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Abstract
Our teaching and learning habits are useful but they can also be deadly. They are useful when the conditions in which they work are predictable and stable. They are deadly if and when the bottom falls out of the stable social world in and for which we learn. According to Zigmunt Bauman (2004), this is not merely a future possibility – it is the contemporary social reality. 

The paper takes up Bauman’s challenge to orthodox thinking about effective teaching in general, arguing the need for a more interventionist role for academic teachers and a greater emphasis on an experimental culture of learning, rather than a culture in which curriculum and pedagogy is fully ‘locked in’ in advance of engagement. The challenge for academic teachers is to promote and support a culture of teaching and learning that parallels a post-millennial social world in which supply and demand is neither linear nor stable, and in which labour is shaped by complex patterns of anticipations, opportunities, time and space. 

The message from industry is that increasing numbers of university graduates will be working in digitally enhanced environments where there are few transportable blueprints for project design and management. To develop the sorts of learning dispositions that are appropriate in such contexts, academic educators will need to spend less time explaining through instruction and more time in experimental and error-welcoming modes of engagement. If higher education is to play a key role in capacity building for graduates’  professional workforce futures, then a pedagogy of induction into disciplinary knowledge needs radical reworking into a pedagogy in which teachers and students work as co-creators and co-assemblers (and dissemblers) of trans-disciplinary knowledge applications for digital work futures.      

The shift from ‘sage on the stage’ to ‘guide on the side’, while it has served an important function in shifting the focus from the teacher to the learner, does not capture the fullness of the implications of this shift. We have been hearing about the importance of ‘lifelong learning’ for some time now in formal education. If, as Bauman asserts, ‘unlearning’ will be as important to social success in the 21st millennium as learning has been in the 20th millennium, then the habit of ‘lifelong learning’ will need radical re-thinking in terms of the nature and purposes of pedagogical work. Put simply, we will need to see a further shift from sage-on-the-stage and guide-on-the-side to meddler-in-the-middle (McWilliam, 2005).
Unlearning How to Teach

Our teaching and learning habits are useful but they can also be deadly. They are useful when the conditions in which they work are predictable and stable. They are deadly if and when the bottom falls out of the stable social world in and for which we learn. According to Zigmunt Bauman (2004), this is not merely a future possibility – it is the contemporary social reality. 

This paper takes up Bauman’s challenge to orthodox thinking about effective teaching in general, arguing the need for a more interventionist role for academic teachers and a greater emphasis on an experimental culture of learning, rather than a culture in which curriculum and pedagogy is fully ‘locked in’ in advance of engagement. The challenge for academic teachers is to promote and support a culture of teaching and learning that parallels a post-millennial social world in which supply and demand is neither linear nor stable, in which labour is shaped by complex patterns of anticipations, opportunities, time and space, and in which new combinations of ‘creative’ skills and abilities are increasingly in demand. It also takes up the challenge posed by Pat Kane (2005), that of getting universities and other learning organisations to become more serious about play.  
‘Creative’ Futures 
The message from social commentators on workplace and social futures is that many of out current undergraduate students will be working in digitally enhanced environments where there are few transportable blueprints for project design and management. University graduates, as potential future ‘creatives’ (Cunningham, 2005, 2006;  Florida, 2002; Florida & Goodnight, 2005: Pink 2005), will be performing work that is much less focused on routine information-seeking, executing transactions and routine problem-solving and much more focused on forging relationships, tackling novel challenges and synthesising ‘big picture’ scenarios. The challenge of the “Conceptual Age”, as Daniel Pink (2005) describes it, is not just the ability to work in high technology environments, but to utilise “high concept/high touch” abilities to make and re-make our personal and professional environments in ways that serve both functional and aesthetic needs simultaneously. Pink defines “high concept” abilities as those that focus on creating artistic and emotional beauty, detecting patterns and opportunities, crafting a satisfying narrative and combining seemingly unrelated ideas into novel inventions (p.51). These skills, he argues, when combined with interpersonal “high touch” abilities to empathise, understand the subtleties of human interaction, and engage others in a powerfully positive way (p.52), will be a winning and increasingly essential combination.   

All this is a radical departure from an information age in which the routine accessing of information to solve routine problems has been core business. Now we are beginning to see creative artists being employed by companies like Unilever UK to build a work culture that is able to learn the demanding range of ‘high concept/high touch’ abilities necessary to a “high concept” enterprise.  With this sector predicted to be worth 6.1 trillion dollars in 15 years time (Pink, 2005: 56), it is little wonder that so many employers are re-thinking who they need to employ and how they build a ‘high concept’ work culture among those they already employ.    

‘Un-creative’ Pedagogies
It need hardly be said that the de-routinisation of present and future creative work has profound implications for what university teachers do and how they do it. Yet there is little evidence that the nature and purposes of teaching and learning have changed in any substantive way in recent times. Mainstream pedagogical practice within the academy very much parallels a work culture focused on accessing information and using it to solve relatively predictable problems or complete routinised transactions of one kind or another. Lectures allow students to ‘access’ the wisdom of ‘the best’; tutorials allow students support as they seek to ‘master’ the knowledge of the ‘master’; assessment tasks focus on how well the young apprentice has been able to perform ‘knowing’ the discipline. This continues to be so despite the fact that disciplinary knowledge has such a limited shelf-life as a set of ‘truth claims’, despite the fact that young people increasingly experience formal learning and work in parallel, and despite the fact, as Pink puts it, “an English speaking thirteen year old in Zaire with internet connection can find out the current temperature in Brussels, or closing price of IBM stock or name of Winston Churchill’s second finance minister as quickly as the head librarian in Cambridge university” (pp.100-101). 

‘A high standard of standardness’ 
If the content and methods of university teaching are yet to engage with the challenges of the less predictable, less routinised work made possible in the “Conceptual Age”, higher educational policy has certainly been saturated with calls for more innovation and/or creativity within the sector. In Australia, Federal Minister Kemp’s  Knowledge and Innovation: A policy statement on research and research training (Kemp, 1999), was a precursor of a veritable tsunami of exhortations to the sector to be more agile and more skilled in its capacity to deliver innovative teaching and learning, among other things (see   http://backingaus.innovation.gov.au/2001/research/systemic2001.htm). At the same time, Western governments worldwide have also, as part of their retreat from the direct funding of public education, increasingly tied university funding to ‘outcomes’  measured against pre-determined government ‘standards’. These standards are generally linked to predictable government approved national priorities such as better employability skills, and improvements in literacy, numeracy and citizenship. And inevitably these ‘skills’ are framed with both eyes squarely on short-term political agendas.    

The collapse of calls to innovation is evident in the framing of what is sanctioned as evidence of literacy, numeracy, citizenship and employability skills. The evidence is overwhelmingly drawn from standardised test results (see Corson, 2002). In broad terms, the funders of education, both government and non-government, have come to fix almost exclusively on performance data that can be standardised in order to allow for intra-national and international comparisons. In a performative culture that makes it possible, in theory, to quantify the value of higher education on a national and even global scale, winners can be highly visible and valued, however that calculation is arrived at. 

Universities that have the resources and reputational clout to sit at the top of a league table can advantage students who are similarly aspirational. This means that a significant minority of universities with the cultural and financial capital to resource their campuses are unlikely to complain about public league tables. Others are less sanguine. David Mulcahy, for example, argues that this aspiration is not to a high standard of education but to “a high standard of standardness” (in Brenneis, Shore and Wright, 2003, p.7). Studies by Gewirtz (1999) in the United Kingdom and Lingard et al (2002) in Australia, point to a trend to value critical, autonomous and creative thinking skills only if and when they can be seen to contribute to productivity as measured by the entity’s aggregate examination performance. In simple terms, performance is no longer “merely an important instrument or component within the [educational] system”, but has come to “constitute the system itself” (Ranson, 2003: p.459). 
‘Unfixing’ learning and pedagogy
“A high standard of standardness” is hardly commensurate with the set of skills that social futurists like Pink are predicting as necessary to the future workplace. The key ingredient, if Bauman is correct, will be a disposition to learning that maps directly onto the ‘unfixed’ social world for which young people will be learning. He refers back to the ‘rat-in-the-maze’ experiments that were the basis of behaviourist notions of learning in order to evoke this new social order:  
What…if the maze were made of partitions on castors, if the walls changed their position fast, perhaps faster yet than the rats could scurry in search of food, and if the tasty rewards were moved as well, and quickly, and if the targets of the search tended to lose their attraction well before the rats could reach them, while other similarly short-lived allurements diverted their attention and drew away their desire?  (p.21)

The capacity to learn and reproduce appropriate social behaviours, he argues, is no longer the key to success. Instead of opening up possibilities, such learning may actually be unhelpful because it assumes a fixed or predictable social world. Bauman elaborates: 

Just as long-term commitments threaten to mortgage the future, habits too tightly embraced burden the present; learning may in the long run disempower as it empowers in the short…. ‘Your skills and know-how are as good as their last application’. (p.22)      

In Bauman’s “liquid-modern” social world, the work of assembling and structuring new social relations is no more important than the work of “keeping them eminently dismantlable” (p.22). His focus moves beyond the individual and the cognitive to incorporate the moral and the aesthetic, and the interplay among these various social elements, in much the same way that Pink evokes a new coming together of utility and aesthetics.  

Profound pedagogical implications flow from this sort of thinking about learning. To develop the sorts of learning dispositions that are appropriate in such contexts, academic educators will need to spend less time explaining through instruction and more time in experimental and error-welcoming modes of engagement. This is supported by findings from neuro-science about the way in which the brain is ‘changed’ (see Zull, 2004) through hands on, minds on experimentation and how it is not changed by instruction-led pedagogy. If higher education is to play a key role in capacity building for graduates’  professional workforce futures, then a pedagogy of induction into disciplinary knowledge needs radical reworking into a pedagogy in which teachers and students work as co-creators and co-assemblers (and dissemblers) of trans-disciplinary knowledge applications for digital work futures.      
The shift from ‘sage on the stage’ to ‘guide on the side’, while it has served an important function in shifting the focus from the teacher to the learner, does not capture the fullness of the implications of this shift. We have been hearing about the importance of ‘lifelong learning’ for some time now in formal education. If, as Bauman asserts, ‘de-learning’ will be as important to social success in the 21st millennium as learning has been in the 20th millennium, then the habit of ‘lifelong learning’ will need radical re-thinking in terms of the nature and purposes of both learning and pedagogical work. Put simply, we will need to see a further shift from sage-on-the-stage and guide-on-the-side to meddler-in-the-middle (McWilliam, 2005).

Teacher as co-creator
There are a number or assumptions made about teaching that need to be overturned in order for any academic to achieve the status of a meddler. The first is that the teacher can and should be all-knowing. In a script-less and fluid social world, ‘being knowledgeable’ in some discipline or area of enterprise is much less useful than it was in times gone by. In The Weightless Society (2000), Charles Leadbeater explains the reason for this by exploding the myth that we are becoming a more and more knowledgeable society with each new generation. Leadbeater’s view is that we have never been more ignorant. He reminds us that we have a much less intimate knowledge of the technologies that we use every day than our forebears had, and will continue to experience a growing gap between what we know and what knowledge is embedded in our manufactured environment. In simple terms, we are much more ignorant in relative terms than our predecessors.      

But Leadbeater makes a further point about our increasing relative ignorance that is highly significant for teaching and learning. It is that we can and must put this ignorance to work – to make it useful – to provide opportunities for ourselves and others to live innovative and creative lives. “What holds people back from taking risks”, he asserts, “is often as not …their knowledge, not their ignorance” (p.4). Useful ignorance, then, becomes a space of pedagogical possibility rather than a base that needs to be covered. ‘Not knowing’ needs to be put to work without shame or bluster. This sort of thinking is echoed in Guy Claxon’s (2004) call for a pedagogy for “knowing what to do when you don’t know what to do” (p.?) . Claxton makes the valid point that our highest educational achievers may well be aligned with their teachers in knowing what to do if and when they have the script. But as indicated earlier, this sort of certain and tidy knowing is out of alignment with a script-less and fluid social world. Out best learners will be those who can make ‘not knowing’ useful, who do not need the blueprint, the template, the map, to make a new kind of sense. This is one new disposition that academics as teachers need to acquire fast – the disposition to be usefully ignorant.   

A pedagogy for ‘adding value’
Once teachers seek to engage in pedagogical work that does not proceed from the basis of their being all-knowing, it is possible to understand pedagogical exchange as a form of value creation rather than knowledge transmission. Public policy analyst Gregory Hearn’s (2005) work on the shift to value ecology thinking is helpful here, because it maps “an emerging fundamental shift in the way that value creation is thought about in business” (p.1) that shifts thinking  from consumers to co-creators of value, and from value chain to network. Hearn makes the point that post-millennial consumption is no longer essentially passive in character – that after a generation or more of ‘couch potato’ inactivity at the end of a supply chain where the product to be consumed arrives as a final product, we are now seeing patterns of distribution and consumption being developed that allow consumers to add value or finalise and so value-add to the product. In Lawrence Lessig’s (2001) terms, the user becomes the producer.      

Concomitant with this shift in consumer-supplier relations is the changing configuration of supply itself. In a supply or value chain, according to Hearn, “traffic throughout…is one-way, with a fixed path with choice points” (p.8). The shift to a value network is consumer-centric rather than linear. It “does not respect industry boundaries in search of value”, but “co-create[s] value…at multiple points of exchange” (p.9).  

If we consider pedagogical exchange as a form of value exchange and value creation, then what Hearn opens up are new possibilities for thinking about a pedagogy that has more promise from creative capacity building of the sort that Pink (2005) advocates. Rather than teachers delivering an information product to be ‘consumed’ and fed back by the student, co-creating value would see the teacher and student mutually involved in assembling and dissembling cultural products. As co-creators, both would add value to the capacity building work being done through the invitation to ‘meddle’ and to make errors. The teacher is in there experimenting and learning from the instructive complications of her errors alongside her students, rather than moving from desk to desk or chat room to chat room, watching over her flock.  

A further point here – if we consider the student’s learning network as a type of value network, then, we must also accept that such a network allows quick disconnection from nodes where value is not added, and quick connections with new nodes that promise added value - networks allow individuals to ‘go round’ or elude a point of exchange where supply chains do not. In blunt terms, this means that the teacher who does not add value to a learning network can - and will - be by-passed. The rhizomatic capacity of networks to flow around a point in a chain means that teachers may be located in a linear supply chain of pedagogical services but excluded from their students’ learning networks. That would be an effect of being perceived by students to be doing things that do not add value. And digital technologies can and are being used both to identify value-blocks and options for getting around them. Once again, this is not a just matter of how much take-up of technology is evident in the pedagogical work (Sassen, 2004), but whether or not pedagogical processes bring student and teacher together in their shared ignorance and mutual desire to make something new of their world.   

To make new cultural products that are meaningful in terms of the combination of their utility and their aesthetic, graduates will need the capacity to edit reality – to organise it and re-organise it by mixing form and content, words and images and sounds, to juxtapose through display, to compare texts, in order to understand their difference (Lessig, 2005). Pedagogical work that addresses this need is only in its infancy in university settings. While it is more likely to be to be found in creative industries faculties rather than faculties that prepare mainstream professions (e.g. education, law, or accounting), there is some evidence of its uptake in such interdisciplinary domains as human services, construction, biotechnology and business management. At present, ‘prod-user’ pedagogy is more than likely being enacted as ‘one-off’ pioneering work that is dependent on a particular teacher with a passion and skills necessary to such engagement, as often exemplified by the recipients of university awards for excellent teaching. 

The power of mainstream practices to cling on despite all logic to the contrary is just one of a number of sticking points that arise out of this framing of the new work of teaching and learning. A further tough nut to crack is whether and how one can and ought assess the quality and quantity of a student’s role in co-creating a cultural product. If the rethinking of pedagogy as co-creation of value re-positions teacher and student (or one student with other students) as project partners, as co-directors and co-editors of their social world, who then is the rightful assessor of the value of that cultural assemblage? What does it mean to make judgements to credential individuals on the basis of the quality of the co-creation? What new dilemmas does this set up around ‘objectivity’ and assessment? 
Taking play seriously
If we are to accept ‘meddling in the middle’ as necessary to the sort of learning and capacity building that the next generation of knowledge workers requires, then we need to start to take play seriously as a pedagogical tool. Two taken-for-granted assumptions be-devil our imagining here. The first is the belief that play is the antithesis of work, and the second is that scholarship is necessarily serious. It is therefore perhaps surprising that it takes a professor to remind us that “[t]he opposite of play isn’t work. It’s depression’ (Sutton-Smith, cited in Pink, 2005: 179). Playing is, as Sutton-Smith defines it, “act[ing] out and be[ing] wilful, exultant and committed as if one is assured of one’s prospects” (ibid). Furthermore, play has more potential for commercial and industrial productivity, according to futurist Pat Kane, than work. ‘Play’, Kane tells us, “will be to the 21st century what work was to the last 300 years of industrial society – our dominant way of knowing, doing and creating value” (The Play Ethic, n.d.). 
The academy has too often, it seems, confused pedagogical rigour with a sort of furrowed brow approach to teaching and learning. The invitation to ‘meddle’ is pitted against this “Protestant high seriousness”, that, according to Camille Paglia (1995), “still blankets teaching” (p.9). Sitting at the feet of the guru is a pose that has lingered too long as the natural choreography of the student body, and is certainly indefensible in a digital world that has seen the democratisation of design and information access. It was Jean-Francois Lyotard who predicted nearly thirty years ago, the demise of “the age of the professor” when he recognised that:

[a] professor is no more competent than memory-bank networks in transmitting established knowledge, no more competent than interdisciplinary teams in imagining new moves or inventing new games. (1979: p.53)
If to ‘profess’ is to engage in a one way flow of disciplinary information then professing would be a contrary imperative to ‘prod-using’. This is not to say that students have no need of disciplinary experts or other sorts of local and specific information. Indeed, there seems to have been a problematic assumption in the academy that the interdisciplinarity that underpins so much creativity and innovation can grow out of a weak disciplinary base where in the fact the obverse seems to be true. The sort of epistemological and intercultural agility needed by the ‘prod-user’ pedagogue does not derive from a call to hold flabby hands across the disciplines. It comes rather from the capacity to move outside the discipline because there is no threat in entering a larger and more strongly contested knowledge world.  One is strong enough in one world to be prepared to be uncomfortable and ignorant (at least temporarily) in another.  
Of course, this is not likely to appeal to all, even to those with what would seem to be the requisite disciplinary comfort. To learn is to be confused, uncertain and to fail frequently. It is difficult to sell this set of experiences to a generation bought up on the idea that their self-esteem is all that ought to count and that high self-esteem only comes from positive experiences like external praise and reward. If, as Frank Furedi (2004) asserts, “the therapeutics of affirmation” (p.122) has disallowed frustration or failure in any and all educational environments, then we cannot expect students to give three cheers for the sort of discomfort that being a ‘prod-user’ or co-creator of cultural products will bring.        
Conclusion

Much has been said about the importance of education in helping individuals reach their full potential. Indeed, along with ‘lifelong learning’, it has become the mantra of contemporary education. We either need to stop saying this or to take its implications more seriously in the context of the changing nature of work futures, generational difference and the affordances of new technologies. If Bauman is right about the implications of the ‘liquid social’, if Pink is right about the New Concept Age, if Zull, Claxton, Leadbeater and others are right about post-millennial learning, and if Lessig, Hearn, Kane and others are right about how value-adding cultural products will be produced, then it is impossible to sustain any argument that co-creative pedagogy is for a minority of young, nose-ringed digital natives. Far from being garnish to the orthodox pedagogical meal, co-creation is the new roast. And if students are to feed themselves both literally and figuratively in the future, they need to feast on it now.  
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