social virtual environments of young people with what Seymour Papert called microworlds, as a way to exploring deep, in this case, mathematical ideas using simulation, simulac and simulation have the same root, as a safe way of actually, let's say, getting a handle on questions that are intriguing or, you know, difficult to solve.  And I like to think that there is not such a big difference between getting a handle on personal problems, or I would like to make the difference less apparent in sort of cognitive problems.    

Now, can they get lost?  I think they might, but not where we think they do.  That's where it gets difficult.  There’s sort of a provocative way I have to think about this is that there is a sense in which today's youngsters are permanently connected and out of touch.  And we spoke again a lot about this at the conference that we had the chance to be together, and this in turn raises the whole question of what's the role of the body, the physical body in the ways we relate to other people and to the world.   

This is my $2.50 personal opinion.  I think that young children have a greater tolerance to virtual rapport that maybe people had before.  Or said otherwise, there is a dematerialization of human rapport that is something to look into.   

Now this being said, I want to come back immediately and say, the people who are so resistant to the types of exploration that the young people do in social virtual environments are the ones that want them to spend hours reading “Harry Potter”, and they don't mind if the kid stays in a book, their head in a book and so forth.   

So basically the takeaway here is that there is great area to be explored on how to bring the body, in a way, and movement back into the type of explorations that the children can do in these microworlds, in these more sort of digital / virtual micro world.   

[phone ringing]  

I hope it’s not mine.    

[laughter]  

Marc Prensky:

I don’t think it's me.  I hope not. [inaudible]  

Edith Ackermann:

We are behaving like natives here.  

[laughter]  

So basically this is my $2.50 take on your question, but it's funny because it brings me back indirectly to something about what you said about programming.  I have focused in this talk about the read and write of the read and write of arithmetic.   

[phone ringing]  

[laughter]  

I don't have mine.  

Male Speaker:

[inaudible]  

Edith Ackermann:

Now what happens is that the same kind of reflections that we have been having on read and write could be held on arithmetic.  And you’re right to the point.  It is very important to understand that, for a child who can use -- let's talk about only the calculator but has very sophisticated dynamic modeling tools at their disposition.  It is absurd if somebody doesn't allow them to use a calculator.  And, no matter what the discord -- it's the same with literacy beyond print or not.  To think of the fact that the sheet of paper and pencil is a better way to go deep into understanding the magnitude of things, the rapport between quantities and so on is an absurd idea that also has to be rethought.   

And the difference is important to capture.  The difference is that when I write, an addition, for example on a piece of paper I give it the command, so to speak.  I say four plus three, and then I'm supposed to give the answer like, from here and to write it down.  Now the beauty with these digital screens, if I write it on a digital intelligent screen, it does the operation for me.   

And this is just a very simple example but, or in geometry if you can, if you can actually see the dynamics of how figures relate to one another.  People relate very differently to tools that bring what they have to say or do a step further.  And this is a huge -- it's a small idea that has huge implications, and it is something to really be addressed with the nostalgic of memorizing the multiplication table, is that you can use your mind for many other things than memorizing the multiplication table.  If you just have a surface that doesn't just take in the operations that you pose, but that take part of the cognitive load, help you solve the problem, and help you move on.    

It's a long discussion, but I just want to make the parallel.  It's like, read, write, arithmetic, they all have to be rethought before and after print.  And programming is a way for me at least to think about arithmetic beyond paper and pencil.  So…  

Marc Prensky:

May I say something here --  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Sure.  Oh, yes.  

Marc Prensky:

-- or do we want to get to more than one question?  The other piece that your question raises is the rapport between young people who may get lost and adults, whether those adults be their parents or their teachers.  And one of the things that we have lost to a large extent, the ability to do, is to talk cross-generationally.  And one of the -- in my book “Don't Bother Me, Mom,” I’m Learning, it’s supposed to be about why video games are good for your kids and it is, but it turns out mostly it’s a book about communication.  And, unless we treat our young people with respect and ask them, without judgment, what do you like about what you do?  What do you do differently?  How do you do it?  Why do you do it this way?  Why do you prefer it this way?  Unless we have those conversations, we will never be able to talk to them, and we’ll never get to the root of this.  And when they get lost, we won’t be able to help them because we should be able to help them.  I mean, theoretically, we're adults, we’ve been through a lot of things, but unless we can talk honestly, and that, I see it over and over again in the schools, has to be a question of respect.  When you say to a kid, “Your games are worthless.”  When you say to a kid, “You have the attention span of a gnat.”  When you say all these things, which come out of our mouths all the time, the kids know they're being disrespected, and they tune us out, and they’ll just figure out how to do it their own way with their peers.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Yes.  We might as well break the rules here.  Go ahead, Peter, do that.   

Peter:

Quick question.  Technologies.  First of all, thank you very much for what you’ve share.  It's very thought-provoking.  Technologies as you're approaching it from a child development perspective, if you’re looking at kind of the universal responses you get to how kids deal with the new technology, but your talk was called “Anthropology of Digital Natives” and culture mediates these sort of developments.  New technologies, for example, there's a famous case of Golden Arches East, how fast-food service was differentially accepted and had a differential impact in Singapore, Taiwan, Japan, etc.  It was transformative in a lot of new ways.   

What I'm curious about is, did you see that kind?  Is there already a literature that you're aware of that talks about how, say, the French, versus the Chinese, versus the Koreans, versus the Americans as children, have been adopting, adapting to this new technology?  Is there any kind of data on that?   

And I bring this up because I’ve only read the negative in the press.  I've only read about the several hundred thousand Japanese kids who are as embedded in their video games at night and come out at 12:00 maybe to go get some noodles and then go back to their bedrooms, their parents sometimes being facilitators, shoving food under their doors.  And they're being several hundred thousand of these youths, so distinctive a phenomenon that they have a name that's been given to them.   

I wonder about that, that’s presented in the press, because it's a negative example and those kids seem to be as embedded in their video screens as the kids who are imbedded in “Harry Potter” text medium.  Could you respond to that?  

Edith Ackermann:

I can be an intermediary, and actually encourage [you] to look at the work by Mimi Ito, who is a woman from Japan and has studied very thoughtfully, actually also from an almost psychological perspective, the ways in which Japanese children appropriate and use the digital technologies at their avail.  It is, it is very beautiful the way she writes about the Japanese children and in reading her you can begin to feel some of these differences.  She speaks about the fact that, and I have not seen that so much here, but, for example, in the captures they make and the images that they take, they become very -- images are very ephemeral moments, that it's about their food.  So you have all these images about what they just had for lunch, for example, or things that appear absolutely absurd to us.  But the image is only there to give us this contextual pointer and then they relate around it.    

She also talks beautifully about how children love, they engage in these games where they love to give each other an appointment, but they don't tell the place.  They just leave home and then, through the cell they progressively address to find the spot.  And actually this one I see -- I work a lot with young people like young designers and so they do the same.  I am obsessive.  When I have a rendezvous with somebody I like to know where I’m going to meet that person, but that's no fun for the children that she's talking about.    

So I don't want to blabber along longer, but it's beautiful to look at her work, and then you can start seeing if there are actually differences that make sense, that are very particular to the Japanese culture or not.   

For Japan, again, what I found noticeable, and this has not to do with the digital natives, it has to do with the attitudes of psychologists when it comes to understanding the difference between animate and inanimate, so there are researchers who did beautiful studies on the ways in which to anthropomorphize, and this is very valued for computational objects, to anthropomorphize computational objects is a very good idea.   

And there is somebody called Sayeki who wrote a paper that is called “Toward an Anthropomorphic Epistemology” where he shows that the Westerners have for too long been analytical and had a rap – and had a preference for the type of distance knowledge.  And what he has studied is how children solve very rational types of problems, physics problems of relative motion, and the method for his gift is very useful.  He says, the children are throwing kobitos--it means little people, parts of their mind, into the situation and then they feel and sense the situation through the kobito.   

And I have -- in a previous life I was working as a researcher at the Piaget Institute, and I did hundreds of clinical interviews with children on cognitive problems, and you get it all the time.  Because you ask a question about, you know, the [French] that goes up, the motion of the little wagon on the inclined plane and so on, and you see the kids go [makes a motor sound] before they actually give you an answer.  So they really throw themselves into this situation, but it's not at all just talk a sensory motor experience, because the sensory motor experience would be more like scuba diving, whereas this is somebody who has developed further than the sensory motor level, that uses this futuristic technique of throwing a little piece of themselves in a situation, just to evoke the situation better.   

And a nice example here is to, if I tell you think of, try to remember a Sunday afternoon when you were running on the beach, many people, not everybody, but many people actually almost put themselves in and they run it, and then it comes, it has this capacity to get your mind back into the situation.    

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Seeing yourself run instead of running in your memory.    

Edith Ackermann:

Exactly.  Your memory.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

It’s a big difference.  One of the things I found in Europe, to answer that particular part of the question was that I found surprisingly how many inhibitors there are in communications in schools and universities in Europe.  The United States is much, much wide open from the point of view of intercommunication.  Maybe the educational system has a lot, leaves a lot to be desired, and I've read enough of Marc to recognize the problem there, but in terms of the field, the general attitude towards communication tends to be open in the United States.  It’s very closed in Europe.  You can’t get your own e-mail in your own university.  It's like amazing but that’s true.  And it's very, very controlled, and so that kind of hampers people's style to a certain extent.    

We ought to have a question from the – yes, I can see that Robert is ready to send us a question from the big out there.  

Robert Saladini:

I have a question from a teacher in Nebraska, and she wants to know, other than holding events such as this at libraries, can you comment or make suggestions on ways in which libraries in general, and the Library of Congress in particular, might better serve these digital natives?  And the second part of that question is, how would, and how do these digital natives use libraries?    

Marc Prensky:

I can speak to that somewhat, having spoken to library associations and other things.  Kids use the libraries in many ways.  One of the biggest is the source of computers, because people, we have a, in some sense, a digital divide in terms of who owns equipment and who doesn't.  For the people who don't, the library turns out to be one of the biggest sources.  Now then that raises the issue of what they can see in the library, whether they get blocked, but increasing library hours, just like increasing the hours that the computer labs in the schools are open, evenings, weekends, is going to go a long way towards helping young people.  And that's something that they continually are asking for.    

Edith Ackermann:

Yeah, I had this funny thought the comes to me that is about -- in the same a way that books -- what Barnes and Noble did to the bookstore, maybe libraries should do to libraries.  And what I mean by this, I am not a fan of Barnes and Noble, but it's an interesting phenomenon because Barnes and Noble becomes la piazza, becomes the place where you go.  You can have a coffee, you can read your book as long as you want.  You can put the cafe au lait on top of them, leave the books there.  You go, you come for poetry readings, probably people date there, I don't know, but it becomes – it becomes this place that people come to for more than just that one reason.  Maybe another example to me is Centre Pompidou, places like this that become public square, and this goes back again to something that Marc was just mentioning.  I believe that the key is in making these places third places that are good hosts for intergenerational encounters that are not of a voluntaristic teacher like type, but that are of the kind of -- they have to be designed in such a way that they bring people who otherwise wouldn't speak to come together and do things that they otherwise wouldn't do.  It's the only way I can put it.  A lot of thinking has to go in that, and a lot of thinking goes into that.    

I have had the chance recently to go to the public library in Minneapolis, and to see the teens cafe and the center for the young people and so on.  It’s still a little bit modularly.  You have the, you know, the teens corner looks like, okay, we are arriving in the teens corner here, right?  So it looks like with graffiti, but still it's very nice.  I like this attempt.  And you have the children's corner.  It’s still, I mean, you can be picky, you can try to make it better although it's difficult.  But there are these attempts, and I think  -- I think the notion of third places here is very important.  It has to become some kind of a hybrid that is more like a piazza that brings together different types of people and I think it will bring the natives back.  

Marc Prensky:

May I just add one thing.  What certainly, and this is perhaps part of the context for tomorrow where I won’t be, but one, our libraries have traditionally been conservators of the past.  They’ve been concerned about what we've created and how we can keep that going.  What I suggested to the library association is that they rename the library, get rid of that word library, and change it to Tomorrow, or The Future.  And let's say, instead of saying I'm going to the library how about if you said, I'm going to The Future.  And we had activities that were commensurate with that.  

[laughter]  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

That's all yours, Deanna.  [laughs]   

There are lots of questions so we won’t get back to the online ones, but I think we should give a chance of first this audience.  Hello?  Yeah?  

Male Speaker:

I'll add my thanks to both speakers.  Just one quick point of the social place.  I did manage to work with the Boulder Public Library in 1996, 1997.  And they were bringing in the Internet, but it was very much the Agora, the plaza, so they've done wonderful things there for a small public library.    

But the other -- I just wanted to make an observation in response to the teacher’s question about what is the Library of Congress doing sort of in the new space for some of the natives.  I think the release of the images, too, “Flickr” --  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Oh, that’s lovely.   

Male Speaker:

-- for the online social sharing of these images. But what's most amazing to me as a user and enjoying this is twofold.  One, you’re allowing and you're giving the kids and some of us adults the chance to re-tag these photos with folksonomy not with the controlled key vocabulary, which is traditional.  So new ways for cataloging.  But then also I found that some of these images, people have taken the time to explore and find out the sources which were, the library said, they didn't know where it was from.  And the audience now is becoming the writer, and adding to the context and to, sorry, the past, the history of these pictures, which are then also mashed into the future.  So I thank you Library of Congress.  

Derrick DeKerckhove :

No, that's a great reminder.  The “Flickr” experience is a wonderful one, absolutely.  There’s a question and the back there.  Yeah.  

Male Speaker:

It's a very short question.  The question relates to curriculum to a conflict between the digital natives and the curriculums that we create and we give them at school because, from what you've been saying it's very clear that the curriculum itself is not designed from the perspective of the digital natives.  So, I mean, there are some things that need to be done, because obviously we can bring all these things, but there might not be an interesting curriculum for -- do the curriculums need to change because of the attitude and the mindset of the these digital natives?  Thank you.  

Edith Ackermann:

I'll take the first stab, and then I’ll give it to you because this is --  Take the case of allowing children to tell digi-tales in different ways. There are -- I will speak about this tomorrow, but just in anticipation, the problem is that by the time the teacher, well intentioned, wants to offer this to the classroom, the way they try to manage the possibility is already full of immigrant’s reflexes.  So what you get is, when you get curriculum for telling collective digi-tales, they will even tell you, what you get is a step-by-step approach or the planner’s approach where you first collected the information.  Every little individual does it in their own corner, then you write a story board, then you do this, then you do that and at the end you have a show and tell where each little person shows their little creation to the others and clap, clap, clap we celebrate.    

Now, I don't say it's bad.  What I say is that it takes away again from the digitals.  The ways that get them so engaged is that they can start working together before they even think by themselves.  Is that they love to have things going on in parallel.  Is that they would probably go about creating their little YouTube video in ways that would surprise us, and the only thing I can suggest is to create an event where the audience of their  creation -- collective creation would be outside of the, of the school context, again to create these displacements where the children are asked as a group to choreograph actually an event that is for real to be shown somewhere else and then to start to help them monitor that complex group process, to choreograph that.  It's the only way I can think about it.  But it's true that often times by the time you go through all the gates, when the little kids come back to the classroom they sleep on you again. I mean, it just doesn't work.  

Marc Prensky:

Thank you. That's great.  There are two issues.  One is how we teach, and that I think you spoke to a bit.  The other is what we teach, and that's part of what you were talking about.  There are -- I think that almost everybody who looks at it who’s not a teacher and therefore wedded to some kind of -- or an educator, a traditional educator -- and therefore wedded to some of the curriculum standards that we have feels a need to change.  I feel it most in thinking that everything we teach, pretty much, is about the past again, and maybe a little bit about the present, but almost nothing about the future.  And there are many things that we can say about the future through science fiction, through other kinds of things.    

Trouble is, we have no time for the future unless we take out some of the past stuff.  Now there are huge candidates.  Let's just think about elementary school.  And Edith said it very well: “Why do we spend time teaching them multiplication tables” when kids can do it on their wrists or on their cell phones?  That's a whole lot of time.  Why do we teach cursive handwriting?  There is a year right there that we can get.  Why do we teach the long division algorithm, when that's not a way to learn about what division is? That's just an algorithm, and we now have a better way to do it.  There are so many things that we spend time on and huge months and maybe years that we could take and repurpose to really teaching kids important things: knowing what numbers mean, knowing what estimating means, being able to write, being able to communicate in multiple literacies, etc, etc.  And I hope we get to do that, and that’s a very hard thing to do, because educators, when you say let's take something out of the curriculum, they fall on their swords.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

And one of the things that you say in your papers is, and I’m sure it’s in the book, which I haven't had chance to read, but the idea of the attention span being perfectly fine when it comes to what they're really riveted by, and they're interested in the video games.  It's absolutely true that the speed at which the kids process stuff today is incredibly faster than the time that I was brought, you know, I was educated and this is a very significant thing.  And it has to do, I think curriculum should address that, the cognitive skills that have developed.  It's a complete mistake to think that they are, that they have the attention spans of gnats.  It's absolutely clear.  We do one more question, and we have several questions coming from the big out there, but we ought to give one more chance for the general public to give us a question as well.  So, Robert?  

Robert Saladini:

And Derrick, I'll ask -- this is a two-part question that I’m combining, both from California.  Do you have any predictions about how the next generation of digital natives will be?  How they will be different from those currently in high school and college?  And the second part of this question would be, could the digital natives and immigrants connect in a classroom with a return to an educational style based on a modernized Socratic method?  It appears the natives are already well versed in virtual Socratic questioning.  

Edith Ackermann:

I take the first part of the question, and then I pass it on.  This is a very convenient question because it was part of how I wanted to end my talk, but didn't really have the time or the thinking.    

I think that the natives in a few years will ask for what they want now, but they will again want to use their bodies in different ways.  And my little pun I have it right here.  I am the digital native of within 10 years, these natives will tell us, or youth for that matter, I have studied more younger children but it's also true for youths.  Make me able to explore and show my creative skills locally, globally, anytime, anywhere, but please don't forget I do have a body and I like to use it.  I am exuberant, I am physical, so make me fly, transport me, teleport me but also make me touch, feel, move, ground me.   

And I think it's important because I looked a bit into this sort of megatrend, studies for all the wrong reasons, because I do consulting for corporations.  And there is a lot of little signs of a return towards things handmade.  There is a sense in which it's good to be an information broker, but it's also nice to massage your imports for a long period of time to actually own them.  And not just take a black box and pass it on, without ever looking into it.  Which is then the wrong idea because then it's again the idea of you pass on this information that education has been based on since thousands of years. 

So, I think that, in the future what the digital natives will want is they will say, we want a lot of time to do the massaging.  And they will iterate very quickly. It's not that they will not iterate very quickly, but they will actually revendicate more time to do their work and they will enjoy -- like if you take cooking as a metaphor, it's nice, they will enjoy maybe, I wouldn't say it not take pre-processed bits, that I don't know I am not sure about the modularity. It's great to take full chunks. But maybe like in cooking it's not just such a good idea to just take a can and then spend half a second and think of it as your meal.  Maybe it's a good idea, and the digital natives of the future would actually want that time to do the -- not just be information brokers, or maybe a broker does actually do that active work; it’s not just the passer of information.  So that’s sort of my $2.50 take on it.  

Marc Prensky:

I don't actually remember the second part of the question.    

Derrick 

The Socratic method.  

Marc Prensky:

The Socratic method, okay.  Well, I don't, it's very hard to predict what's going to happen, but I'll tell you what I’d like to have happen and I hope happens.  The idea of this sharing is going to open up, if it really lasts, and it continues, is going to open up new ways of doing things enormously so we won't have the butting of heads that we had, even though new technologies will continually -- continuously, come at very fast paces as long as we have what we do among young people, that they are very eager to teach each other, that they are very eager to share with each other, that they don't put the kinds of impediments that we have from really another era, I think that we will be able to be much more fluid in many things that we do in our education, in our relationships, and I hope that that , I hope that that will continue.    

As for the Socratic method of questioning, I certainly hope, and I see that already, that that's becoming the new paradigm of kids’ learning.  We lead them by questions to explore their own directions, their own passions, their own way of both finding information, making sense of it and then expressing it through all these multiple ways that Edith has talked about.  And so questions which really had all the privacy in the past, and that's really what the Socratic method is about, leading people through good questioning and understanding the answers and moving people to new types of thinking, that becomes really the norm as opposed to what we have devolved to in education which is telling.  So I hope that that's the case.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Two more questions.  I think we have till about another, we have 10 more minutes so we have time.  All right, so, please do.  

Male Speaker:

The sort of fallow on from what you were saying before.  I think it's really exciting, this idea of sharing, especially having been in academia for a while.  But it then makes me a little -- wonder just about the concept of ego which is also very big in academia.  Partially, I think that’s because of the structures you’re brought up under.  You’re supposed to succeed on your own.  You need your name on things. You have to go that way.  But at the same time, is this new, are these digital natives, with the sharing they’re brought up with, can they overcome this to the point where creating something can be a shared act? And they don't need to stamp themselves on it and push others away.  Or is this – maybe as a psychologist maybe you know -- is this a native thing which even in this new age where the possibility of working together and sharing is promising, is this something which will impede our movement towards this?  

Edith Ackermann:

Yeah, I'm glad you add this question to the problematic here.  I just -- the first stab at it is, there are paradoxes that this raises.  And I lived through the first wave of these paradoxes when all of the sudden in academia, certain colleagues were talking about the fact that it's very difficult in a way to claim ownership of something if it has been shared in the way that we have been talking about.  And there are many experiments that are being let out of academia in the world of art, actually in a broad European project that has to do with bringing the generations together to talk about themselves in creating collective art work using very simple picture snapping technologies.   

What you get is usually not that nice.  What you get is you have 100 people contributing to a beautiful art work that gets exhibited in the Museum of Contemporary Art, in this case, in Liege, and you get the name of the two artists who choreographed this and all the others get lost.    

There was big talk in academia about this question of authorship and ownership, also, and it was interesting because many of my colleagues who were more from the feminist movement but not necessarily, they were saying, it's interesting but at the time when the culture is finally able to understand that the text is a multi-log, not just a dialogue between different voices, and different quotes, that actually the voices of whoever is speaking get completely blurred.   

And this raises important difficult questions because I think what needs to be resolved is how can you offer a beautiful, I call it an assemblage, collective assemblage, and at the same time give the possibility to people to track their own path through the different levels of its production and for the audiences to actually find who contributed to what?  What I am claiming is that with tagging, and this is the domain of expertise of Derrick. With him here, I hope you will talk a lot about tagging, about reputation, trust building techniques that the very natives are inventing for us that we are not able to do.  So this is why the examples I am giving, there are these miserable examples of a bad attempt in a universe like in the arts where you always have these big egos that take the work of everybody else, but it’s the same in academia.    

And just that topic I would love to have a whole session on it because the paradox is that because of all these new techniques that allow you to tag, to track, to actually rate things, you create entirely new networks, not just of acknowledging ownerships but of actually being able to offer services where, if there was no trust it would be a disaster.  I have all these examples in mind.  We don’t have the time.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

We have one thing in common; we're writing a book together with six other people.    

Edith Ackermann:

Yeah.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

It's true, I mean, I can’t write by myself anymore. I find it boring.  I’ve proved to people by Ph.D.s and things like that I am intelligent. I don’t have to do it anymore, so now I’d really like to collaborate with people.  It’s really -- And one of my collaborators is Edith, so I’m very pleased to be able to mention this, that we’re working on a book called “The Point of Being.”  I'll leave you to imagine what it really is.  It has to do with the body, for sure, but many other things.  So yeah, no, this is true.  There is a new feeling about collaboration which is not, you know, you don't have to be the front forward person any more. You could just be one of the people who are collaborating on something exciting to do.  

Edith Ackermann:

But I do believe that here the technology, and this is the psychologist speaking, the technology -- if the technologies don't allow you to create these new circles of trust and reputation, it is very difficult.  I am an – I am an explorer of the digital world, and I am loving it, the ways in which the most amazing services can actually be set.  I don't understand always the technicality of it, but I have a friend who started actually, like Zipcar; it's not about Zipcar, it's about people who lend each other apartments, and how to do it over the Web so that you don't have the crooks that come in.  And it’s very simple, and it's all based on rating, popular rating.  And also broadening from a core group, trust core group, that each member has the right to add other people, and then they get rated like hotels, but you have very good algorithm behind that.  I tell you, it’s not just like in the hotels when you have one rating, and it’s nine over 10; you have to be careful how many people rate it.  So there is this -- this is a whole new world that is just popping up and I love to see that.  I would like to speak much more about these very specific ways in which the digital natives, even there they are in the forefront.  They have a lot to teach us.  

Marc Prensky:

I do have one thought about this which is, and again there are two ways.  There are two things.  There are the ways that we create trust, that we find out how people can work together, but there is also the issue of how do you create great works.  And great works have traditionally been the creation of a single mind, even if in the cinema in other ways that they are directing a host of collaborators.  And it's going to be very interesting to see when we have the hive, when we have this ability to collaborate in new ways, whether works emerge that are the equivalent of a Beethoven or a Bach or a Picasso or a Spielberg or whoever you want to put as your paradigm.  When it's not the work of a single person, or, whether it will really come down to a movie kind of structure, where somebody is creating a work and they hire everybody they need to do the parts that they can't do.  So that's going to be a very interesting thing to observe the future.  I don’t think we have an answer.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

We may have not have the answer, but we have one more question after which [laughs] we will ask.  Deanna, you will be concluding?  We will have one more question.  There was another person, yes.  

Female Speaker:

I don’t even know if this constitutes a question, but I've been working on some projects and reading a lot of blogs where you have a primary author making a statement, and then you have 750 comments.  And to me this has been fascinating, because not just the dominant person comments, you get the screwball comments, you get the very precise feminist comments. You get somebody who is extremely knowledgeable and somebody else who just says this doesn't make any sense at all.  You have a chance to hear everybody.  And to me this is getting close to what you’re saying about writing and reading, because the end of it is a very different phenomenon than the original diary.  And I’m wondering if that wouldn't really be a good teaching technique.  

Edith Ackermann:

Yes, and with a blog, the beauty of it is all the issues and all these tools is that it’s like in a forum where you have somebody making posts, and then you have all the comments, but within your post you can tag and link so it also creates these lateral connections.  And what I have heard recently is that there are algorithms to actually track and not in the sort of surveillance sense of tracking, there is actually colleagues of mine who created a tool called Tracker, and it just helps authors who throw a piece in a blog to follow who has been interested in their blog.  And it's beautiful because -- because  you can actually follow the path, the sort of viral path, of the ideas in ways that you cannot otherwise.  So for example in academia, to give the example, it's very hard to know how the ideas are spreading.  For good or for bad, in the digital world, it's very easy to keep track -- in “Wikipedia” it's the same -- it's very easy to keep track of all the layers, and I think that we have not even started to explore the ways in which this can be very, very interesting.    

The last work that is related, I have a colleague who teaches at the Harvard Graduate School of Design, no longer, he’s now in Gratz, and they did something I found brilliant.  It was a class on design, and, especially among designers there is this idea that I am the individual designer.  So what they did is that they just turned class assignments into something interesting.  So at the time one, they had the students of the class do an assignment so you had, so it was like a quilt.  You have all the different solutions that the design students bring to the same problem.  The week after, they have another assignment that that brings the first one a step further.  The only addition is, don't just work on your own idea, pick the work of whoever in the class inspires you the most and continue it as if it were your own.  And then it goes on.  The tool was called Phase X.  I have no time to tell you what it is did but it was a little miracle.  And if you imagine that you can then come back and you can see, oh my God there was this one idea that had not at all been popular, what if we took that one and continue it is if it were our own.  Because sometimes the most popular ideas are not the best but, you get this sort of radiography of the ways in which these ideas evolved.  And in Phase X the only very important powerful idea was this idea of at each step, don't just work on your draft in the iterations, take whichever inspires you more and continue it as if it were your own.  So we have not even started there, I think.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

All right, well, you know.  Just a thought that blogs probably are Socratic.[laughs]  

Edith Ackermann:

They are beautiful blogs.  

Derrick DeKerckhove:

Thank you very much to both of you and maybe Deanna would like to say a few words.  Shall I?  

Deanna Marcum:

No, I'm okay.  I just want to thank our speaker and our respondent.  You've given us so much to think about, and I was sitting here thinking so many reactions from a library perspective as you were talking. Marc, I take great issue with your talking about libraries as agencies of the past.  They're really more like Edith has been describing.  We keep things so new people can come along and create new knowledge, new ideas.  And our challenge is to find ways to keep the knowledge that’s being created in these very interesting, dramatic, exciting ways, keep that so that we can continue to build layer upon layer of knowledge.  And I think you've given us so much to think about, and I thank you very much.  I look forward to tomorrow's discussion as well.  Thank you.  

[applause]  

[end of presentation]   
 


