Abstract

This article outlines a certain research field and a pedagogical area around digital media, play
and pedagogy in a globalized media- & knowledge society. I sketch out both some results
and some new challenges based on closed, recent and ongoing activities, development and
research using digital media together with children in different pedagogical settings. The
methods to find ways to use technologies and narratives have always been based on concrete
experiments inside the pedagogical settings. No matter the context I as a researcher stepped
into the actual situation and co-created play, experiments, questions, processes and results.
Over the years I have discussed one pedagogical principle for the processes I have used: the
open laboratory. This open laboratory covers pedagogical methods where all media and all
materials can be combined in processes, where children and pedagogues play and experiment.
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My present research position is influenced by several sources: action research (Hearn, Tacchi,
Foth & Lennie 2009), practice-led research (Smith & Dean 2009) and performative research
(Haseman 2006). I want to improve the field, I am working in, I want to do it together with
the practitioners I meet in the field and I want to make a difference for the actual children and
pedagogues when I encounter them. The research results are the actual actions taking place
in the field as well as the communication and academic discussion about the results. The idea
is to combine an experimenting pedagogy in open laboratories, where not all answers are in
place in advance with research where the same obviously is the case (Thestrup et al 2015). In
these processes the pedagogues in question are considered as reflective practitioners (Schon
1983) and the children via their play culture as capable of staging new possibilities (Mouritsen
2001). But to get there I invite you on a journey through this article starting way back in 1987.

The opening: Body, narrative

In the late 1980 "ties I as a young man started using and teaching stage fight together with
children and young people. Stage fight has to do with faking a real fight and is closely connected
to special effects in a film. Focus is on how to construct an effect, a scene or a conflict. So stage
fight is also connected to the dramaturgy of a film and how it actually are made to tell a certain
story. The tools I got in hand and used together with children and young people were tools to
tell and construct something not yet told by us. We copied characters, props and situations
but at the very moment we did so we also changed them slightly into what might become
other characters, props and situations. So from this came the first entrance point to my work:
Any film can be taken apart and put together again in another way. Any given expression can
be fascinating but can also become material for another expression.

The techniques used to do stage fight were primarily based on how one used the body
together with someone else. A stage fight is an orchestrated dance where every step and every
burst of energy and feelings count and have to be carried out carefully by a group of people so
nobody gets hurt (Spang Olsen 1998). Even though it might be filmed and edited afterwards
the close cooperation in the same time and space is crucial. Soon these sequences of fake
violence were combined with the construction of small narratives, which not only had to do
with sequences of fighting but also with the exchange of power between people told in this
particular theatrical language. These small narratives were played out in gym halls, staircases,
parks, etc. These spaces became laboratories where I transformed sequences from the screen
to sequences in a physical space. From this came my next entry: Bodies in laboratories can be
used to express feelings and construct narratives.

I searched for and constructed techniques and progressions that made it possible for
me and for the participants to tell what we wanted to tell through the means of popular
culture. I got access to the children in another way than I otherwise would have done and I
simultaneously got access to an infinite number of narratives. Stage fight became the entrance
to the experiences and thoughts children had when using films but seen in a wider context
also their experiences being part of a media society. So from this came another entry point:
The pedagogue can construct investigations, where media society is central for how the group
works and what it reflects upon (Thestrup 1998).
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The school: gaffer tape, trash

The use of body, narratives and space are also evident in the next example. Technical Play was
a project, which took place in the public school Katrinebjergskolen from 2002 and until 2008
and had a recent and important new development in 2014 at the same place: The Fabulous
Minecraft Re-mix, which will be mentioned later in this article (Thestrup 2014). Together
with Ole Caprani I had the intention to examine how one could tell children in the first grades
in school about robots and technology (Caprani & Thestrup 2010; Caprani; Henningsen &
Thestrup 2007). The children were 7 years old and came directly from kindergarten, which in
Denmark typically was meant for children between 4 and 6 years old. Twice a year for 6 years
we visited a class of children for a week or two and were responsible for planning and carrying
out the actual course. In each class there were between 20-25 pupils. We did not choose some
of the children for our investigations and left others out. We entered the role of teachers
together with the normal teachers and tried to make the teaching relevant to the children,
we actually met. It was important to us that these children actually learned something from
meeting us. They were not just data for our research. They were children together with whom
we experienced technology.

Over time in the project we used different materials. First we used LEGO Scouts, one of the
predecessors of LEGO Mindstorms and later old computers and laptops and toys, which had
been scraped. The scouts were designed to look, sound and move like insects about the size of
a hand of a grown-up. The scouts could easily and quickly be programmed and reprogrammed
via an interface directly on the robot itself and we therefore simply did not need a computer
or an Internet connection to start using our technology at hand. The technology was literally
between us on the floor or a table and not on a screen. As it was LEGO-robots, we could to
a certain extent alter the look of the robot and together with the programming we therefore
introduced the principle of controlling and at least alter the look of the technology involved.

Like at first LEGO, later both computers and toys were taken apart and put together
again to new toys. To do so our most important tool turned out to be ordinary gaffer tape.
Screwdrivers and scissors were used to take the scraped technology apart and the gaffer tape
was used to make new prototypes of how a given toy might look like. The gaffer tape simply
made it possible for the children to within minutes construct a toy consisting of both bits
of computers and bits of toys. Already in this short description some of the principles from
the early work with stage fight should be obvious. The activities preferred centered on the
examination of technology through the use of body and other materials, experimenting and
constructing. The new part was that it also happened through tinkering and fast prototyping
when children used their hands and tools.

The change: places, connections

During the years we changed the whole classroom into a large laboratory with different
options. Tools were placed in boxes with different colors for boxes with computers and boxes
containing toys. There had to be a place in the room, where the old computers and the toys
could be taken apart and put together again. But we also learned that there needed to be
other distinct places in the lab. There had to be a place to store and show the new toys for
inspiration for still new toys and there needed to be a place for experimenting with the new
toys. The reason for the combined storage and exhibition facility was that the toys could be
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produced and later used when needed. We also found out that when the children made their
new toys they did not always know what these toys could be used for. Therefore we made
space for certain places to play with the toys, which were inspired by the play areas in the
kindergarten or in the after school club.

Later we added more places in the classroom and expanded the different ways of
investigating. The children played robots like in a role play. One example was that we
constructed a small drama exercise where they walked around with sensors in their hands
and had to react if the sensors touched something (Henningsen 2002). We told oral stories
using the toys produced. The children were invited to give suggestions on how each story
could proceed. We introduced digital cameras to photograph the toys and made it possible
to print the photos and draw upon them with pencils. These different places were loosely
connected in the sense that the children themselves to a large extent decided where to be and
where to go next. Each place had a defined possibility, which even were connected to other
places. One example was that the children at one place could make a new toy, at another take
a picture, print it and then at yet another place color it (Henningsen, Caprani & Thestrup
2007). And as we developed this concept we also developed the idea, that the children could
suggest new places and name both the new and the old places. One example was a boy, who
came up to me and wanted to show me a place he and his friend had made: a bookcase pushed
out a meter from the wall and behind it the two of them were busy scraping some computer
bits (Caprani & Thestrup 2010).

This construction of different places and different media worked for several reasons. Each
place was clearly defined and it was rather easy to find out what to do. At each place there were
no principally defined difference between analogue and digital media, tools and materials. A
scissor was just as important a tool as a web camera as long as each tool served a distinct
purpose. A role play, a LEGO robot or a drawing could all examine what a robot was or could
be used for. In general everything we made had the intention of giving children space for
experimenting, playing, constructing and telling. A LEGO robot could be programmed, a web
cam could be moved to make a different image and a toy head from a bear could be placed
differently on a piece of a computer.

Each place was introduced one by one over time and connected to other places. But over
time there was not only one single way through a given number of places. In the beginning
there normally was as we always introduced the workplaces over time and the number of
possibilities were few. Relatively fast as the number of places increased, the number of
possibilities logically did as well. But the increasing number did not become a problem for
several reasons. A place was always carefully introduced and all places had to do with the
same area of interest. We even started each lecture with framing what we were going to do the
given day and often ended up each lecture with some kind of reflection.

The children: formula, improvisation

But the pedagogical construction mentioned above also functioned for quite some other
reasons. The play culture as it occurred outside and inside the pedagogical framework played
an important role. As the example with the boy demonstrates, the children could invent new
places to do something and on their way between two places they were allowed to start up a
new activity. This was relatively easy as they often brought the new toys or the cameras with
them. They simply sat down and played or filmed what happened in front of them.

50



We do the same, but it is different... BUKS #62/2018
Klaus Thestrup Tidsskrift for Bgrne- & Ungdomskultur

Something distinct happened during our change of the classroom to a certain form of
laboratory. The children used the new pedagogical framework in a way that can be described
as a kind of simultaneous un-balance and balance. In roleplaying in children’s play culture
you find a close relationship between fiction and reality. Children are staging what they play
(Mouritsen & Qvortrup 2002). They are very well aware that the fiction they play out is just a
fiction. If they for instance pretend to be a character in a fiction, they don "t believe, that they
actually are the character or the fiction actually exists in reality. They pretend. They are still
children placed in reality — but playing. Any given object can be another object. A doll can be
a daughter if needed. A spoon can be something else or a spoon in a story. It depends on the
children using the doll or the spoon.

It is not difficult for children to transfer inspiration from the screen to the floor. In 1983
Margaretha Ronnberg used the term mediaplay to show that children took characters,
sentences and situations from TV-series and films and used them when playing (Ronnberg
1983). She already then stated that the children did not just copy what they saw, but used it as
a source of material. Later Lars Henningsen expanded the meaning of mediaplay to include
children’s use of technology, in this case video cameras and editing software (Henningsen
1995). And even later Kjetil Sandvik (Sandvik 2009) and later I myself stated that media play
had these two aspects: A constant and ongoing intertwine between narratives and technology,
content and form (Thestrup 2011), when mediaplaying children use their ability to copy and
change.

In order to understand how the children stage the playing that is unfolding, it is important
to understand the relationship between formula and improvisation in culture. (Mouritsen
2001, Toft & Knudsen 2017). Formula has to do with the ability to maintain and repeat
methods again and again. Improvisation is the ability to use and change the very formula.
Children do both when playing. They manage to keep a certain way of playing alive for years
and at the very same time to improvise the same play at once depending on what they agree
to do. You may say that the ability to adapt is a part of any culture (Hastrup 2004) or that it
should be allowed to be. Culture is something you DO (Jantzen 2005) together with someone
else unfolding a momentary combination of formula and improvisation. Culture can be seen
as a dynamic entity consisting of two forces that supplement each other.

This delicate balance between repetition and change was at the very center of the way we
constructed the workplace around us. When the boy came to me to show me the new place,
he showed me a small but distinct change in the whole number of places and connections
between them and an equally distinct repetition of the very way we already were working
together. When the children used gaffer tape, toys and computer to build new toys, they did
not always know what these toys could do, who they were and how they could be played
with. The new toys were a kind of prototypes that simply needed further investigation. The
prototypes were not stable or rather: At the center of constructing was a certain uncertainty.
The purpose of the local culture was to allow uncertainty. The pressure was off in the sense
that it was appreciated that you could try out different things without pressing for results or
final outcomes. The balance between copying and changing was constantly tipping. When a
toy was used for roleplaying or oral narratives significance was established at least for the
time being.
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The fact that the children were allowed so much space for initiative and play outside the defined
work places also helped us. When the children played they repeated the basic circumstances
that they were in and established their own places where the negotiation between formula
and improvisation could be practiced once again. Children can be called interpretive co-
producers to point out that they do not just copy what they see (Corsaro 2005). In order to
grasp the special conditions doing play of technique one could re-frame it as Jan Kampmann
does, as interpretive new-producers (Kampmann 2010) to emphasize that something new is
being established at least for the group of children in question.

The children being part of the technical play project were asked to play and to experiment
all over the different places. At the same time these places offered certain formulas to repeat
or to change. The children could also repeat what they had seen others do and do the same. In
the very copying of each other’s prototypes they were actually repeating an uncertainty that
could lead to new toys, narratives and experiments. They were interpreting each other and
had the possibility to produce something new. One could definitely say that children in their
play culture could and would do this no matter the material provided but here the pedagogy
actively supported it.

The teacher: participation, play

We as teachers and researchers were definitely part of what was going on because we did
not know all the answers to how the pedagogical space around the children and us should be
designed. We developed the exercises and examined the content that the exercises framed.
Both we and the children became intrigued by some of the figures or narratives that were the
result of what we were playing and doing. We ourselves told stories based upon the figures
the children made. We started stories we did not know the end to, so we asked the children
how to continue the story while we told it. Our questions did not only focus on how the
framework functioned looking at the process from the outside but on the questions raised on
the inside of the process.

The work inside the process included play. We played with the children and had to find
ways to do this. First of all we showed an interest in play talking about what the children
were playing and through joining a given play situation. In this process we asked about the
rules and eventually we ourselves suggested new rules or instigated ourselves play situations.
We grasped the possibility to become play masters or to be amongst them who suggested or
played out rules, characters and situations. We were not children or pretended to be children.
We were grown-ups, who wanted to play and did it as such. We understood and used the
formula-improvisation model from children’s play culture.

We also accepted play as an important feature in itself and defined by the participants
as play (Huizinga 1963). This means that it is important what the people involved want to
do. Playing this particular play in this particular way is vital for the group. The teacher does
not decide everything that is going on, when and how. In fact the children might be able to
play without the teacher. He or she is in a situation where copying and changing are equally
important. Copying might be needed to change and changing might result in a new formula
to improvise upon. The important questions to consider might grow out of the situation and
is not necessarily coming in advance from the teacher solely. Actually this is the potential in
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playing together with children. New questions, new challenges and new suggestions might
arise from the attempt to play together.

Soin the project at Katrinebjergskolen play could happen at any of the places we established
in advance and any of the places that the children or we as teachers established on the way.
This again meant that the different routes between the places could change into new more or
less momentary places. In this sense the classroom as a laboratory had similarities with an
afterschool club, a kindergarten or a day care center, where play is part of everyday pedagogy.

We may use the term self-organized play, when children are allowed some possibilities
to actually organize time, place, content and rules themselves. They can within the defined
pedagogical framework do what they want. The self-organized play is independent and the
given play does not need to have anything to do with what else is going on. Nevertheless, there
is often a close relationship between what is going on in the two activities: playing where the
teacher is part and self-organized play. The children bring elements from children’s culture
and from their experiences with narratives from media and technology into the encounter in
the common play culture consisting of grown-ups and children. And from this common play
cultural inspiration and experiences they return to the self-organized play.

The teacher and the children can be seen as a community of practice operating socially
and culturally with distinctive features (Lave & Wenger 2003). The community consists of
self-organized play, common play and other activities using technologies and narrative, but
most of all the focus is to be in an experimenting mode: The experimenting community. The
classroom is changed to a laboratory and the teacher and children involved are the ones who
decide what and how to do, play and learn. In the experimenting community the distinction
is not between play and learning, but between lecturing and common experimenting.

The sandbox game: transforming, communicating

In june 2014 I then made another experimenting community based upon the principles
sketched out formerly in this text. The kids were the same age and finishing their first year in
school. The project stretched out over nearly 2 weeks and this time I worked closely together
with Inger Hansen, a teacher at the school Katrinebjergskolen. The purpose was once again
to emphasize the process of copying and changing, but transferred this process to other
technologies and distinct design activities for this to happen. On-line activities were also to be
included and as such the use of Minecraft had the intention of using the different possibilities
to produce and communicate across time and space.

The technological scrap was replaced by Minecraft, a sandbox construction game (Persson
2009). In the game you control a character, which in principle you may use to build virtually
whatever you want. You may do this on your own or together with others. You may do it with
all resources available or find esources fighting against zombies and other enemies. You go
on-line to play the game and those you meet with are online as well. The graphics of the game
are actually quite similar to that of LEGO bricks. In fact one could compare the actual game
to playing and building with a pile of LEGO bricks on the floor. The game was chosen for this
reason. It seemed that there were some obvious possibilities to build and play Minecraft in
both digital and analogue ways.

Apparently it would be easy to copy what was built inside Minecraft to something outside
of Minecraft, just using e.g. LEGO bricks — or the other way round — but it is not that easy. At
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least you have to scale what you have been doing and if you use bricks that are curved, then
you have difficulties building that inside Minecraft using square bricks. If you start using
other materials outside Minecraft, then it becomes even more difficult to do the copying
inside Minecraft. If you build a complicated structure inside Minecraft, then it also becomes
difficult to copy it outside Minecraft — especially using different materials.

The basic construction in the classroom was the establishing of different places: One
could play Minecraft using the Pocket Edition on an Ipad, one could build using LEGO
bricks designed to build Minecraft from the Micro World Series and one could build houses
in cardboard. These 3 places were established right from the beginning and then later new
places and activities were added. There was no forced progression in these activities. Every
morning there was an introduction to a term or an activity that either all participants or some
of them should try out and the children were also told about experiences made during the
days.

In this construction we introduced several activities that had to do with copy and change.
Here are two examples from the many that can be seen on the documentary (Thestrup
2014). One activity had to do with copying via Skype on tablets. One group had some LEGO
Duplo bricks and another group had some cardboard moving boxes. One group then made
a construction using the bricks and another group were supposed to do the same using the
moving boxes. Skype was the only connection between the two groups since the groups were
placed in different rooms.

It was not that easy to copy each other’s work even though the LEGO and the boxes were
chosen, because they had similar dimensions, which could be scaled up and down. The
children and we had to get used to do this scaling when trying to copy. The view through
Skype was obviously not the same, as if one had seen what to copy being present in the same
room. It simply was difficult to get an overall look, so the tablets had to be moved around the
boxes or the bricks to make it possible for those in the other room to see what to copy.

Another even more complicated activity was the use of Snapchat. The main feature of this
software is to take a photo and send it to somebody. You can add a small text and decide for
how many seconds the receiver can see the photo when opening the file including it. After
the chosen number of seconds the photo disappears. We used this feature in a specific mode.
Again the children worked in groups. One group built a house in a chosen material, took a
picture, wrote a text to another group to build the same house but in another material. The
group that was given the task, now had to make the house in the new material, take a new
picture and send it back. This activity was complicated as it contained several challenges. The
change of material made it even more difficult to copy the house. The use of snapchat made it
very difficult to get an idea of what the house looked like.

However, for both activities it turned out to be unimportant if the house in question or the
combination of bricks or boxes were absolutely correct or not. First of all the pedagogical
framework pointed at re-mixing and transforming and not at merely copying. When we
talked with the children about what we did, we talked about copying and changing. As one
of the children put it when asked to define re-mixing: We do the same, but it is different (My
translation, Thestrup 2014:06.36). And maybe this is the core understanding of re-mixing,
which resonates into children’s play culture, when talking about copy and change. When
a group of children use an expression of some kind as a formula to improvise upon, this
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expression is present in their improvisation through the elements they use when playing. The
children copy at the very moment they change something through improvisation.

Secondly it is important to understand the relationship between the activities described
above and the 3 basic activities. As said the gaming, the building of cardboard houses and
the building of LEGO Minecraft went on all the time. Here it was allowed to copy and to
concentrate on the challenges in each place. We did not have to support these activities all the
time and could instead focus on new activities, where we chose a small number of children.
We tried out the idea and then later told about it and demonstrated it for everybody. The
activities using Snapchat and Skype were carried out like that. This actually meant that we
found a way to have a secure and yet vital basis for everybody and the possibility to establish
small teams that investigated some new modes and manners.

In this way the classroom turns into a certain kind of laboratory. It surely depends on the
framework provided by the teacher and the knowledge he or she brings into the investigations.
But also it depends on the possibility to, in a secure way, experiment with re-mixing and
transforming. The un-stability is stable, because the groundwork consists of elements that
can be repeated and expanded. The core of play exists in all activities no matter what is going
on and as such is recognizable to the children. If this construction is functioning, it will be
possible to activate new experiments to the whole group of children by letting smaller groups
investigate the questions and find ways for the other participants to take over the possible
solutions — and then let them continue the investigations.

The open laboratory: Narratives, construction

The idea of the open laboratory was originally based upon the open theatre (Lehmann &
Szatkowski 2001). Here the laboratory should not in advance exclude any kind of theatre
and drama traditions. Digital media were not excluded either. Instead it was the actual group
of people working with theatre that should be the ones to decide how to experiment with
what. The theatre laboratory was basically a place where new theatre forms were developed,
formulated and demonstrated (Christoffersen 2004). In the theatre laboratory none of the
existing ways of producing and combining form and content has to be pre-defined. If one
then leaves the open theatre as the only source for defining what is going on, then one can say,
that the laboratory is a defined space meant for experimenting (Staunzs et al, 2014). In the
open laboratory it can be difficult and unnecessary to limit the laboratory to one particular
space defined in advance since all actual rooms and places can be named laboratories. Any
space and any place can be named a laboratory and one can even say that the laboratory is a
function, which can be activated whenever and wherever you may wish in an experimenting
pedagogy (Robinson & Thestrup 2016; Thestrup & Robinson 2016). The laboratory can both
in principle and in practice be an empty room, one fills out with experiments.

The open laboratory combines analogue and digital materials and media without
fundamental differences. In the same exercise or play they can exist together. In this laboratory
questions are asked and there might not be ready answers in advance. Both the teacher and
the children are part of a common process and every person is given the opportunity and
support to offer new ideas and examples in the ongoing process. In the laboratory you do
something together. There is something between us that connects us as the participants in
the laboratory (Husen 1985). You play together, use technology together or construct new
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narratives together. Narratives and technologies from outside the laboratory are transformed
and re-mixed into new narratives and technologies. The same goes for design & production
processes and even the establishing of communication across time & space on a local, regional
& global scale. The open laboratory is open to the world.

The open laboratory can combine the two intertwined aspects of mediaplay: content
and form. This intertwining can come into sight on several levels. At a dramaturgical level:
What to tell to yourself, the group you belong to and others — and how to tell using different
languages of form. Here the form you use can decide what you can tell and the other way
round: What you want to tell, can decide how you do it. Another intertwining appears at an
even more general level: the interplay between narrative and construction. You can focus on
how a technology might function, for which purpose you can use it and even make your own
version, but you can also focus on how a narrative might function, for which purpose you can
use it and even make your own version. The pedagogy based on the ongoing establishing of
places can be used for connecting narrative and construction either at one place or between
places.

In the open laboratory the competences of children in their play culture and in their
interaction with pedagogues who are able to play can be brought into life in a way that
support children when using the digital media. Any given technology or any given narrative
can become material for local play and local activities and can be transformed in new playing
or in new activities. When activating the ability to copy and change simultaneously children
in a pedagogical setting achieve a certain way of examining the world they live in. The open
laboratory is open to copy and change as a method and as a strategy for both children and
pedagogues.

The perspective: cultures of creativity
The minecraft project pointed out some new possibilities for using digital media for
communicating and producing more globally oriented projects. In short digital media are
mobile, ubiquitous and can be used for the search of information, communication and the
ongoing production of smaller or larger expressions. All this can be done locally, regionally
and globally. Examples of this have already been tried out with success (Thestrup et al 2015).
We live in a re-mix culture (Fagerjord 2010). We have gained access to many expressions
for many people via the internet. Existing expressions are copied, transformed and combined
into new expressions (Ferguson 2012). We select and compose (Manovich 2001) and use
templates, which are like....»...a ‘half-baked’ work, where some of the elements already are
created. The user can fill in his or her details, and the completed work is created faster, and
often better, than it otherwise would be«, (Fagerjord 2010:15). Remixing can be understood
as trajectories of remixing because one emphasizes the process of exactly doing remixing.
It is »...selecting, cutting, pasting and combining semiotic resources into new digital and
multimodal texts (bricolage), which is achieved by downloading and uploading files from
different sources (internet, iPod, DV-camera, digital camera or sound recording devices)«.
(Erstad, Gilje, & de Lange, 2007, no page). Also, remixing is a complex trajectory because
individual people or groups create individual expressions, which then are reworked by others
(Erstad 2008). Children have the opportunity to be prod-users, as they can both use and
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produce through digital media (Bruns 2008). Communication with others may go both ways
and can potentially give the children a platform to copy, change and combine globally.

The open laboratory is not only open to various combinations of various media and
materials. This is already a kind of re-mixing but also it may be expanded to being open
to re-mixing together with other people across time and space. The LEGO Foundation has
published a report on cultures of creativity, where it is discussed how the connection between
cultures could take place (Gauntlett & Thomsen 2013). Each culture has as core a sense of
community and is building common meaning. The creative mindset »...is driven by playing,
sharing, making and thinking — the active processes through which people learn and form
meanings together«. (Gauntlett & Thomsen 2013:6). When different cultures try to connect,
the report suggests that this may prove successful through non-verbal systems, that do not
rely on the spoken language, as it can be very difficult to understand somebody else”s native
tongue. The report states that it is not about ignoring differences but about channeling
conversations. Connecting through play is such a conversation.

The open laboratory is a specific culture that is building meaning and establishing
a community through experimenting, transforming and remixing both narratives and
technology. Notice both an older example of experimenting with blue screen (Caprani,
Henningsen & Thestrup 2007) and a brand new one on green screen, where this movie
effect is turned into something quite different (Thestrup 2018). In the open laboratory the
participants make things and structures, they play and experiment, they think about what
they are doing and they also share ideas, images, video clips, examples and questions with
others through a system, where the spoken language is not vital to communication. Possible
differences between cultures are not necessarily a problem, as the sharing is based upon
experimenting without already defined answers. Therefore different suggestions might
simply pose an advantage when connecting and the result might be, that the cultures find a
common solution based upon mutual experimenting.

In the open laboratory play culture and a dynamic culture as such offers the participants
the possibility to act as interpretive new-producers on a global scale. Their ability to adapt
(Sutton-Smith 1997) enable children to contribute to society and mankind through play.
An open laboratory including play offers a reservoir of transformation, that might support
society s need to support ideas on how to solve the global problems that mankind face. At
least the open laboratory with its focus on self-organized play and common play can be an
important part of attempts to support a creative mindset across cultures, making children be
and become creative thinkers (Resnick 2017) and thereby support problem solving processes.
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