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In January 2008, one of the most important information literacy reports published in the last five years emerged from the JISC, the Joint Information Systems Committee.  The report was titled the “Information Behaviour of the researcher of the future.”
  It had a short-term run in the daily press that focused on the phrase Google Generation, rather than the findings from the research.

Behind the headlines and clichés, the outcomes of the study were startling.  There was a profound realization that computer literacy was masking other educational problems.  The conversational phrasing deployed in the Google Search engine did not facilitate the movement to other search engines and directories such as Google Scholar
 or the Directory of Open Access Journals. 
  Significantly, the researchers confirmed that information literacy concerns were rarely generational. Problems were pervasive throughout all age cohorts.  
· There have been few studies examining how different age groups search for information.  Because of this lack of information educational policy and funding, decisions are based on assumptions about behaviour in the online environment.

· Not only is the “Google Generation” reading less, but everyone is reading less.  The ‘Google Generation’ is not dumbing down.  Everyone is ‘dumbing down.’
·  
The Report noted a wide tendency to skim read articles, often reading the abstract, and not progressing into the paper.  This superficial engagement with research material was not only found in ‘young people,’ but all researchers.
·  
Information literacy has not increased as access to technology has increased.  Actually technological competency is masking other intellectual problems.
 
·  
Young students are using searching tools that require little skill and are satisfied with their searching capacity.

·  
Digital literacies and informational literacies are not intrinsically tethered.
 

Assumptions about ‘young people’ and technological change have blocked the consideration of literacy development.  The conversational phrasing enabled through Google surfing has decentred debate and studies into information seeking skills.
  The dearth of research about online behaviours over this last decade has had an indisputable impact.  Policy and funding decisions about education have been made on the basis of ‘mis-information.’  This JISC Report confirms that conjecture about the online environment and our students threaten to damage the research(er) of the future.  Simply because a media platform is available, does not mean that it is used or used well.  
This Report was an important intervention because those of us who work in education have been littered with words and phrases that have triggering change, crisis, confusion and fear in the last decade:  new media, digital convergence, multimedia and Web 2.0.  Catch phrases became slogans, conveying innovation, transformation, redundancy and opportunity.  As each was replaced with a newer and supposedly more exciting model, the cycles were perpetuated of pseudo renewal, change management, promised funding and lived disappointment.  Most of us have spent much of the last decade managing platform obsolescence, data migration and a misalignment of learning goals and funding priorities.  But the web is now a mature media rather than ‘the next big thing.’  Still, too much money is being wasted on projects and initiatives that are fixated on social networking sites such as wiki-enabled media, Facebook and mobile phones.  We have all seen the list of funded teaching initiatives in our universities and funding bodies.  If we removed the words collaboration, mobility, connectivity or interactivity from the titles, then there would be nothing left of the project.  There has been too much attention on the platform – ‘the what’ - and not enough questioning of ‘the why.’
Now is the moment to focus on building careful integrations, grafts and relationships with the existing institutions of schools, universities and libraries.  The problem is not – and has never been – technological platforms.  The issue – for over a decade – is that scarce public funding has been siphoned to the promises of efficient, productive, creative, collaborative software and hardware, rather than acknowledging, capturing and developing institutional memory and staff expertise.  My paper is focused on ‘the why’ and ‘the how’ of literacy, rather than ‘the what’ and the ‘the ifs’ of technology.  Acknowledging the Google Generation Report, I mould their findings to activate literacy modelling and development.  I want to develop a positive, productive and integrated strategy of and for literacy.  The goal is to explore how through curriculum, assessment and partnerships between teachers and librarians, we can create a portfolio of learning possibilities where Google is the start, rather than the end, of a research journey.  A changing service relationship must be based on – and developed from – a subtle conceptualization of literacy.

Intervention and activism is required. It is becoming increasingly difficult to assist citizens and students to dig below the obvious, simple and predictable.  The endless washing in the banal corrodes our capacity to differentiate between the war on terrorism and the selection of hair care products, or the military build up in the Middle East and shoe shopping.  This culture of equivalence has an impact on all public institutions, but particularly those invested in libraries and education.  In my paper, I probe the costs of fetishizing information at the expense of information literacy
 and valuing user-generated content rather than understanding a user’s (generated) context.  This paper is based around two ideas.  Firstly, I apply a literacy model to move from information to knowledge.  Secondly, I explore the costs and consequences to our educational systems if we decentre information literacy through validating and circulating phrases like Digital Natives and Digital Immigrants.
A new literacy model to move from information to knowledge

Educational policy is based on assumptions about development, standards and quality.  Too often teachers and librarians do not admit these ideologies to themselves, let alone to those who are being taught or instructed in the intricacies of the information age.  We carry values in our minds that subtly but continually remind us of gradings and shadings of importance and significance.  I ask that we conduct a thought experiment to temporarily disconnect from the agenda of generic competencies, mission statements and strategic plans.   For a moment, mask the imperatives of content and avoid cul-de-sac words like collaboration, sandpits and synergies.  Let us not think about what we are teaching, but why we are teaching.  Let us not think about computer literacy.  Instead, we can ponder the intricacy of information literacy and the building of knowledge, wherever we may find it in the digital or analogue world.  

One of the earliest books about Google was called The Search.
  The conversational interface of Google ensures that hours can be spent googling ourselves, our friends and family.  We can shop for shoes, bop through iTunes, max out the credit card on Amazon.com.  We have become accustomed to grazing on superficial information, being satisfied by the search rather than demanding a scaffold and structure to our reading pathways and research.  At its most basic, can a search engine used for shopping be deployed using the same strategies for university-level scholarship?  To add research to the search, it is necessary to return debate and discussion to the models and modes of information literacy.

Eleven years ago, an academic based at the University of Canberra wrote a small chapter in a small book about critical literacy.  It was written just as the web was weaving through popular culture and before Web 2.0 editing and collaborations.  Ironically, this historical positioning assisted her argument.  She was investigating continuities and not revolutions, movements between platforms and ideas, not an evangelical grasping onto one media, software or hardware innovation.  This scholar, Mary Macken-Horarik,
 constructed a model of literacy that moved through the educational process.  She presented a four tier model of literacy, moving from everyday literacy to applied, from theoretical to reflexive.
Mary Macken-Horarik’s model of literacy

	Everyday
	Applied
	Theoretical
	Reflexive

	Diverse and open ended
	Attaining a particular expertise
	Gain disciplinary knowledge
	Negotiation of social diversity

	Confluent with spoken language
	Use of spoken and written words to enable activity
	Production and interpretation of epistemic texts
	Probing assumed and specialized knowledge systems

	Moving through roles and relationships in the family and community
	Skill-based literacy
	Situated in educational learning environments
	Finding alternatives

	Personal growth literacy
	
	Specialized literacies
	Challenging commonsense

	
	
	Assimilating and reproducing knowledge
	Meaning determined through diverse media

	
	
	
	Critical literacy


Table based on Mary Macken-Horarik, “Exploring the requirements of critical school literacy:  a view from two classrooms,” from F. Christie and Ray Mission (eds.), Literacy and Schooling, (London:  Routledge, 1998), p. 78

Everyday literacies are gained in the home and family environment, developing spoken language and oral culture.  It activates personal growth and orients a person into their social environment.  Applied literacies involve the attainment of particular expertise, often called skill development.  This is literacy with a purpose:  written and spoken words are used to enable activity.  Theoretical literacy is inserted into a discipline and an academic community.  It involves both the production and interpretation of texts in formal learning environments, using specialized literacies.  This theoretical tier is therefore where most of the work we conduct at schools and universities is positioned.  The final slice of the model is reflexive literacy.  This is a mode of critical literacy which involves understanding and negotiating social diversity, discussing the limits and applications of specialized knowledge systems, challenging commonsense and understanding how meaning is framed through disparate media.  At its most basic, it involves thinking about form and content, determining which particular media should be used in specific contexts and for particular tasks.  The function of an undergraduate degree is to propel students through the upper two slices of literacy. 
To move students and citizens through these stages, Macken-Horarik recommends teaching strategies that facilitate “explicitness.” 
  The aim of this process is to give (re)searchers the ability to move texts into diverse contexts, and observe how meanings change. Explicitness in method is required to establish an “enacted curriculum,” 
 rather than constructing (another) list of assessment criteria unread by students.
One provocative hypothesis that she offers is that critical literacy is not an ‘add on’ to literacy debates, but does require the initial development of instrumental modes.  In other words, an everyday familiarity with spoken language cannot seamlessly (and concurrently) facilitate an awareness of ideological gaps and silences in a discourse.  Simply because we can use a search engine does not mean we have the vocabulary to use it well.  Macken-Horarik argues that there is a linear and progressive relationship between literacy modes, disagreeing with those who argue that students can simultaneously learn to read and challenge what they read.  

She argues that literacy modes must be built on easier and earlier modes of encoding and decoding. Significantly, her work does not log or mark a division between analogue and digital media.  Intriguingly, there is no focus on digitization.  Instead, it is a movement from easier skills to harder skills, whatever the platform under discussion.  The problem is that most Web 2.0 platforms stop at applied literacies, developing particular skills, but are not able to arch into disciplinary knowledge or post-disciplinary knowledge.  There are few mechanisms in the ‘comment culture’ of the blogosphere to arch into disciplines or value expertise.  The ‘Google effect’
 flattens expertise and also flattens the complexity and diversity of literacy.  It also traps the wiki enthusiast into one slice of the literacy model.  The question is whether the relatively basic skills deployed in the use of Google, wiki-enabled media or blogging
 enables the movement into academic protocols and approaches.  The answer is that there is nothing in the use of Google, Wikipedia
 or collaborative platforms that inevitably moves the user into higher literacies.

Our service relationship with our students and citizens must therefore be interventionist.  Second tier (or applied) literacies are not sufficient for the economic development required in the knowledge economy or the multicultural imperatives necessary for a post-September 11 environment.
  Applied literacies are also not sufficient to sustain democratic discussions.  Inserting a few words into Google search – or any singular search engine – reifies and simplifies the complexity of information literacy, confusing searching with interpretation.  Information literacy requires an understanding of the context of the user, not simply an access to the blinking cursor of Google.  
There is one more stream of argument to weave through Mary Macken-Horarik’s table, derived from Nicholas Carr’s The Big Switch.
  Written a decade later, he does probe the movement from offline to online environments.  Carr argues that we are all drawn to people like ourselves.  Fans of the X Files talk with fans of the X Files.
  Star Trek fans chat to Star Trek fans.  More concerningly, citizens with extreme ideas bond closely with those also holding extreme ideas.  In some disciplinary fields, this behaviour is explained through subcultural theory.  A goth wears black clothes and whitened makeup, but this appearance is naturalized when communing with other Goths.  But beyond this naturalization process, Carr confirms that when extreme views are shared by a community they become more extreme.  Through the deterritorialized connectivity of the Web, an individual who holds highly marginal views in Galway, Dublin or Brighton can find a geographically dispersed community sharing their beliefs.  Further, these views can become more pervasive and far more extreme.  This tendency can be seen in Pro (anorexia) Ana
 and cutter
 communities.  It is also the reason why odd or extreme ideas have become tolerated and often encouraged through the ‘comment culture’ on blogs.  Certain levels of personal abuse and disrespect, often from anonymous writers, are now accepted as part of online life.

Audiences, consumers and citizens seek out environments in which they are comfortable, and understand the language, signs and codes. Rarely do we move towards those images and ideas that make us uncomfortable or that we do not understand.  Google enables us to remain comfortable in our vocabulary, interests and ideas.  PageRank confuses popularity of sites with importance.  Sponsored links proliferate and Search Engine Optimization plays with the algorithm.
   To increase the scale of problems confronted by teachers and librarians, Google – like reality television - is able to capture an almost religious commitment from users.
  Users want to believe that finding information is easy and that the best information will be the most popular.  There is a denial, ignorance or unawareness of the role of literacy education or information scaffolding. 

One consequence of a large proportion of the population being restricted to (through a lack of opportunities) or choosing to stay within the applied literacies of endless skill development is that this wider blogging comment culture validates opinion over expertise.  It is up to us – as citizens interested in education – to show that skill development is not synonymous with the creation of knowledge.  The key is to create a pause between needing information and determining the mechanism to find it.  Planning for searches creates electronic and intellectual expectations, and requires a capacity to find the right information beyond the wayward and misleading.  It also commences critical thinking and interpretation before slamming into an information glut.
  This rational and ordered approach to information management is distinct from the random, emotive and conversational mode of searching through Google.
  The key is not how many hits are returned from a search, but how many are relevant, current and active sites.
The misconception of Web 2.0 is that all valuable information is freely available and that the user of a search engine has the supposedly innate or biologically-gifted information literacy to judge, assess and contextualize the sources.  Instead, through the proliferations of blogs and Wikipedia, an array of low quality material has emerged, without appraisal or peer review.  While I am a steadfast supporter of open access journals, we know that commercial aggregators are buying and restricting large areas of disciplinary knowledge.  Lacking high quality, freely available refereed material, blogs and wiki-enabled media have proliferated.  
The concern from Mary Macken-Horarik’s model which she does not address - and we need to - is how to move learners and citizens from one stage of literacy to the next.  Further, if any of us or the citizens and students we serve are trapped in a lower stage how do we intervene to reveal and open out the literacy options that are available?  Without intervention, we will have generations of citizens locked in applied literacy and skill development, not even aware of the availability of higher order models for thinking.

At schools and universities, we are starting to see the consequences of a flattening of expertise.  Students commence university demonstrating superficial research and comprehension skills and awkward writing modalities.  They do not seek out diverse views to construct an argument.  Rather, they presume that if they find text on a screen, returned through any of the first ten Google hits, then it must be correct. Making students think, rather than assume, and read rather than cut and paste is proving a challenge.  

Any literacy policy and any intervention at any level of the education system will be uneven in its benefits. Children from middle-class families already have existing literacy skills developed in the home which are then reinforced at school.  These literacies allow entry into university where most of us – me included – maintain staunch standards in referencing, researching and writing.  It is imperative to reveal and discuss our assumptions about reading, drafting, quality writing and referencing.  Teachers must firstly create strategies through curriculum to create a consciousness of diverse literacy models and knowledge systems.  Secondly – and this is the difficult part – we must develop a capacity for our students to move between these categories.  This two-stage process is complex because the relationship between reading and literacy is ambiguous and messy.  Literacy too often is defined as reading and writing, but reading and writing are different skills and behaviours.  Reading always develops earlier than writing.  We read before we write.  Most of us read at a higher level than we can write.  After we leave formal education, we read as part of our daily life.  Few of us write every day.  Unfortunately though, when political debates about literacy emerge, reading and writing skills are overlaid and collapsed into a single category, rather than specifying the distinct practices, behaviours and expectations enfolded into each activity.  Without understanding and deploying critical or reflexive literacy, assumptions can circulate that all literacies are equivalent.  That is not the case.  There is nothing inevitable about the development of critical literacy. The continual focus on print in the last few years means that reading and writing becomes an endpoint, rather than the start of another stage or mode of literacy. 
  Higher levels of literacy competence are then locked away from the disempowered or the disconnected from education.  Formal examinations and assessment structures ensure that we read.  We do not ask why we are reading.  
We live in a time, not so much of the inconvenient truth, but denial of inconvenient histories.  Google is the metaphor, metonymy and the archetypal example of the need to develop for higher levels of interpretation, comprehension and literacy in education. Unfortunately, money is being squandered on frequently unproven and under-researched technology in education, rather than focusing on developing education in technology. More information does not – intrinsically – create more effective and convincing research.  The internet is not a library.
  Google is not a library catalogue.  These are dangerous metaphors.  At every point such assumptions are made, a discussion of information literacy should follow to demonstrate a more conscious integration of media, form, content, literacy and learning.  The key initiative is to move students from applied literacies to theoretical literacies.  This is the movement that has been blocked by Web 2.0 and the ‘flattening’ of expertise.  
I have used two lists of questions to propel my students through this gulf and literacy.  The first is a simple checklist to develop information literacy as they approach any text or source of information.  It aims to move them through that crucial wiki-packed barrier of applied skill development through to the expertise-driven theoretical literacy.
1. Who authored the information?

2. What expertise does the writer have to comment?

3. What evidence is used?  Are there citations in the piece?

4. What genre is the document:  journalism, academic paper, blog, polemic?

5. Is the site/document/report funded by an institution?

6. What argument is being made?

7. When was the text produced?

8. Why did this information emerge at this point in history?

9. Who is the audience for this information? 

10. What is not being discussed and what are the political consequences of that absence?

Asking students to answer these questions is a way to limit free range of searching on the internet and the unquestioning acceptance of the Google ranking.  They must pause, reflect and think.  These questions create a recognition that finding information is not synonymous with understanding information.  The second series of questions takes students from theoretical literacy and into reflexive or critical literacy.  

Who is online?


Who is not online?


What are the consequences of this digital exclusion?


What platforms are being used by specific groups?  Why?


What platforms are not being used by specific groups?  Why?


What are the consequences of different deployment of media resources?


What materials and sources are captured in the online environment?


What materials and sources are not captured in the online environment?


What are the consequences of not digitally migrating this information?


What functions, roles and aims are best activated in analogue environments?


What functions, roles and aims are best activated in digital environments?


What methods and strategies can be developed to create a movement between – not through – analogue and digital environments?
My goal by the end of students’ degrees is to ensure that they can answer those questions with insight and evidence.  Currently, we value the movement of data and capital, but fear the movement of people.  This situation will change if we place education and citizenship, rather than technology, at the start of our discussion.  I want to start with curriculum, start with social justice, start with reading, start with thinking, start with writing, rather than be distracted by celebrations of technological change.

For too long we have become enthused with developments in hardware and software and asked how we can insert it into our practice.  Our best hope is that the next stage of web change / innovation / development will not be web development at all, but literacy development.  We should return to questions of what we are doing and why, rather than fetishizing the new, shiny and expensive.  A fascination with platforms, gadgets and gizmos should not mask or undermine more serious questions about information literacy.
  I ask that much more attention be placed on ‘the why’ of digitization, rather than ‘the how’ of computing.  I ask that much more attention be placed on the why of concepts rather than ‘the what’ of information.  Google has been the ideal mechanism to locate facts without context for a digitized constituency who have gained just enough literacies to pass through an education system testing competency rather than expertise and skills rather than knowledge.  

It is not the fault of a search engine if a student does not have the vocabulary and range of reading to know what to insert into the anxious cursor.  There is a need to move them from Google to Google Scholar.  However Google Scholar is located in Macken-Horarik’s band of ‘Theoretical Literacies,’ requiring a depth of disciplinary knowledge from searchers to gain results.   Students will use Wikipedia if they do not know how to find higher quality material or indeed to understand that there is a hierarchy of information.  Instead of acknowledging the great people and great minds that have preceded us, we are living through an avalanche of writers who preach revolution, rupture and seismic change.  It is convenient for those who search but do not read to forget the past and undermine intellectual legacies.  Those who celebrate a search engine rather than teachers and learners, will damage education.  As an example of the danger of these assumptions about information and knowledge, I am interested in the development and impact of another of these soon-to-be clichés like the Google Generation.  ‘Digital Natives’ is increasingly gaining currency in popular discourse but is blocking the movement from Applied to Theoretical literacies.
Digital Natives, Digital Immigrants and the invention of crisis
Assumptions are always made about youth, particularly when the people making the assumptions are not young.
  From the 1960s, the market economy required the invention of new target markets to enlarge and differentiate consumption. The “generation gap” was invented to express a loss in traditional authority structures.  Clothes, rock music and long hair
 were connoted as not only different or radical, but the building blocks of revolution.
  This sweeping statement of difference on the basis of age since the 1960s has had many consequences.  Firstly, and perhaps most significantly, the focus on age has meant that other social variables – particularly race, class,
 gender,
 and religion – have been under-discussed. Secondly, alongside this simplification of identity is an absence of history.  One cultural formation – music, fashion, hair, the web - is rendered much larger and more significant than it actually is.  Thirdly, the writers extolling youthful difference invariably read young people as a force of change, defiance, crisis and threat.
  This revolution through youth continues until the moment they enter adulthood.
  Then the next group of 13-19 year olds – Generation X,
 Generation Y, the Nintendo Generation, the Google Generation - is scanned for their threat, promise, challenge and transformation.

Ideologies of youth prevent and often block actual research into behaviour, history and context, enacting profound damage to schools, universities and libraries
 and flattening conceptualizations of literacy.  This generational flaw in analysis has existed since the 1960s with the mods and their amphetamines and scooters, the skinheads with their boots, violence and racism and the punks with safety pins, slashed clothes and mohawks.
  Interestingly, now that music and fashion are no longer battlegrounds between generations,
 the talk of radical change and threat has moved to technology.

Instead of mods, skins, rockers, punks and goths, the new group of threat and opportunity has been labelled as Digital Natives.  This phrase was first used in 2001 by Marc Prensky, a management consultant.  He used the term to demonstrate that, “today’s students think and process information fundamentally differently from their predecessors.”
  Once more the young ones are restless and the older generation does not understand them.  But true to the pattern, Prensky has:

1. diagnosed a moment of revolutionary change, 
2. invented a social crisis and failure in education resulting from it and 
3. transformed himself into the consultant to fix it.  

Actually, generation is too blunt a sociological instrument to understand social, economic and political change.  It always has been.  It is far too vague a description to understand an age group and how ‘they’ deploy ‘technology.’  But in his affirmation of modernity, it is not surprising that Prensky deploys reified, positivist science:  “it is very likely that our students’ brains have physically changed – and are different from ours – as a result of how they grew up.”
  Besides simplifying how ‘a generation’ engages with information, he has also hypothesized a physiological transformation of the human brain.  It is significant to note that he has confused anatomy and socialization to make this case.
His argument becomes more damning when describing those ‘older people’ who doubt the scale of this change (and his hypothesis and rationale) as Digital Immigrants.  Appropriately in a post-multicultural era, being an immigrant is a problem because they keep a “foot in the past.”
 This group is a technological inhibitor because they use the internet after other media when searching for information and supposedly print out emails.  No ethnography or participant observation data is cited to verify these claims.  Instead, natives are skateboarding through Web-two-point-zeroland while those pesky immigrants are slowing progress because they are weighed down by those redundant books.

Forgotten by Prensky is that the platforms, data and information being processed at multi-tasking speed by the ‘natives’ were actually created by ‘immigrants’ like Bill Gates, Serge Brin and Chad Hurley.  A reality overlooked by Prensky is that ‘immigrants’ know more than ‘natives.’  In less xenophobic times, such a statement would be self evident, even at the level of analogy or metaphor.  Immigrants have lived in different ways, in at least two places and must manage the trauma of movement, translation and change.  Immigrants are flexible because they have to be.  Digital immigrants know that drafting on the screen and drafting on paper are both valuable and often locate different types of errors.  They know how to engage with information quickly or slowly, understanding when superficial reading and data mining will suffice and when a line by line, page by page, chapter by chapter deep involvement with an intricate text is required.  But statements about continuity, stability and considered reflection do not sell books, win grants or fuel consultancies.  Prensky therefore must preach crisis and endless change:  

if Digital Immigrant educators really want to reach Digital natives – i.e. all their students – they will have to change.  It’s high time for them to stop their grousing and, as the Nike motto of the Digital Native generation says, ‘Just do it!’

Obviously, it is time for some history, or what Prensky calls “legacy content.”  ‘Just do it’ was a slogan first used in 1988 before our current students, the Digital Natives, were born.  

Prensky runs a consultancy business that designs games, which he describes as “the best opportunity we have to engage our kids in real learning.”
  When reading his articles, such as “Digital game-based learning” that appeared in ACM Computers in Entertainment in 2003, his ‘research’ features only two references, one of which originated from his own book.
  It is remarkable that when management consultants preach crisis and change, they display so few references.  The citations they use refer to their prior publications (that also featured few references).  Heavy self citation is a confirmation of two facts.  Firstly, the writer is not a wide reader and secondly – even through Google Alerts – he cannot find anyone to agree with him.  However a strong refereed article on this debate emerged in 2008, written by Sue Bennett, Karl Maton and Lisa Kervin and published in The British Journal of Educational Technology.
  These scholars saw the ‘digital native’ discussion as a form of ‘moral panic,’ one of many that have encircled ‘youth.’  Less emphasised by Bennett, Maton and Kervin was Prensky’s blinkered discussion of content and curriculum.  He stated that “students should be learning 21st century subject matter, such as nanotechnology, bioethics, genetic medicine, and neuroscience.”
   Everything else is “legacy knowledge.”
  This ‘legacy’ (or in effect redundant) subject matter includes language education, history and geography.
Prensky, on his own website, describes himself using the following nouns:  visionary, consultant, author, speaker, inventor, game designer, learning designer and futurist.
  The irony of his labels only becomes clear when reading his curriculum vitae.  He received a BA in 1966, an MA in Teaching in 1968 and an MBA in 1980.  Marc Prensky has focused on the newness – the revolution – in technology because he has spent his career since 1978 in management, promotion and marketing, and most frequently as a consultant.  While undermining contemporary teachers as ‘digital immigrants’ and using his expertise with gaming to show he is ‘down’ with the ‘natives,’ Prensky is carrying assumptions about the classroom that are (conservatively determined) thirty years out of date.  The classroom he imagines does not exist.  It has been replaced by years of gradual, reflexive change that he has not seen because he has been working in the corporate environment.  But this disconnection from the lived experience of teaching and learning is why ‘new’ technology is seen as such a revolution in his rendering of the classroom.  When he last taught on a daily basis, Jimmy Carter was in the White House and Annie Hall won the Academy Award for Best Picture.  

Marc Prensky is a writer that simplifies ‘the who’ of Web 2.0 environments.  His work repeats the pattern in the literature.  Invent an educational and social crisis.  Create a solution through ‘new technology.’  Erase or decentre the expertise of generations of librarians and teachers.  Deny history.  There is also a range of institutional supports for this strategy.  The research funding follows those who celebrate ‘new’ technology.
  If the e-learning, i-facilitating podcast develops entrepreneurship for the creative economy, then money will be thrown at the researcher before he or she can say ‘virtual university.’  
For the last ten years, good teaching has been defined as the innovative use of digitally convergent platforms.  The consequence of this inelegant and inaccurate relationship between ‘new technology’ and ‘good teaching’ is that curriculum development has suffered.
  The focus is on process and tools, not literacies and knowledge.  Under-reported in the literature is the drop out rate from online courses,
 ‘gaming behaviour’ from normally civilized students who flame their colleagues with racist, sexist or homophobic abuse,
 poor attendance in class
 and low levels of reading on or off screen.
 There is no time for careful consideration of literacy models and movement through diverse stages of learning.
It is much easier to celebrate the contribution of text messaging to literacy or Wikipedia’s ‘history’ page to critical thinking than to actually consider – beyond a tabloidized shriek – why widening participation agendas in further and higher education have failed and why there is a high drop out from first year students.  There are two crucial points to remember in such a strange age.  Both have a convincing and long-term literature behind them.  The first is that motivation is integral to education.  When some of us enrolled in teacher education programmes in the analogue age, the goal was to move students from extrinsic to intrinsic learners and from surface to deep learning.  To enact this process, strong attention to students’ lived context, aspirations and expectations was required.  To fetishize tools and platforms is to ignore why citizens are drawn to formal education.  Students do not enter schools and universities to change a wiki.  They want to change their lives.

The second point, which has influenced every part of my teaching, learning and curriculum development, is that students from ‘non standard’ backgrounds – including citizens of colour, mature-aged scholars and those from the first generation in their family to attend University - require more teaching, not less.  Pugh, Coates and Adnett, in their research of performance indicators in the U.K. education system, made a profound statement:

Students from under-represented groups may require more extensive support or more radical changes in teaching and learning strategies if they are to approach completion rate norms.  Thus, HEIs [Higher Education Institutions] need to consider both the support and the teaching and learning cultures and strategies they offer to students from disadvantaged backgrounds, rather than merely concentrating upon the application and entrance process … a priority should be to find ways of ensuring more student succeed in completing their course and qualification rather than intensifying the marketing effort to expand recruitment.

At the very moment that we need to deepen our commitment to these students, giving them more care, more respect, more leadership and more understanding, we have absolved our responsibility for developing authentic, deep, challenging and compassionate education by hiding behind words like ‘interactivity,’ ‘office hours’ and ‘student-centred learning.’  

Web 2.0 is a challenge agent not a change agent.  We muse about hypotheses and predictions – suggesting what end users are doing - but best practice does not stop with a diagnosis.  Leadership commences at this point.  We do not know what democracy looks like.  Web 2.0 is not digi-democracy.  It is not logical to align a mode of editing web pages with a mode of government.  Instead, the already empowered who have so many other avenues for self expression and self validation in the analogue environment pour their voices and views into wiki-enabled media.  Many of these sites for ‘social networking’ are based on ‘First Life’ affiliations of shared schools, universities and suburbs.  Like-minded people who share a class, literacy and technological competence can converse with people like themselves.  This is not democracy.  It is country club on a computer.  Such a blinkered approach is made more serious of applied literacies become the default standard and goal.
Social networking has let us live in comfort with people like ourselves, instead of reaching out to fellow citizens who may challenge us, but also transform us through their dialogue. Online social networking is popular because if we socially networked on the train or in the street then we might meet people who are not like ourselves.  It is the shock of difference - the shock of challenge and critique – that we have lost from our culture.  Muller described this movement as a transitional capitalism.


The crisis of positionality comes down to this:  that there are no more bona fide utopias, no more great solutions, and therefore no more enviable grand-gesture tilts against capitalism, against the system, against domination in general.  The gesture of refusal itself can, in and of itself, no longer be considered radical.  Such gestures must today be seen for what they are, the repetitive reconceptualizations of capitalism and the system, for what else could they be in the absence of any conceivable alternative.

The long tail of proliferating mediocrity, where bloggers link to other bloggers and podcasters namecheck other podcasters, is the great cost of Web 2.0.  Feelings, experience and chat should not be enough.  Instead we require thought, research and dialogue.  Our key is to click, pause and then think, rather than click, click and click again.
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