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Abstract

The experimenting community is a pedagogically based strategy,
where experimenting and playing is at the center of the activities
in a pre-school, a primary school or an after school club. This
article describes this pedagogical approach. The experimenting
community is a way for pre-school teachers and teachers to
support children’s creative and meaning-making based use

of digital media and digital technologies when getting online
and using narratives as a source of material when playing

and communicating locally, regionally and even globally. The
paper is based upon several research projects, where children
communicated across time and space, and outlines some possible
ways to establish, what one might call a trans-glocal play

culture, where children’s own agency plays an important part in
transforming narratives and media use both in a local and global

context. The experimenting community both embraces this aspect
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of children’s play culture and unfolds it as part of the community
itself.

Keywords: experimenting community, flexible meeting place,
participation, trans-glocal play culture

The development of a pedagogical approach

How can children and teachers in a pre-school or a school start to
communicate, experiment and play with other schools or pre-schools
across time and space? This is the question I will try to uncover some
answers to based upon several research projects. This text is not about
what children do on their own outside school and pre-school, but what
they might do inside school and pre-school and where grown-ups in
different professional roles might be part of it. in Denmark the educa-
tional system differs slightly from other countries. Here a pre-school
is called a kindergarten for children of 3-6-years-old. These kindergar-
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tens are not formally a part of the educational system, even though
they feature activities that are intended to prepare children for school
— the first year in primary school is called a ‘pre-school class’. The
projects I will be examining cover these different sectors and involved
children who were 3-8-years-old. Play is a key aspect of the pedagog-
ical framework of the pre-school class and has recently been strength-
ened in the curriculum for the Danish kindergartens (https://emu.dk/
sites/default/files/2021-03/8077%20SPL%20Hovedpublikation UK
WEB%20FINAL-a.pdf). The kindergarten in Denmark has roots in the
European tradition of child-centered pedagogy and has traditionally
been organized in such a way that there is time and space for creative
activities and children’s free and self organized play. There are also
connections between this pedagogy and approaches to the use of dig-
ital media or digital technologies (March et al, 2017; Resnick, 2017).

The findings in this article are based on a pedagogical approach, that
has been developed over time, that supports playing and experimenting
and where digital communication technologies have been an important
part of this. The elements have been developed on the basis of experi-
mentation in the different projects, but I also include suggestions for a
future pedagogy to be discussed and tried out in other contexts. Since
2004 I have conducted practical research in the field of online commu-
nication, experimenting and playing, that has involved children, pre-
school teachers and teachers in primary school (Thestrup, 2019; Bglgan,
2018). The research has been inspired by practice-led research (Smith
& Dean, 2009), action research (Duus et al, 2014) using participatory
observations (Kristiansen & Krogstrup, 2013), informal conversations
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015), visual methods (Pink, 2013) and my own
active participation in the pedagogical processes as the main methods.
I have often been in the role of researcher as well as teacher in order
to be able to find out how one can experiment and play together with
children in both the physical and digital worlds. I have done this inde-
pendently or together with other researchers or practitioners, sharing
methods and results (Christensen et al, 2016). This has afforded me the
opportunity to try out different pedagogical methods and teacher roles.

The article consists of several parts, that develop an understanding of the
experimenting community. Firstly a short introduction to the research
projects and the first framing of the communication between institutions.
This is followed by the positioning of children’s culture in relation to
experimenting communities. I continue with a specificexamination of the
teacher’srole in the experimenting community. Finally the experimenting
community is related to trans-glocal play culture as a future possibility.

The research projects

My research started in 2004 in one kindergarten, where children, aged
3-6-years-old, experimented with and played with small digital cam-
eras inside and outside (Thestrup, Henningsen & Jerg, 2009). The
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children had access to cameras, stationary computers with an internet
connection and later tablets. They took hundreds of images during one
day of walking and running. The questions they posed were explorato-
ry: What does it look like if we do this and this? If we use gaffer tape to
mount this camera to one of our bicycles, what does the video look like?
If we use Star Wars lightsabers and pose in front of the camera, what
does that then look like and what is it with Anakin Skywalker, is he evil?

We looked at images, drew on them, cut them to pieces and placed
them on walls to talk about them. We called this media play based
on a term invented by Margareta Ronnberg (Ronnberg 1983). It has
to do with children’s ability in their play culture to use a media text
as a formula and then improvise upon it and in that process use and
change characters, sentences and actions by making them sources of
material in play (Mouritsen, 1996). Ronnberg’s original definition in-
cluded only the text itself, but as the examples show, the definition
soon expanded to include videography (Henningsen, 1999) and lat-
er playing with any type of media available (Thestrup, 2011). Media
play in general covers communication, narratives and expressive pro-
duction. Today it must also include digital technologies and children’s
presence in a global and visual culture (Thorhauge & Jessen, 2021).

The research also took place through European projects such as me-
diaPLAYINGcommunities, 2007-2009 (Stgvelbak, 2009; MediaPLAY-
INGcommunities, 2009), where kindergartens and pre-schools started
to go beyond an understanding of their pedagogical practice which was
limited to each institution. Here one of the main challenges was, that
the understanding of the actual pedagogical space was about the indi-
vidual kindergarten itself. Therefore many activities and experiments
took place and started out in the local sandbox, playground or activity
room. This way of thinking has often been the starting point in other
and later projects. It simply takes time to involve and include people
and places elsewhere when it hasn’t been done locally before. A way to
start is to use the internet as information and a source of material for
one’s own stories and playing. Another way is to follow someone on a
digital channel on social media and to use them for inspiration, discus-
sion and local actions. But the moment the local group of children and
the staff start using their own channels things begin to change for real,
because others might follow the children and the kindergarten, for ex-
ample, parents, friends and researchers. The children and the staff are
then no longer only consumers, they are also producers of what was
told and how it was told. The children might already be both consum-
ers and producers in their family, but now they can also interact with
the world outside their kindergarten, pre-school or school. It simply
means that the pre-school teacher and the children try to find uses for
any given media or technology, involving the use of any other material
available during the pedagogical process. For example, a plastic toy
knight living in a LEGO castle, might be photographed close-up and
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the image sent to somebody via email who then might develop a story.
Media play is a laboratory open to a variety of materials and ideas.

Projects have also taken place in a Danish national project like Cul-
tural Formation in a Digital and Global World in 2015 (Thestrup et
al., 2015), where 17 Danish kindergartens communicated using the
software Google+, today reframed as Currents and part of the Google
Suite. This piece of software made it possible to upload and comment
through images, video, sound and text with an easy interface for the
user. Here a variety of communication forms turned out to be possible.
One example was that all involved parties used an app at the time called
Chatterpix. This app made it possible to place a mouth on an image of
any kind and record what it says. This produced a kind of asynchro-
nous play, where everybody could improvise upon the same technical
possibility in the form of a meme. In another example two kindergar-
tens exchanged elements of a narrative by alternately uploading im-
ages from a foreign country with two fictitious characters placed upon
them. These characters were travelling together and formed the basis
of a story. In a further example two kindergartens chose a song and
danced to it simultaneously on Skype. They also recorded elements
of the dance and uploaded them on a closed drive and used these el-
ements to edit a common video. The chosen software could be used
to develop ideas, creativity and cooperation in both synchronous and
asynchronous modes. The communication between the institutions
was, in itself, a platform to inspire and to be inspired by others. The
local play took place in physical spaces with concrete objects and were
transformed into processes of mutual exchange that took place online.

In another example ASSIST, 2017-2018 (Thestrup, Gislev & Elving,
2018; Gislev, Thestrup & Elving, 2020), teachers in larger schools in
Denmark worked together with teachers in remote schools on subjects,
the remote schools could not offer. The children in this project were
a little older than in the kindergarten projects (6-9-years-old). Here it
soon became clear that the participants developed a network, where
everybody collaborated the best they could, no matter who was assist-
ing, and who was teaching the subject. It also soon became clear that
the local situation was important because the local staff knew about
the local children, conditions and resources. The physical space was of
course of great importance in the communication among participants.

The network in this case did not exist in advance, but had to be orig-
inated, maintained and defined according to the actual needs of par-
ticipants. When someone needed to talk to someone or show some-
thing it had to be tried out and the experiences shared. Participants
in the network, which had to be flexible to be able to function and
develop, collaborated with each other to share and foster expertise.

Finally, I have been part of the international project The MakEY Project
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in 2017-2019 (https://makeyproject.eu/), where among many other
things three schools in Denmark, Great Britain and Australia respec-
tively tested how to communicate and experiment together online in
global makerspaces (Thestrup & Pedersen, 2020). Again, ‘Currents’
was used as the primary tool to communicate and again the physical
space was important locally. The difference was that the children at
one school did not have to copy what the others at the other schools
were drawing, building and painting, but were allowed to transform
this into something more or less different — they could suggest ide-
as and add to drawings. One example was a small black and white
drawing of a robot, that turned out to be a teddy bear in moonlight
painted on bigger and thicker piece of paper. The original idea was
transformed in terms of content, materials and tools. When somebody
presented a spaceship, someone else was free to transform it into an-
other spaceship. When somebody uploaded a drawning of a planet,
someone else was free to suggest a name or come up with an idea.

The process in these and other projects changed over the years from
localised digital media play, to collaboration between institutions. The
understanding of the kindergarten, pre-school or school has slowly
changed as well from a closed pedagogical entity to a more open
and porous entity reaching out in the world and being both local and
glocal. Throughout all of these projects the physical spaces have been
connected to other physical spaces through digital communication. The
next part of the article discusses ways of understanding and doing this.

Platforms for creativity

I will continue by presenting a way to conceive the connections with
the world outside the school, which is called the flexible meeting place
(Gislev, Thestrup & Elving, 2018). The idea is quite simply that the
co-operating partners begin with the digital and analogue meeting plac-
es, that they need and, on the way, develop or change the use of them
including leaving them behind when they no longer serve their needs
(https://open-tdm.au.dk/blogs/assist/). By digital and analogue ways
of meeting, I refer to the distance between the participating schools to
determine whether an actual physical meeting place is possible, but it
is also possible for meeting places to be hybrid. For example, children
might experiment in a local workshop and upload images from what
they are doing to their cooperating schools elsewhere. It might also be,
that they in their workshop use common digital tools, share the same
drive or meet regularly on video conferencing tool like Zoom to demon-
strate processes or even work together. This illustrates that the flexible
meeting places can consist of several actual meeting places at the same
time in a combination of uses, for instance, a drive for storage, a video
conferencing tool for talking, a platform for sharing images, text and
sound and all the physical spaces around these communication tools.

The children experimenting and playing together might not be alone
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in their respective homes, as so many experienced during the Covid
pandemic. The spaces in question can be everything from a classroom,
a school yard or a playground. So, a crucial part of the digital meeting
place is a physical space with play traditions, pedagogical methods
and principles, as well as digital technologies. The flexibility has to do
with how one communicates, experiments and produces and reflects
upon the tools used and that also includes the form of communication
in itself. The flexibility also has to do with children’s use of body and
space — involving digital media and technologies does not exclude this.
It all depends on how the meeting place is constructed and facilitated.

Regarding the different meeting places, the participants come together
to do more than simply reflect on how they communicate. The flexi-
ble meeting place could also be understood as a platform for creativ-
ity, because that emphasizes what the participants are doing together
(Gauntlett, 2015). Ideas and examples are highlighted and support-
ed on this conceptual platform, which does not need to be online
or physical (Culpepper & Gauntlett, 2020). The exchange between
them can be seen as meaning-making process inside a single social
or cultural group of people or between groups (Gauntlett & Thom-
sen, 2013). This all means that the meeting place does not need to be
a place only to represent what is already known or applied, but can
also be a place for questions, experimentation and sketching out ideas.

I have previously used and developed the term ‘open laboratory’ to
explain the different activities in an educational setting connected to
online teaching (Thestrup & Robinson, 2016). It derives from a dis-
cussion on drama and theatre some years ago about what qualified
as drama and theatre and what did not. The idea of the open thea-
tre was an assertion, in response, that no theatre or drama tradition
should be excluded, but all invited into the ‘laboratory’ (Lehmann &
Szatkowki, 2001). Those who advocated this had already begun to use
digital media and technologies in the open lab as well. The potential
consequence of this is that when all materials, traditions and tools are
invited inside, then new expressions, processes and space might be
formulated and used. So, an open laboratory is open to the encounter
of analogue and digital materials and tools. It is not only a question of
being creative or reflective, but being open to new challenges and pos-
sibilities presented by others somewhere in the flexible meeting place.
From this, it follows that the open laboratory is also open to the out-
side world. It is not only a laboratory fixed in a physical space, where
the pedagogy is defined to be acted out within a set of walls. It is in di-
alogue with the world around it — including other laboratories or not.

Finally, the open lab is open in the sense, that the participants in a
lab are in a network or on the way to become part of one or more
networks. One might describe about a process that goes from a mo-
ment, where there is no contact and no exchange through a moment
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where the first meeting place is established, to a later phase, where
the group becomes part of more networks (Gislev, Thestrup & Elv-
ing, 2020). What is essential here is that the participants in one com-
munity realize that they are no longer the only ones to decide, what
to do, when, how and why as more communities have to agree. The
pedagogical methods and principles locally might therefore be chal-
lenged. Others also have something to offer, including opinions or ex-
periences, that lead them to how they understand the world or the
area of interest in question. The process necessitates, at least, the ac-
knowledgement that there must be room for negotiation and decision.

Children’s culture as part of the pedagogy

The open laboratory is not only based upon the developmental pos-
sibilities in drama and theatre. It is also based upon children’s play
culture. When entering the laboratory, the participants carry with
them experiences and culturally-based ways of using digital media,
technology and narratives, which might be adequate or interesting for
them to use, as they are. So, entering a lab is not necessarily based
upon a need to change or a lack of possibilities, but a desire to try
out and play, to try out new possibilities and see what they can be
used for. The lab itself does not need to be a physical entity; it can
comprise combinations of the physical and the virtual as long as it is
possible for the children in their play culture, and as part of the ex-
perimenting community, to detect formulas and improvise upon them.

In children’s play culture there might be repetitive patterns of play but
there is also the ability to adapt and improvise. So, when the children
and staff enter the lab, two things enter with them: an already existing
social and cultural practice and a culturally-based ability to both main-
tain a practice and change it. Children might not know everything, there
is to know about a narrative, a media situation or a technology, but they
bring with them the ability to both maintain and improvise. One might
claim that the formula comes from a movie or a game and this is what
the children improvise upon, but a certain way of playing can also be
seen as a formula to improvise upon. A way of playing is not locked
down in a certain and never changeable pattern. The point is that the
ability to improvise upon a formula from a narrative or an existing way
of playing might create a new way of playing, which can be regard-
ed as a new formula. In the open lab, the result of the improvisation
might be a new way of playing about something and the experiment
into the way to do this. You could say that the balance between doing
the same again and doing something new creates a disequilibrium,
where a new kind or playing or a new cultural practice is established,
followed by a new balance when everything falls into place again.

So far, I have described the part of children’s culture that can be de-
scribed as their own play culture, but arguably children’s culture ac-
tually consists of three interconnected categories: culture by the chil-
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dren themselves; culture for or directed at them; and finally together
with them (Mouritsen, 2002.) Often we talk about children’s play cul-
ture when we talk about culture by children. They are in principle
the ones who decide what do to for how long and when. Culture for
them is about toys, games, movies, etc., meant for them to consume
or use, but also includes museums and libraries. One could say that
this cultural form is where someone other than the children decide
for them what to do. The final form is about adults interacting di-
rectly with children on an equal basis as culture with children. Here
nobody in principle in advance decides what to do and the preschool
teacher or teacher cannot claim to be the ones who have this kind
of authority. It is an ongoing negotiation between all the participants
involved. The three forms are closely interconnected and affect both
the position of the children and the pre-school teacher. It is not only
a question of offering children different kinds of cultural processes or
products or, conversely, letting them unfold their own play culture,
but it is also a question of what kind of playing unfolds in all three
forms. In culture with children you can frame play as common play
in contrast to children’s self-regulated play or free play in their play
culture and guided play or instructed play in culture for children. The
difference is who decides what to do and how to do it and who doesn’t.

Guided play is where the teacher decides what to play and the children
decide how to do it. Instructed play is in principle where the teacher
decides both. Children’s self-regulated play is regulated to a large ex-
tent by the children. When the teacher takes part here, she or he fol-
lows the guidelines for the local play defined by the children and can,
in principle, suggest something new but does not in advance posses
any formal power to change anything. In free play the teacher is absent
and everything is run by the children themselves. Content and rules de-
pend solely on the children. The definitions of these five forms of play
placed in three forms of culture are based on the question of what one
should place at the center between the adults and the children (Zosh
et al, 2017; LEGO Foundation, 2021) and my choice has been a con-
sequent insistence of a space in the middle, where both parties have a
say on content and rules, which I then frame as common play. This is
possible if the adults on one hand listen to what is being suggested and
played and on the other suggest and show a genuine interest in playing.

This has been visualized in the table below, which represents
experiences from the different projects discussed. The cultural
continuum as it is called, covers the different forms of play
and suggests a continuum between free play on one hand and
instructed play on the other, indicated by dotted lines.

The Cultural Continuum
The five different ways of interacting between children and teach-
ers exist in a ongoing continuum. Instructed play seems clearly to
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Table 1 The Cultural Continuum

be a part of culture for children, but guided play allows children
some space to regulate themselves. Free play is again clearly a part
of children’s own culture but children’s self-regulated play allow
for some influence from the teacher. Common play is the moment
when all involved have the opportunity to change content and rules.
In a Danish kindergarten, based upon a child-centered pedagogy, it
is possible to activate and change the form of playing when need-
ed or wanted. Children’s culture in a pedagogical environment is a
complex matter, where the teacher must be able to switch positions
and the children to understand and take the different position, they
are offered. It requires, in a sense, a very delicate navigation for the
children and the teacher, as they are in a changing relation to each
other; it is not just a question of whether to visit an art museum or
let children play in a sandbox at a given time during school hours.

The Experimenting Community

The experimenting community is a pedagogical entity that is influenced
in its methods by children’s culture and especially the use of media and
technologies in children’s play culture. One of the first times this term
was used was when children in several pre-school classes were using
robots, video cameras and greenscreen (Caprani & Thestrup, 2010).
It is a group of people who are together to experiment and not just to
copy any given existing practice. It is related to Wenger’s community of
practice, as it has a common practice done by practitioners at its center,
which is to experiment and ask questions, where there might not be
an answer (or, at least not yet, for the group of people involved).
The group of people are interested in learning from each other on a

The cultural Culture I Culture WITH Children Culture

forms BY § FOR
Children Children

The forms of | Free play Self- Common Guided play Instructed

play ! organized ! play 1 ! play

play : :

Who is Children Children Teacher + Teacher Teacher

deciding the . (Teacher) : Children 1 :

content? : :

Who are Children Children Teacher + Children Teacher

deciding the (Teacher) Children : :

rules? i i
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regular basis. At the same time, it is not quite a community of practice,
if one understands this as a community which tends to repeat the same
practice inside the group itself. It is closer to social learning, as this sort
of learning can be understood as a learning space, where the group
together pushes towards what they don’t yet know, trying to make
a difference in the world (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2020).

The experimenting community relates to children’s own play cul-
ture through exchange. The children might come up with good
ideas from their own play culture to be used by the experiment-
ing community. The children demonstrate how something is done
in their culture or they talk about it. The experimenting communi-
ty might then try it out and eventually alter it for its own purpos-
es. The other way around is also possible. The experimenting com-
munity is doing something that might inspire the children when they
play on their own, but as they are deciding for themselves what to
do, it might or might not be the case. The experimenting communi-
ty also relates to culture meant for children as sources of material.
Any visit to a museum, any movie, any game or merchandise in popu-
lar culture can be changed into new experiments and new narratives
which can be used and developed by the experimenting community.

Supported by digital media and digital technologies, the experimenting
community can become a link between culture by children and culture
for children. The experimenting community is capable of both con-
suming and producing culture, for example, if a museum wants con-
tent from children uploaded on their platform, then the experimenting
communiy can do this. Even without a formalized possibility or invi-
tation, the community can decide to produce and communicate with
others. In this process the community might even become a source of
material for others to improvise upon. Finally the experimenting com-
munity can become part of several looser or more closely connected
networks, where all can become sources of material for each other.

The staff in a kindergarten or primary school might, in an experi-
menting community based upon children’s culture, get opportuni-
ties to act out variations on the teacher’s role. I suggest conceiving
the pre-school teacher or schoolteacher as more than an instructor
or a facilitator. An instructor tells children what to do and how and
when and a facilitator more indirectly ensures that the children are
in a learning process of their own. Both the instructor and the facil-
itator can of course be needed in an educational setting, but these
functions can be gathered under another conceptual role; this I
call the ‘participator’, which I know, is not a word in English, but I
humbly suggest it anyway and include four categories to explain it.
The participator is a much part of the enquiry as is the participant.
The teacher might not have all the answers to all the questions when
the process starts. The teacher also searches for new questions, actions
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and answers. There might even children in the community, who
have interesting suggestions or pieces of important information and
knowledge, that teacher does not yet possess. But the teacher may of
course also know some answers or ways to investigate and in that way
step into the role of the ‘expert’ on the subject or technologies used.
She or he is in a learning process, but the teacher also has something
to offer to the community. The teacher also ensures that as many as
possible, for as long as possible, are involved in the investigations and
is, as such, also the guide. Here she or he is looking for what challenges
some children might have in trying to play and experiment. Finally, the
participator might have a personal interest as a social agent in keeping
the experimenting community running and developing, engaging with
the shifts in cultural and social codes which exist inside the community.
The experimenting community is not only meant for children to be part
of, but also for the adult participants — the teacher is there as a human
beingamongother humanbeings, sothatallhave, orcandevelop, agency.

The participator is an attempt to answer to define a teacher role, that fits
the development of a culture together with children, where everybody
has a say and can take an active part in what the experimenting commu-
nity is doing. Here experiments and decisions are made together — not
by one single party, and here the playing is something both teachers and
children can influence. Everybody can become a play expert, everybody
can suggest and everybody can follow and change the rules of play. To
be an active part of an experimenting community based primarily upon
culture together with children, the teacher gains an advantage in being
a participator. The role has its strength when encountering new cul-
tures, new technologies and establishing new experimenting commu-
nities. The participator might be better at showing increased sensibility
towards unknown situations, as she or he, in principle, has a knowl-
edge about how to handle situations yet to be negotiated and shaped.

I am aware that this definition of the teacher role and experimenting
community can challenge pedagogic orthodoxy in a pre-school, a school
or even in a kindergarten, if it is based upon a model whereby the the
teacher is the sole possessor and provider of knowledge and answers.
Orthodox methods are like an echo chamber, where the children reflect
input provided by teachers (Tekke & Paulsen, 2022). Conversely, es-
tablishing an experimenting community is a process, where elements
over time can be tried out and activated when needed. If the subject in
a class or kindergarten is about an enquiry with open ended process-
es, then the experimenting community is an actual possibility as well.
There might in a kindergarten or a school be actual workplaces, drama
studios, playgrounds or makerspaces, where a relative autonomy is re-
quired or asked for in the actual pedagogical methods and principles. A
so called third space (Potter & McDougall, 2017) like a makerspace out-
side school might be yet another possibility to establish an experiment-
ing community, as such a space is defined by the ones using them and
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given the freedom to define actions, questions, projects and commu-
nities. Anyone can in principle become a member of an experimenting
community, but in a kindergarten, a pre-school or school the communi-
ty will typically consist of a class or a group of children, that normally
spend time together during the day. It exsists within the framework of
education and every step of the way towards becoming an experiment-
ing community will probably have to be explained to the participants
as it might be an unfamiliar pedagogical approach for all involved.

To sum up my question at the beginning regarding how children and
teachers in a pre-school or a school can start to communicate, ex-
periment and play with other schools or pre-schools across time and
space, the starting point might be very humble: the class might follow
someone online and talk about how to understand this person and
then later communicate directly with others in the wider world. There
might even be a step before that, when the class and the teacher get
used to experimenting and playing with digital media and technol-
ogies without communicating with anybody outside the classroom.
The open laboratory has to be tested through different exercises and
the flexible meeting place might also need to be tested locally by the
class separated in two rooms at the local school or kindergarten. It
might also be necessary to play out the different roles of the teacher
and the children to see the differences and understand the possibil-
ities. No matter what, the processes will extend into unknown terri-
tory when entering the digital space outside school or kindergarten.

Processes of exchange

Until now the flexible meeting place has mainly been described as tak-
ing place through different digital channels, that to a large extent are
defined by the staff. The next step is to more closely investigate other
channels of interaction and a more extended view of the play culture
which children reveal and which an experimenting community could
relate to and itself advocate. One could point towards children playing
online and suggest that children’s play culture could be framed as a
trans-glocal play culture (Pedersen, 2020). Play culture is seen as a
phenomenon, that can take place both globally and locally. What hap-
pens in the local playground is influenced by the digital world but also
remixed by the children there (Potter & Cowan, 2020). But play culture
also has another dimension; for instance, children might upload a
video on YouTube about how to play something they like, or exchange
ideas with someone somewhere else on how to do it. It might also sim-
ply take the form of playing games with others online. Children can be
seen as those who play both locally and globally almost simultaneously,
when they both play with others online and use elements of that play
in the playground. When playing in a playground or demonstrating
how to play something, one might say that they start to transform and
not only copy, what they see and hear. It might also be that the game or
social media opens up possibiliies for play in several ways (Livingstone
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& Pothong, 2021). Minecraft can be considered and used as a digital
sandbox with potentially endless possibilities to build anything, and
TikTok as a place to see different kind of performances as formulas to
be improvised upon by its users. This all takes place in the play culture
and can be brought into the experimenting community by the child,
thus expanding the possibilities of experimenting and playing together
inside the community and between communities. The experimenting
community can then inspire and influence what children do on their own.

One next step in the future could be to follow the children in digital
worlds where they already are, or at least give them possibility to talk
about what they see and do, and of course support them in making
choices about what apps or games to be part of or not. Aspects of
what they do could take place inside the experimenting communities
themselves and other aspects of it will be outside in their own time as
free play, where they have agency and where adult involvement is min-
imal. But the interchange is still an option and children’s confidence
in the adults around them, who will care and listen to them, is vital.

As mentioned earlier it can be a long process to establish a school
or a kindergarten as an experimenting community, but during
that process the experimenting community can be seen as a group
of researchers establishing processes of exchange. The communi-
ty can be seen as active in the search for information, inspiration
and common play. Basic questions like: “what do we want to say?”,
“what do we want to know?”, “what do we want to do?” and “what
kind of exchange using what kind of software will we try to estab-
lish?” will be important to talk about, try out and find answers to.

With questions like this the experimenting community itself will be
its own center for investigation and play, even if part of several net-
works at the same time. In addition the ideal experimenting com-
munity will be self-regulating, demonstrating through its actions the
codes of conduct online. The experimenting community as an edu-
cational strategy gives the children the opportunity to more safe-
ly navigate online, but also to experiment, to play and to communi-
cate in ways that make sense to them. These children will become
citizens, better prepared to confront new and unknown situations.

The experimenting community can both relate to children becoming
part of a trans-glocal playculture and in itself become part of several
trans-glocal playcultures. Together children and staff can decide and
choose what content to engage with and then actually engage in
conversation, demonstration, transformation, experiments and play.
Thisrequires digital systems and a media ecology designed for exchange.
Trans-glocal play culture is not only something, we can look for in
children’s own play culture in a globalized and digitalized world, it is
also something we as teachers or researchers can support and develop
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in an educational setting. The experimenting community relating
to culture for children and culture by children is such an example.
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