plot to include the latest inspiration — or they may
decide they'd rather stay with the original idea.

The Carrot

It is at this point they need tools to help organize
their story — to break it down into separate scenes
which come in a defined order. Here is a need for
writing. It is important for them to be able to set
their story down on paper in order to make a more
organized videotape.

If instead of a story, they have decided to inter-
view someone outside their immediate circle - of-
ten the interviewer runs out of questions quickly.
Then he thinks of one more question. . . and goes
blank again. So. . . The camera is turned off. Sug-
gestions from the side come forth and a list is
made. Again writing is needed as a tool for the im-

mediate purpose of organizing.

Children want to use the medium well. As they be-
come aware of more complex possibilities, more
complex planning is required, and thus more wri-
ting. Videotaping leads kids to need writing to help
gather information, put it in a chosen sequence,
and present it to an audience just as if they were
assigned to write a story or an essay. The writing
does not necessarily appear as a neat and tidy pro-
duct but rather it emerges in blocks of described
action, in lines of dialogue, or as interview ques-
tions. The final videotape has dimensions as a re-
cord of the group which produced it, beyond the
scope of the written core. They’re proud of their
tape but they want to do more — and better. They
have eaten of the video carrot,

Don't Try to Understand Media—Know Thyself
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I suppose the main reason | have been asked to
write this article is because I was co-author of (and
propagandist for) one of the early books written in
English on how to use television for instructional
purposes. The first edition was written in 1960 and
published in 1961. Called Teach With Television,
I think it is now out of print: a “classic!” (A “clas-
sic” is a book that almost nobody bought when it
was available, but is still taken out of libraries to
pad bibliographies for term papers!) It was a ter-
rible book.

All of which reminds me of a sociologist I know
who responded, when asked to lecture on the sub-
ject of cannibalism, “Do you want me to argue for
it or against it?”

A dozen years ago, I would not have conceived, in
my wildest dreams, of asking the same sort of ques-
tion about the television - education mix. Today, 1
am asking, and am not a bit comforted by the reac-
tions I get. Twelve years ago, you see, | knew all
the answers. Somehow, young people - and | was
about fifty years younger twelve years ago - are
gifted with intense brilliance in the department of
answers. (Maybe this has something to do with
glands.) At present, I must admit | know few - if
any - answers to questions people pose to me about
teaching with television and count myself content
that I have, possibly, over the years, been able to
figure out a few relevant questions. What bothers
me is that I suspect that satisfying answers to them
do not exist. (Kids just won’t believe that certain
questions cannot be answered! Psychologists may
explain this general attitude, but I don’t like their
answers either.)

What questions?

Well, they are nasty questions, hard questions,
“put down” questions. They are designed to
quench fires rather than light them, dim enthusi-
asms rather than illuminate them. The faded To-
ronto guru, McLuhan, who liked to fancy himself
a “‘sparkplug” of intellectual electricity, turned
out, in the long run, to be an embolism in the
bloodstream of serious study of communications.
His motives, however, were exuberant and benign.
Mine are downbeat and passive. But I think that
both of us end up in the same place: stuck with
questions.

Looking for Answers

Let’s start with a few easy ones, and then get down
to the rough stuff:

Why does video education, to begin at the heart of
things, work best on dead-head students, have no
apparent positive effects on average students and
bore and retard the brightest ones? Is it because
they think of the tube with the word “boob” rat-
tling in their subconscious? Is it because writers
and *“‘television experts” live in the mistaken no-
tion that God has ordained that short-take, quick-
cut, visual razzle dazzle is the only way to use the
blasted medium to teach anything? That the aes-
thetic apogee of video is the cat food commercial?
That any television production studio, even those
loosely labeled “educational,” was intended by na-
ture to operate as a looney bin for insipid puppet-
eers, animators and people who make things out of
Styrofoam? Or is it because good students need
good teachers - and any good teacher with brains



	page 1

