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BBEJIEHUE

YBaxkaeMblil o0y4aromuiics!

Meronuueckue yka3aHusi 0 YYEOHOW JUCUUIUIMHE AHTIUHUCKHM SI3bIK MO
paboTe C aHIMMICKHUM TEKCTOM CO3JaHbl Bam B momomib [ paboThl Ha
MPAKTHYECKUX 3aHATHSAX B ayAUTOPUA W I TOATOTOBKH K MPAKTHYECKUM
3aHATHUSM.

[Ipuctynast K YTEHUIO AHTJIMICKOTO TEKCTa, BBI JOKHBI ONMpPENEIUTh IS
ceOs 1enb U 3afaun: OyleT I 3TO TIOMCKOBOE YTeHHE (CKAHMPOBAHHUE TEKCTa HITU
scanning), TPOCMOTPOBOE UTeHHUE (MpoOekaThess  rnazamu  —  SKimming),
O3HaKOMUTEIbHOE uTeHHe (extensive reading) u wu3ydvaromiee ureHue (intensive
reading). OT mnpaBWIBLHO IOCTaBACHHOW 3adaud OyaeT 3aBHCETh KOJIUYECCTBO
3aTpaueHHOr0 BpPEMEHH Ha YTCHHWE W YCWIHMH, a TaKKe ypPOBEHb MOHHUMAHHSI
POYUTAHHOTO.

YMmeHne paboTaTh ¢ MUCbMEHHBIMH TEKCTaMH Ha MHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE - 3TO
OJIMH W3 OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIINX HABHIKOB B OCBOCHHU UY)KOTO s3bIKa. Pa3BuTHe
TAKOTO HAaBBIKA TapaHTUPYET YCIEITHOE OBJIAJCHUE OCHOBHBIMU pPEUEBBIMU
KOMIICTCHIIUSIMHU B TIpoIiecce o0y4deHwus. UTeHne - 3To He caMoIlellb, @ HHCTPYMEHT,
0€3 KOTOpOro HEBO3MOYKHO M3YYEHHE WHOCTPAHHOIO S3bIKa. YMEHHE paboTaTh C
MHOCTPaHHBIM TEKCTOM TIO3BOJIUT YCIICIITHO TIOJITOTOBUTHCSI K
muddepeHIMpoBaHHOMY 3a4eTy IO Yy4YeOHOW IUCHUIUIMHE AHTIMMCKUN S3BIK.
[Iporpamma mpenycMarpuBaeT pabOTy € TEKCTaMH KakK BO BpeMS ayJUTOPHBIX
3aHATUH, TaK U UX CAMOCTOSATEIbHYIO IPOPAOOTKY.

OOpature BHUMAHHE Ha CICAYIOINME pPEKOMEHAAuu 1o padbore ¢
anrnuiickum texkcrom! Ecam mpu cienoBaHuu AaHHBIM pekoMeHaanusM y Bac
BO3HUKAIOT BOMNPOCHI, Pa3pelINTh KOTOPHIE CaMOCTOSITENIbHO HE yJaeTcs,
HEOOXOAMMO OOpaTUThCA K MPENoJaBaTeNiO ISl MOJMYYEeHUS Pa3bsCHEHWH WU
YKa3aHUMU.

Kemaem Bam ycriexos!!!
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1.MeToauyecKkue peKOMeHIAIUN
Kak makcumaibHO 3 PeKTHBHO padoTaTh ¢ AHIJIMHCKUM TEKCTOM?

1. Ecniu Bel peminnu paboTath ¢ TEKCTOM, HE MPETyCMOTPEHHBIM yueOHOM
MPOrpaMMOi, BBIOUPATh HEOOXOIUMO UCTOUYHUKHU OT aBTOPOB, KOTOPKIE SIBJISFOTCS
HOCHUTEJISIMU sI3bIKa. TO eCTh, BApUAHT KHUTHU HEMEIIKOTO aBTOpa, KOTopasi Oblia
MEPEBEICHA HA AHTJIMUCKUM A3BIK IIEPEBOUYNKAMU, HE TTOAXOAUT. B
OpUTHMHAJILHBIX TPOU3BEICHUSAX HAan0O0JIee MPAaBIILHO U €CTECTBEHHO HAMKMCAHBI
TEKCTbI, C COXPAHEHUEM OPUTHHAJIBHON CTPYKTYPHI.

2. TexcTbl HEOOXOAMMO BBIOMPATH T€, KOTOPHIE HHTEPECHBI (HANTpUMeEp, KHUTHU -
poMaHbl WK (aHTACTUUECKUE MTPOU3BECHUS WIIU TEKCThI MPO(HECCHOHATBHOM
HanpaBICHHOCTH). Jlyuliie, eciii TeKCT OYACT YyTh CI0XKHEE TOrO YPOBHS,
KOTOPBIN €CTh y BaC HA TAHHBIK MOMEHT. J{JIsl 3TOro JydIlle MMOCOBETOBATHCS C
IIPENOAaBaTEIEM, KOTOPBIM BEIET aHTJIMUCKAM SA3BIK.

3.Jns o pekTUBHOTO YTEHUS HEOOXOIUMO Cpa3y K€ MEPEBOIUTH HEU3BECTHHIE
cioBa. PekoMeH1yeTcs 3anuchiBaTh UX B TETPA/lb WM IUIAHIIET. JJ1st 3TOrO
MOJION 1T JTF000H ClIoBaph WM NepeBOAUMK oHIalH. [locie nmpouTeHus
HECKOJIbKUX CTPaHHI], HEOOXOAMMO €IIle pa3 MPOCMOTPETh CIOBA M Ha CIICAYIOIIHNI
JIeHb MOMpoO0OBaTh MPOUECTh TEKCT BHOBL. ECiH momaneTcs: BCero HecKoJIbKO
3a0BITHIX CJIOB, YTEHHE MPOINLIO 04eHb dhPekTuBHO. I{ens qocTUrHyTA.

4. Jlyumie pa30uBaTh TEKCT Ha 4acTU. To ecTh HE OpaThCs cpasy 3a riaBy , a
KXKJIYIO0 CTPAHUILY JISTUTh Ha ab3allbl, KOTOPhIE OJWH 3a IPYTUM «00padaThIBaTh
Y BBINIMCBIBATH HEU3BECTHBIE CJIOBA. J[JIs1 Ha4aia MOYKHO B3SITh ITIOJIOBUHKY WJIU
OIHY CTPaHUILy TEKCTA, a 3aTEM YBEJIUUUTH 10 HECKOJIBKUX CTPAHUIL 32 OTHO
3aHsITHE.

5. IIpu paboTe ¢ ”HOCTPAHHBIM TEKCTOM PEKOMEHAYETCSI YTEHUE BCIIYX. ITO
4acTO MOMOTAaET JIYUIIIE€ ITOHITh MPOYUTAHHOE U JIMITHUM Pa3 MOTPEHUPOBATHCS B
Mpou3HOIIEeHUH. [lociie mpodTEHNs TEKCTa WIIM CTPAHUIIBI JKEIATEIIbHO
onpoOoBaTh MepeckazaTh (Ha aHTJIMIMCKOM ) HECKOJIBKUMHM TPEIJI0KCHUSIMHU
COJZICp/KAHUE TEKCTA.

6. He 6epurech cpa3y unTaTh KHUTH, KOTOPHIE CIMIIKOM IJI0XO TTOHUMAETE —
OJTHAXIBI TOMIET ouepe b U 10 HUuX. Bamr ypoBeHb ureHus Oynet pacTu
nocteneHHo. HempaBuiabHO BRIOpaHHBINA TEKCT MOXKET CHIIBHO TIOJIOPBATh BEPY B
CBOHU CWIbL. Tak 4TO Ballla NEPBOCTENEHHAS 3a7a4a — HAUTU TaKOU TEKCT, KOTOPBII
XOTb U BBI30BET y BaC HEKOTOPBIE TPYAHOCTH, HO Oy/IE€T HE CIHUIIKOM TSKEITBIM.

Heckoabko MNPAKTUHYCCKHUX COBETOB

Crapaiitech paboTaTh C TEKCTOM B TaKOE BpPEeMsI JHS, KOT/Ia BB YyBCTBYETE CeOs
6o1pee Bcero. Bel coBa min xaBopoHOK? UyBCTByETE JIM BBI, UYTO BaIll MO3T JIYYIIIE
paboTaeT B onpenesieHHoe BpeMs cyTok? [lonpoOyiiTe ynTaTh UMEHHO B 3TOT
IIEPUOA.

Onpenenuteck ¢ 1enbio uTeHusi. To, Kak Bbl OyIeTe €ro YuTaTh, 3aBUCUT OT TOTO,
YTO Bbl XOTUTE OT HETO MOIY4nTh. ECiM BaM HY>KHO MPOCTO YIOBUTH OOIIHI



CMBICJT TEKCTa — 3TO OJHO; COBCEM JIPYrO€, €CJIM Bbl XOTUTE MOHATH €r0 B IMTOJTHON
MEpE WIM NOIIOJIHUTE CBOM CIIOBAPHBIN 3ariac.

Cuauana npoOeruTech mo TeKCTy U MpocMOTpuTe ero. [I[pocMoTpeTh TeKCT —
3HAYUT HAUTHU ONPEAECIEHHOE MECTO WJIK OTBET HA KAKOM-TO

Borpoc. [IpoGexkarbcsi — 3HaUUT OBICTPO OKUHYTh B3IJISIJIOM TEKCT, HE BUMTHIBASICh
B Kax0¢€ cJioBo. [TompoOyiTe NCIoap30BaTh 3TU CTPATErUU NIEpe]] YTCHUEM, U C
MX TIOMOIIbIO BBl CMOXETE Y3HATh HEMHOTO OOJIBIIIE O TEKCTE, KOTOPHIH
coOMpaeTeCh YNTATh U OIICHUTD MEPCIICKTUBHI.

N36aBbTech ot oTBIekatomux Gpakropos. [TocTtapaiiTech MOITHOCTHIO
CKOHIICHTPUPOBATHCS HA YTEHUU. BBIKTIOUNTE TeneBU30p, nepeBeauTe TenedoH B
OeCIIyMHBIN PEKUM U YETMHUTECh B KOMHATE.

Ucnonb3yiiTe pydKy WM NAell 1JIsi HABUTAIUMU 110 TeKCTY. EClii BbI UCTIBITHIBAETE
TPYJHOCTH C yAEpKaHUEM BHUMAaHUS, MOMPOOYNUTE CKOJIB3UTh PYUKON WU
najabIeM 10 YUTaeMbIM cTpokaM. Tak Baiemy B3MIsAy OyAeT Mpolie yAepKUBaTh
HYXHYIO CTPOKY.

Jlenaiite mepepniBbl. Uepes kakoe-To BpeMsl Balll MO3T yCTaHeT. BpeMst oT BpeMeHu
JlaBaliTe CBOMM IJla3aM U rOJI0BE OTAOXHYTh, UM OIPAHUYLTE BPEMS UTCHUSI.

JaBaiiTe paccMOTPUM , Kak pad0Tal0T HAIIM PEKOMEHIALNH 110 YTEHU IO
AHTJIMHCKUX TEKCTOB HA NMpUMepe cTaTbu U3 :kypHaja The Atlantic

B 2008 roay xypuanuct Hukonac Kapp Hamucan qis sxypHana The
Atlantic crareto mox Ha3Banuem "Is Google Making Us Stupid?” (“/lenaeT 1u
Google nac raymee?”). B nanHoii ctathe Hukomac paccyxmaer o Tom, kak Google
¥ MHTEPHET B 11€JIOM U3MEHSIOT Hallle MBIIUICHUE U BOCTIpUSITHE UHPOpMAIIUU
nocpeacTBOM ureHus. CTaThs MPEICTaBIsET MHTEPECHBIN B3TJISA/] HA TO, KaK
COBPEMEHHBIE TEXHOJIOTUHU BIUSIOT Ha pabOTy MO3Ta; OJHAKO OHA TOBOJILHO
TPYZHA JJIsl YEJIOBEKA, U3YyYAIOIIEr0 aHTJIMUCKAM S3bIK.

Ha npumepe nByx (cierka n3MeHEHHBIX) a03a1ieB U3 cratbu Kappa mbl
MOKAXKEM, KaK, IPUMEHSS 3TH COBEThI, MOKHO ITPOUYECTh JIFOOOU TEKCT,
HE3aBUCHMO OT €0 YPOBHS CJIIOKHOCTH.

Bor atu aG3ampl. [TonmpobyiiTe mpounTaTh X MpsiMo ceitdac. He
paccTpanBamlTECh, €CJIM Bbl CHaYalla HU4Yero He novmere. [lociie mpoyTeHus: Hammx
COBETOB, BaM CTaHET KyJia MPOIIe BOCIPUHUMATh ATOT TEKCT!

Reading is not an instinctive skill for human beings. /¢’s not etched into our
genes the way speech is. We have to teach our minds how to translate the symbolic
characters we see into the language we understand. And the media or other
technologies we use in learning and practicing the craft of reading play an
important part in shaping the neural circuits inside our brains.

Experiments demonstrate that readers of ideograms, such as the Chinese, develop
a mental circuitry for reading that is very different from the circuitry found in
those of us whose written language employs an alphabet. We can expect as well



that the circuits woven by our use of the Net will be different from those woven by
our reading of books and other printed works.

Cemb NMPHUEMOB IIPH OCBOCHUMN HABBIKOB YTCHUA MHOCTPAHHOI'0 TEKCTA
1. Hepe)] HA4YaJJ0M YTCHHUS COCTABbTE CIIMCOK CJIOB C OIIPEACTCHUSIMU.

B npuBeneHHOM BBIIIE OTPHIBKE BbI HABEPHSKA 3aMETHIIN HECKOJIBKO CJIOB,
KOTOPBIX BBl HE 3HaeTe. HekoTopble n3 HUX 0oJiee BaXKHBI JJIs1 TOHUMAHMS CMBICIIA
TEKCTa, 4eM JIpyrue (Mbl 00CyIUM 3TO MoApoOHee Bo BTopoM coBete). [lepen tem,
KaK MPUCTYNaTh K YTCHHUIO, TPOOETHTECH I1a3aMHU B IIOMCKAaX HE3HAKOMBIX CJIOB U
COCTaBbTE CIHCOK C ONPEACICHUSIMHU.

Hnure:

CJIOBa, KOTOPBIC ITOBTOPAIOTCA OoubIIIe OJHOTO pa3a.
He3nakomsle ciioBa B KOPOTKHUX INPCAJIOKCHUAX.
CJIOBa, KOTOPBIC BbI BUACIIN B APYTUX TCKCTAX.

BoT BO3MOXXHBIN CITUCOK CJIOB M3 HAIIIETO TEKCTA:

Instinctive: Yro-To, 4To BbI eaeTe WU 3HACTE, KaK JieaTh, 0e3 00yucHHs
(“MHTYMTHBHBIH , “TIOACO3HATEJIbHBIN ).

Etched: Yro-To, Beipe3aHHOE HAa MOBEPXHOCTH WJIM XOPOIIIO Bpe3aBIlieecs B

naMsTh (“BbITPABMPOBAHHBIN ).

Circuitry: 3amkHyTas 1€ WIA TPASKTOPHS, B KOTOPOH MPOUCXOIUT HEKHUIt
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nmpoiiecc; 00BIYHO KOHTYP, IO KOTOPOMY OEKHT TOK (“‘cxema®, “cucrema‘).

2. He minuTe 3HaYeHHe KaKI0ro CJI0BA.

Kak yxxe ynomunanoch B coBete Nel, 111 OCMBICIIEHUS TEKCTA BaM
HeoOs3aTENbHO 3HATh KaXK/10€ CJI0BO. Eciu BbI OyJieTe OCTaHABIMBATHCS TIOCIE
KaXJI0T'O CJIOBA B ITIOMCKAX ONPENECIICHHUS, 3TO 3aiMET y BaC JIMIIHEE BPEMS U
OTBJIEYET CO3HAHKME OT IOHMMAaHUA TEKCTa. BCTpETUB HE3HAKOMOE CJI0BO,
CIIPOCUTE Ce0s1, MOKETE JIM Bl MOHSTh MPEAJIOKEHNE, HE 3HAS 3TOTO CIIOBA.
BxirounTe 10TUKy U JIMHTBUCTUYECKYIO JOTAAKY.

B namem npumepe B ociaeIHEM NPENI0KEHUN HATUCAHO:

“And the media or other technologies we use in learning and practicing
the craft of reading...”

Br1, BO3MOXHO, HE 3HaeTe, uTo Takoe “craft”, HO 3To U He HyxHO! [laxke
€CJIM BbI BEIOPOCUTE €T0, IPEAJIOKEHNE BCE PABHO OCTaHETCs MOHATHBIM: “And the
media or other technologies we use in learning and practicing reading.”



Bnpouewm, ecnu BaM 11000MBITHO, “craft” — 310 npodeccuoHanbHbIA HaBbIK
M3TOTOBJICHUS WK CO3/IaHUs 4ero-nuoo (“‘mactepcTBo’). BOT, Teneps Bl 3HaeTe
3TO CJIOBO!

3. Ucnonb3yiiTe KOHTEKCT KAK MOJCKA3KY.

Yem 3ameyaTesibHbl NPEJI0KEHUs — TaK 3TO TEM, YTO OHU
CO3AI0T KOHMmMeKcm AJi1 HOBBIX CJIOB. DTO 3HAYMT, YTO KOI'/1a HEM3BECTHOE BaM
CJIOBO OKPY>K€HO JIPYTHMHU CJIOBaMH, OHU MOT'YT IPOSICHUTH €T0 3HAUCHHE.
3ayacTyto, B3IJISTHYB Ha CJIOBA, KOTOPBIE CTOAT JI0 U MOCJE Ballero HE3HAKOMIIA,
BbI MOKETE CaMU J0raJaThCcsi O €r0 OCHOBHOM 3HAUEHUH.

Hanpumep, B KOHIIE MOCIIEIHETO MPEIIOKEHUS B IEPBOM Naparpade
roBopuTcs o “neural circuits inside our brains.” Yro ke Takoe “neural circuits”?
['nansg Ha ocTaToOK NMpeIoKEHUs, MOKHO CKas3aTh, 4yTo “‘neural circuits” — 3T0 4TO-
TO BHYTPH HAIIero Mo3ra.

W ecnu nepes HauanoM 4TE€HUS Bbl COCTABIISIIA CITUCOK CJIOB C
OIpeICCHUSIMH, TO, HABEPHOE, yXKe 3HACTE, YTO “CIrCUit” — 3T0 3aMKHYyTas IICIIb,
10 KOTOpoi 6exuT ToK. OTCIOZIa BB MOXETE J0IyMaTh, 4To “neural circuit” — 310
KaHaJI, [0 KOTOPOMY B HAIlIeM MO3TY MPOXOJISAT CUTHAJIBI, KOTJ]a MBI TyMaem,
neicTByeM win n3ydaem uto-to. M Bel mpassel! “Neural circuit” — 310 “HelipoHHas
eno .

4. B He3HAKOMBIX ¢JIOBaX o0panjaiiTte BHUMAHUE HA N3BECTHbIC BAM KOPHH,
NMPUCTABKH U Cy(PPHKCHI.

Yacto anrnuiickue ciioBa UMEIOT MPUCTABKH WK CyPHUKCHI TPEUECKOro u
JATUHCKOTO TIPOUCXOKICHUS.

IIpucraBka — 3TO YacTh, KOTOpasi CTOMT B Hadase cioBa. BoT mapa mpumepos
IPUCTABOK:

bi- (3HauuT “aBa”): bicycle (“Benocumnexn’), bipedal (“asynoruii”), bilateral
(“aBycTOpOHHUIA")

Im- (3HauuT “He”): IMpossible (“HeBo3MOxHBIN ), Imperfect
(“HecoBepmeHHBIN ), IMmoral (“OeccMepTHBIN™)

Cydduxkce ctout B KoHIIE ciioBa. BoT nBa mpumepa cyphukcos:

-ology (3HauuT “Hayka 0”’): biology (“Omonorus’), archaeology (“apxeomnorus’™),
zoology (“3oomorus’™).

-less (3naumnT “6e3/6ec”):

powerless (“6ecromoninbrii”), wWorthless (“Oecrone3nbiii”),

pointless (“OeccMbiciieHHBIN ).

KopeHnb — 3T0 9acTh ci10Ba, KOTOpasi OCTAHETCsI, €CIIN yOpaTh MIPUCTABKY U
cyhdurc. KopeHb — 3T0 Ti1aBHas 9acTh CI0Ba, KOTOpas MPUIACT €My OCHOBHOE
3HaueHue. Hanpumep:

bio (3HaunT “*xm3HB”): biology (“Ouonorus’), biodegradable
(“Omopasnaraembrii”), antibiotic (“anTHONOTHK”).



hydro (3naumt “Boma”): dehydrate (“uccymmurs”), hydroelectric
(“ruposneKTpruUecKuii’).

Br1, HaBepHOe, 3ameTuiu, 4To B clioBax “bicycle” (“Benocunen”) u “biology”
(“Omornorus”) kak 6ynTo B 000oux B Hauasne ctouT “bi”. Ho 310 He coBcem Tak!
Yactu bi 1 bio mpou3ouM OT pa3HBIX JJATHHCKKUX CIIOB. Tak 4To, BcTpevas HOBOE
CJI0BO, OyabTe BHUMATENBHBIL. [IpucTaBku, cyhPHUKCH 1 KOPHU MOTYT CHIIBHO
MOMOYh BaM B MIOHUMAaHHH CJIOBA, HO HE BCET/Ia 110 HUM MO>KHO HaBEepHSKA yrajaaTh
TOYHOE 3HaYCHUE.

B namewm OTPBIBKC MaJIO CJI0B, 3HAUYCHUC KOTOPBIX MOKHO ITOHATH 110 UX
JJATUHCKOMY IPOUCXOKIACHUTIO:
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Ideograms (“uaeorpamma’, “3Hax”, “CHMBOJI’) — 3TO MUCbMEHHBIE CUMBOJIBI,
OMKCHIBAIOIINE MOHATHE WIH 00BEKT BMECTO MEpPEIaur 3ByKOB, HA3bIBAIOLIUX
ciioBo (Hampumep, udpsl). JlaHHbI TepMUH cOCTOUT U3 KopHs idea (“o0pa3”) u
cypdukca —gram (“nucrmeHHbIN 3HaK ). Bol HaBepHsika BcTpeyanu cyhduxc -
gram s cioBax “Telegram” u “Instagram”.

Circuit — 370 (kaK BbI YK€ JOJDKHBI 3HATH) “3aMKHYTasl IETb”, “3aMKHYThIH
KOHTYP”. DTOT TEPMHUH MPOUCXOAMT OT JIATUHCKOTO CJIOBa Circum (“kpyriblii”),
KOTOpOE BaMm Jierdye Oy/eT y3HaTh B 60Jiee pacpoCTpaHEeHHOM ciioBe “circle”

(“kpyr”).

5. Pa30eiiTe npeasio:keHnsi Ha pparMeHTbI.

Terepb Bl 3HACTE OTAEIBHBIE CIIOBA, U IIPUILLIA TOpAa TPUMEHUTH
IpUOOPETEHHBIE 3HAHUSA K IIEJIBIM IIpeIiokeHusiM. HekoTopeie npeaioxeHus
MOT'YT BOCIIPUHUMATLCS C TPYAOM — HAIPUMEP, €CJIM OHU CIUIIKOM JJIMHHBIE WU
UMEIOT CIOXKHYIO CTPYKTYpY. Pa3beiite nx Ha MeHbIIUE OTPE3KH, UTOOBI
YIOPOCTUTH UX NOHUMaHueE. [Ipy 3TOM MOkKeTe pyKOBOICTBOBATHCSI PACCTAHOBKOU
3aIATHIX WM PA3JIMYUSAMU MBICICH U UAECH, U310KEHHBIX B MPEUIIOKEHUSX.

[lepBoe mpeioxkeHue BO BTOpoM maparpade JOBOIBHO IITUHHOE:

“Experiments demonstrate that readers of ideograms, such as the Chinese,
develop a mental circuitry for reading that is very different from the circuitry
found in those of us whose written language employs an alphabet.”

[TocTapaiitech pa3eynTh €ro, a MOTOM 3aMMHUTECH KaXKJ0M YacCThIO B
oTebHOCTH. BO3MOXXHO, BaM CTaHET JIerde, €CIu Bbl IepedpasupyeTe 3TH 9acTH
CBOMMH CJI0BaMU. B pe3ynpraTe y Bac MOXET MOJYUYUTHCS YTO-TO BPOJAE ITOTO:

Experiments demonstrate that — studies show that (“ncciemoBanus OKa3bIBAIOT,
4yTO”

readers of ideograms — people who read characters (“mroau, ynTarone
CHUMBOJIBI)

such as the Chinese — “nanpumep, kutaisr”



develop a mental circuitry for reading — create paths in their brains when
they read (“mpu uTeHHH CO3/1AIOT B CO3HAHUM LIETU”

that is very different from the circuitry — which are not like the paths
(“oTnmyarommuecs ot nemnen’)

found in those of us whose written language employs an alphabet — found in
people who use an alphabet (““koTopbie MOKHO OOHAPYKUTH Y JIOJIEH,
MOJIB3YIOIMUXCS aIPaBUTOM”)

Tenepb, KOT'Jla Bbl TIOHUMACTC CMBICJI pa3JIMYHbIX yacTteu MMPpCIIOKCHUSA, BbI
MOXXKCETC IMOJTHOCTBIO MEPECKA3ATh 3TO NPCATTOKCHHUC CBOUMU CIIOBAMMU:

Studies show that people who read characters instead of an alphabet (like
Chinese people, for example) have very different brain paths for reading than
those of people who do use an alphabet.

I/ICCJICI[OBB.HI/IH IMMOKa3bIBAKOT, YTO Y J'IIOI[GI‘/'I, YUTAOMIMX TCKCTHI, HAIITMCAHHBIC
CUMBOJIaMH, a He OyKBaMHU (HapuUMep, y KUTal1IeB), HEHPOHHBIE 1ETH,
OTBCYAIOIIUEC 34 YTCHHUC, CUJIBHO OTIIMYAIOTCA OT ueneﬁ JIIO]IGﬁ, HCITIOJIB3 YOI X
angasur.

Bor BHUOUTC, HC TAK YK CJIOKHO, KaK Ka3aJIOCh Ha Hemeﬁ B3I‘J'I$I,ZI!

6. HajliguTe B3anMoOCBSI3aHHBIE CJIOBA U HJIECH.

Ecnu BBl MOKETE MOHATH KAXKI0€ U3 MPEITI0KEHUH — 3TO MPOCTO OTIUIHO, HO
HACTaJIO BPEMsI CBS3aTh BCE MPEIOKCHHS BMECTE U TIOHITh BECh TEKCT
HOJIHOCTBIO. JIJIs 3TOr0 BbI MOJKETE IMOMCKATh B3aUMOCBSI3aHHBIE CIIOBA M MJIEH, U
OIIPEICIHTD IS CeOs1, HACKOJIBKO XOPOIIIO BbI OCO3HAETE TO, KAKUM 00pa3oM OHU
COYETAIOTCS MEXTY COOOM.

Hanpumep, MOXHO TIPOCMOTPETh TEKCT Ha HAJIMYHE MTOBTOPSIOIIMXCS CIIOB U
dpaz. DTOT METOJ XOPOIIIO cpaboTaeT Ha HaIlleM NMPUMepe, TaK Kak CJIoBo ‘“‘circuit”
MHOTOKPATHO TOBTOPSIETCS B ATUX JBYX a03arax.

[TepBrIii ab3ar] oOparaeT BHUMaHHWE HA TO, YTO CIIOCOO YTCHHS BIUSCT Ha
BOCIIPHTHE MO3TOM MH(}OpMaIuu (IIOCPEACTBOM HCTIOIB30BAHUS HEHPOHHBIX
nerneit). Bropoit ab3air mokaspiBaeT OTAEIbHBIN IPUMED BHIIICU3I0KEHHON UICH.
B HeM roBopuTcs, 4TO y JIIO/ICH, YUTAIOIINX TEKCTHI, HATUCAHHBIC all(DaBUTOM, U Y
JI0JIeH, YNTAIOIINX CUMBOJIbI, HEUPOHHBIE LIEMH CUJILHO Pa3IMYatOTCA.

Ecnu B BalmieM TeKCTE HET MOBTOPSIOMIMXCS CIOB, MOYKETE MOUCKATH IUTATHI
WJIM CJIOBA, HAITUCAHHBIE JKUPHBIM IIPUPTOM WUITU KYPCUBOM.

Ecnu BbI unTaeTe Xya0KeCTBEHHOE MMPOU3BEACHUE, MOKETE TONPOOOBATH
HaWlTHU YyBCTBA U HMOIIMU — OHU MOJICKAXyT BaM, YTO MPOUCXOAUT C
MEPCOHAXKAMHU, M KaK OHU HA 3TO PEarupyroT. B 1OKyMEHTAIILHON 1 HAYYHOU
IuTepaType uiuTe ciioBa u gpaszel Bpoae “before” (“mepen”), “then” (““rorma”),



“soon after” (“Bckope mociie 3Toro”’) — OHM NOMOT'YT BaM CUCTEMAaTU3UPOBAThH
UH(pOpMaIHIO.

Tonbko moymMaiTe — 03HAKOMUBIITUCH C HAIITMM TIPUMEPOM, BbI HAYAIH CO
cjoBa “circuit”, a Teneph MOYTH MOJHOCTHIO TOHUMAETE BeCh TEKCT. M BOT Bam
MOCJICTHUN COBET, HA KOTOPBIA CTOMT OOPATHTh BHUMAaHUE.

7. IlpounTaiTe U U3BJIEKUTE KPATKOE COepKaHue.

Br1 nonnmaete ciosa. [Tonnmaere npeanoxenus. Bel 1axke HaunHaeTe
MOHMMAaTh, O YEM F'OBOPUTCS B TeKCTe. A Ternepb — cton! [IpounTalite TEKCT emie
pa3 u nomnbiTaiiTech CHOPMYyITUPOBATH OOITUN cMbICT. OMUIINTE CBOUMH CIIOBAMU
OCHOBHBbIC MOMEHTHI U HJICH.

Bo1 IIOHCMHOTY pa306pan1/1 TCKCT, UCITIOJIb3Yd HAallK CEMb COBCTOB, U TCIICPb
HaBCPHsKA MOMMETE €0 ropas3jo Jydme, 4eM Korjia 4YmTaljind €ro B HepBBIfI pas.
Bor KpaTKOC MU3JIOKCHUC TCKCTA, HAIITMCAHHOC oonee IIPOCTBIMU CJIOBAMM .

Reading is not something we do naturally, so our brains need to learn how to
change the letters on a page into actual meaning. How and where we read can
change the way our brains make this change.

YreHue — 9TO HE TaKOH HaBBbIK, KOTOPBIM MBI BJIAICEM UHTYUTUBHO, HAIIIC
CO3HAHUC JOJIKHO HAYUUTBHCA U3BJICKATH U3 6yKB Ha CTpaHHuIC peaHBHBIﬁ CMBICJI
TEKCTAa. TO, KaK U I'’1€ Mbl YUTA€EM, MOZKCT IIOBJIMATH HAa 3TOT MCXaHU3M
HU3BJICYCHUA.

Studies have shown that our brains work in very different ways when we read
an alphabetical text than when we read a text of ideograms (like Chinese
characters). This probably means that our brains also work differently when we
read text online than when we read text from a physical book.

I/ICCJ'IG,ZLOBaHI/Iﬂ IMOKa3aJik, 4TO IIPHU YTCHUHU 6YKB€HHOFO TEKCTa Halll MO3I'
pa60TaeT COBCPHICHHO MHAYC, YCM IIpU YTCHHUU TCKCTA, HAIITMCAHHOT'O CMMBOJIAMHU
(mampumep, KuTaiickumu uepornudamu). M3 3Toro BeITEKAET, YTO, BOSMOXKHO, TIPU
YTeHUH OHJIAMH-TEKCTOB U (1)I/IBI/II-IGCKI/IX KHUTI HAIIll MO3T" TOKE pa60TaeT I10-
pasHOMY.

JpyrumMu cioBaMHM, Bbl MOTJIM OBl 3aCTaBUTh CBOI MO3T pabOTaTh MHAYE, YATAS
ATHU caMbl€ CJIOBA HE Ha DKpaHe, a Ha pacrneyaTaHHoM Jiucte. HeoxxumnanHo, He
npasja jau?

A HACKOJILKO Ballle COOCTBEHHOE KpaTKOC HU3JIOKCHHUC U IIOHUMAHHUC TCKCTA
BBIIIJIO IMTOX0KHUM Ha Hamie?



3HaiiTe, KOr/Aa CTOMT MONMPOCUTH O MOMOIIHU

B Havane 370l cTaThu BBl C TPYJAOM MOHMMAJIA HAlll TEKCT, TEHEPb ke
MOHUMAETE €ro OTIAMYHO. Xopoiias padoTa! Tenepb Bbl MOXKETE MPOYUTATH UTO
YTOZIHO.

MBI HCTIOIB30BaIM TOJIBKO OTPBIBOK M3 CTaThH, a BOOOIIE OHA Kyl JUTMHHEE.
Ecnu xotute, MOXeTe NpoOUYUTATh BCIO CTaThiO (OHA AaHa B [Ipunoxenun),
MOJIb3YSICh HAIIMMH MpUEMaMH U paboTas HaJl OIHUM-IBYMs a03aliamMu 3a pas.

KoHneuHo, y Bac Bce paBHO MOT'YT BOZHUKHYTh KaKhe-TO IPOOJIEMBI, TaK YTO
HE CTECHANTECh NPOCUTH O oMo ! Ecinu kakas-To 4acTh TEKCTA KaXKETCSl BaM
CJIMILIKOM CJIO’KHOM, MOMPOOYHTE MONPOCUTH IPYyra, HOCUTENS A3bIKa WIN
[PEIo1aBaTeNsl COCTABUTh JJIs1 BAC OOBSICHEHNE WIIM KPATKOE U3JI0KEHUE TEKCTA;
WIH NPOCTO MOUIIUTE €ro B uHTepHeTe. Bee-Taku MIHTepHET OBbIBAET MOIE3HBIM,
€CJIM UCIIOJIb30BaTh €ro ¢ yMoM. W XoTs aBTOp crathu aymaet, uto Google nenaer
Hac TJIyIiee, OH TaK)KE€ MOYKET IOMOYb HaM CTaTh yMHee!

Koneuno, ecnu Bbl paboTaere ¢ nmporpaMMHBIMHU TEKCTaMHU, OHH YKe
pa3paboTaHbl TAKUM 00pa3oM, KOT/1a CIIOKHOCTh UX pacTeT nocreneHno. Kpome
TOT'0, K KaXJOMY IIPOrPaMMHOMY TEKCTY IIPUJIAraeTCs CIIUCOK CIIOB U BBIPAXKECHUM
JUIS 3ayYUBaHMs, a TAK)KE PAJl YIPAKHEHUN, KOTOPBIE IT03BOJISIOT 3aKPEIIUTh
HOBYIO JIEKCHUKY.

Kax B3pocinbie u ymuble nroau, Bel camu cMoxeTe pazoOpaThes, kak Bam
BBICTPOUTH CBOIO PabOTY € JIOOBIM TEKCTOM, a MBI JIMIIIb CTapaeMcsi moMouyb Bam
coBeTaMu. Y CHEXOB, APY3bs!



2. KPUTEPUU OLNEHUBAHUSA

HaBbIku uTeHUs HyKHBI IPEKIE€ BCETO KAK MHCTPYMEHT /IS OBJIAJICHUS
MHOCTPaHHBIM s3bIKOM. HO ¥ caMu HaBBIKM TOKE OLIEHUBAIOTCS IO ONPEIECIECHHBIM
KpUTEpUSAM, KOTOPbIE MBI TPUBOAUM HIUKE.

KpnTepI/m H IIKAJIAa OHCHUBAHUA NIOHUMAaHUA TEKCTa

Ne Kpurepuu onienuBanus OBnanenune VY, 3, Onenka
/1 KK u OK
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OCHOBHAsI MBICJTb, OTIPE/ICIICHBl OCHOBHbIE KK 1, KK 2,
(akte1. O0yyarommmiicst cymen noragatees o | OK 2, OK 4,
3HAYEHHH HE3HAKOMBIX CJIOB M3 KOHTEKCTa OK 5,0K 8

(711160 1O CII0BOOOPA30BATEIHHBIM
ATEMEHTAaM, JIMOO TI0 CXOJICTBY C POIHBIM
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NPHYUHHO-CJIC/ICTBEHHYIO CBSI3b COOBITHIH
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JIOCTOBEPHOCTH H(popMaruu. OJTHAKO y HEro
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HE3HAKOMBIX CJIOB, OH BBIHYIK/ICH YaIlle
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o0yJaroIeMycst yIOKUThCS BO

BPEMEHHBIC HOPMBI YTEHHsI TEKCTOB IAHHOTO




BH/Ia COTJIACHO TIPeJiyIaraeMoMy 00BEMY.

OOyuaromuiicss HETOYHO TIOHSUT

OCHOBHOE COZICP’KaHUE TIPOYUTAHHOTO
TEKCTa, CyMEJ BBIJICTIUTH B TEKCTE TOJIHKO
HEOOJIBIIIOE KOJIMYCSCTBO (aKTOB. Y HEro
COBCEM HE Pa3BHTa SBBIKOBAS JIOTA/TKA, OH

HE CyMEJI JIOT/IaThCS O 3HAYCHHUN
HE3HAKOMBIX CJIOB M3 KOHTEKCTA,

KpaiiHe 3aTpy/HsUICs B IOHUMaHUY MHOTHX
HE3HAKOMBIX CJIOB, ObUT BEIHYK/ICH
MHOTOKPATHO 00paIiaThCs K CIIOBAPIO,
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CPaBHEHUIO C POJTHBIM s3IKOM. OH He

MOT' YCTaHOBHUTBH BPEMEHHYIO U IIPUINHHO-
CJICZICTBEHHYIO CBSI3b COOBITUH U SBIICHUM,
OIICHUTH B&KHOCTh, HOBH3HY, JIOCTOBEPHOCTh
nH(popmari.  CKOpPOCTb YTCHUSI SIBHO HE
TI03BOJISUIA OOYUAIOIIEMYCS YITIOKUTBCS BO
BPEMEHHbIC HOPMBI YTCHHS TEKCTOB JTAHHOTO
BHJIa COTJIACHO TIPeIaracMoMy 00beMy.
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Is Google Making Us Stupid?

Nicholas Carr

"Dave, stop. Stop, will you? Stop, Dave. Will you stop, Dave?”” So the
supercomputer HAL pleads with the implacable astronaut Dave Bowman in a
famous and weirdly poignant scene toward the end of Stanley Kubrick’s 2001: A
Space Odyssey. Bowman, having nearly been sent to a deep-space death by the
malfunctioning machine, is calmly, coldly disconnecting the memory circuits that
control its artificial “ brain. “Dave, my mind is going,” HAL says, forlornly. “I can
feel it. I can feel 1t.”

I can feel it, too. Over the past few years I’ve had an uncomfortable sense that
someone, or something, has been tinkering with my brain, remapping the neural
circuitry, reprogramming the memory. My mind isn’t going—so0 far as | can tell—
but it’s changing. I’m not thinking the way I used to think. I can feel it most
strongly when I’m reading. Immersing myself in a book or a lengthy article used to
be easy. My mind would get caught up in the narrative or the turns of the
argument, and I’d spend hours strolling through long stretches of prose. That’s
rarely the case anymore. Now my concentration often starts to drift after two or
three pages. | get fidgety, lose the thread, begin looking for something else to do. I
feel as if I’m always dragging my wayward brain back to the text. The deep
reading that used to come naturally has become a struggle.

I think I know what’s going on. For more than a decade now, I’ve been spending a
lot of time online, searching and surfing and sometimes adding to the great
databases of the Internet. The Web has been a godsend to me as a writer. Research
that once required days in the stacks or periodical rooms of libraries can now be
done in minutes. A few Google searches, some quick clicks on hyperlinks, and I’ve
got the telltale fact or pithy quote I was after. Even when I’m not working, I’m as
likely as not to be foraging in the Web’s info-thickets—reading and writing e-
mails, scanning headlines and blog posts, watching videos and listening to
podcasts, or just tripping from link to link to link. (Unlike footnotes, to which
they’re sometimes likened, hyperlinks don’t merely point to related works; they
propel you toward them.)

For me, as for others, the Net is becoming a universal medium, the conduit for
most of the information that flows through my eyes and ears and into my mind.
The advantages of having immediate access to such an incredibly rich store of
information are many, and they’ve been widely described and duly applauded.
“The perfect recall of silicon memory,” Wired’s Clive Thompson has written, “can
be an enormous boon to thinking.” But that boon comes at a price. As the media
theorist Marshall McLuhan pointed out in the 1960s, media are not just passive
channels of information. They supply the stuff of thought, but they also shape the
process of thought. And what the Net seems to be doing is chipping away my
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capacity for concentration and contemplation. My mind now expects to take in
information the way the Net distributes it: in a swiftly moving stream of particles.
Once | was a scuba diver in the sea of words. Now | zip along the surface like a
guy on a Jet Ski.

[’m not the only one. When I mention my troubles with reading to friends and
acquaintances—literary types, most of them—many say they’re having similar
experiences. The more they use the Web, the more they have to fight to stay
focused on long pieces of writing. Some of the bloggers | follow have also begun
mentioning the phenomenon. Scott Karp, who writes a blog about online media,
recently confessed that he has stopped reading books altogether. “I was a lit major
in college, and used to be [a] voracious book reader,” he wrote. “What happened?”
He speculates on the answer: “What if I do all my reading on the web not so much
because the way I read has changed, i.e. I’'m just seeking convenience, but because
the way [ THINK has changed?”

Bruce Friedman, who blogs regularly about the use of computers in medicine, also
has described how the Internet has altered his mental habits. “I now have almost
totally lost the ability to read and absorb a longish article on the web or in print,”
he wrote earlier this year. A pathologist who has long been on the faculty of the
University of Michigan Medical School, Friedman elaborated on his comment in a
telephone conversation with me. His thinking, he said, has taken on a “staccato”
quality, reflecting the way he quickly scans short passages of text from many
sources online. “I can’t read War and Peace anymore,” he admitted. “I’ve lost the
ability to do that. Even a blog post of more than three or four paragraphs is too
much to absorb. I skim it.”

Anecdotes alone don’t prove much. And we still await the long-term neurological
and psychological experiments that will provide a definitive picture of how
Internet use affects cognition. But a recently published study of online research
habits, conducted by scholars from University College London, suggests that we
may well be in the midst of a sea change in the way we read and think. As part of
the five-year research program, the scholars examined computer logs documenting
the behavior of visitors to two popular research sites, one operated by the British
Library and one by a U.K. educational consortium, that provide access to journal
articles, e-books, and other sources of written information. They found that people
using the sites exhibited “a form of skimming activity,” hopping from one source
to another and rarely returning to any source they’d already visited. They typically
read no more than one or two pages of an article or book before they would
“bounce” out to another site. Sometimes they’d save a long article, but there’s no
evidence that they ever went back and actually read it. The authors of the study
report:

It is clear that users are not reading online in the traditional sense; indeed there are
signs that new forms of “reading” are emerging as users “power browse”
horizontally through titles, contents pages and abstracts going for quick wins. It
almost seems that they go online to avoid reading in the traditional sense.
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Thanks to the ubiquity of text on the Internet, not to mention the popularity of text-
messaging on cell phones, we may well be reading more today than we did in the
1970s or 1980s, when television was our medium of choice. But it’s a different
kind of reading, and behind it lies a different kind of thinking—perhaps even a new
sense of the self. “We are not only what we read,” says Maryanne Wolf, a
developmental psychologist at Tufts University and the author of Proust and the
Squid: The Story and Science of the Reading Brain. “We are how we read.” Wolf
worries that the style of reading promoted by the Net, a style that puts “efficiency”
and “immediacy” above all else, may be weakening our capacity for the kind of
deep reading that emerged when an earlier technology, the printing press, made
long and complex works of prose commonplace. When we read online, she says,
we tend to become “mere decoders of information.” Our ability to interpret text, to
make the rich mental connections that form when we read deeply and without
distraction, remains largely disengaged.

Reading, explains Wolf, is not an instinctive skill for human beings. It’s not etched
into our genes the way speech is. We have to teach our minds how to translate the
symbolic characters we see into the language we understand. And the media or
other technologies we use in learning and practicing the craft of reading play an
important part in shaping the neural circuits inside our brains. Experiments
demonstrate that readers of ideograms, such as the Chinese, develop a mental
circuitry for reading that is very different from the circuitry found in those of us
whose written language employs an alphabet. The variations extend across many
regions of the brain, including those that govern such essential cognitive functions
as memory and the interpretation of visual and auditory stimuli. We can expect as
well that the circuits woven by our use of the Net will be different from those
woven by our reading of books and other printed works.

Sometime in 1882, Friedrich Nietzsche bought a typewriter—a Malling-Hansen
Writing Ball, to be precise. His vision was failing, and keeping his eyes focused on
a page had become exhausting and painful, often bringing on crushing headaches.
He had been forced to curtail his writing, and he feared that he would soon have to
give it up. The typewriter rescued him, at least for a time. Once he had mastered
touch-typing, he was able to write with his eyes closed, using only the tips of his
fingers. Words could once again flow from his mind to the page.

But the machine had a subtler effect on his work. One of Nietzsche’s friends, a
composer, noticed a change in the style of his writing. His already terse prose had
become even tighter, more telegraphic. “Perhaps you will through this instrument
even take to a new idiom,” the friend wrote in a letter, noting that, in his own work,
his “‘thoughts’ in music and language often depend on the quality of pen and

paper.”
“You are right,” Nietzsche replied, “our writing equipment takes part in the
forming of our thoughts.” Under the sway of the machine, writes the German

media scholar Friedrich A. Kittler , Nietzsche’s prose “changed from arguments to
aphorisms, from thoughts to puns, from rhetoric to telegram style.”
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The human brain is almost infinitely malleable. People used to think that our
mental meshwork, the dense connections formed among the 100 billion or so
neurons inside our skulls, was largely fixed by the time we reached adulthood. But
brain researchers have discovered that that’s not the case. James Olds, a professor
of neuroscience who directs the Krasnow Institute for Advanced Study at George
Mason University, says that even the adult mind “is very plastic.” Nerve cells
routinely break old connections and form new ones. “The brain,” according to
Olds, “has the ability to reprogram itself on the fly, altering the way it functions.”

As we use what the sociologist Daniel Bell has called our “intellectual
technologies”—the tools that extend our mental rather than our physical
capacities—we inevitably begin to take on the qualities of those technologies. The
mechanical clock, which came into common use in the 14th century, provides a
compelling example. In Technics and Civilization, the historian and cultural

critic Lewis Mumford described how the clock “disassociated time from human
events and helped create the belief in an independent world of mathematically
measurable sequences.” The “abstract framework of divided time” became “the
point of reference for both action and thought.”

The clock’s methodical ticking helped bring into being the scientific mind and the
scientific man. But it also took something away. As the late MIT computer
scientist Joseph Weizenbaum observed in his 1976 book, Computer Power and
Human Reason: From Judgment to Calculation, the conception of the world that
emerged from the widespread use of timekeeping instruments “remains an
impoverished version of the older one, for it rests on a rejection of those direct
experiences that formed the basis for, and indeed constituted, the old reality.” In
deciding when to eat, to work, to sleep, to rise, we stopped listening to our senses
and started obeying the clock.

The process of adapting to new intellectual technologies is reflected in the
changing metaphors we use to explain ourselves to ourselves. When the
mechanical clock arrived, people began thinking of their brains as operating “like
clockwork.” Today, in the age of software, we have come to think of them as
operating “like computers.” But the changes, neuroscience tells us, go much deeper
than metaphor. Thanks to our brain’s plasticity, the adaptation occurs also at a
biological level.

The Internet promises to have particularly far-reaching effects on cognition. In

a paper published in 1936, the British mathematician Alan Turing proved that a
digital computer, which at the time existed only as a theoretical machine, could be
programmed to perform the function of any other information-processing device.
And that’s what we’re seeing today. The Internet, an immeasurably powerful
computing system, is subsuming most of our other intellectual technologies. It’s
becoming our map and our clock, our printing press and our typewriter, our
calculator and our telephone, and our radio and TV.

When the Net absorbs a medium, that medium is re-created in the Net’s image. It
injects the medium’s content with hyperlinks, blinking ads, and other digital
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gewgaws, and it surrounds the content with the content of all the other media it has
absorbed. A new e-mail message, for instance, may announce its arrival as we’re
glancing over the latest headlines at a newspaper’s site. The result is to scatter our
attention and diffuse our concentration.

The Net’s influence doesn’t end at the edges of a computer screen, either. As
people’s minds become attuned to the crazy quilt of Internet media, traditional
media have to adapt to the audience’s new expectations. Television programs add
text crawls and pop-up ads, and magazines and newspapers shorten their articles,
introduce capsule summaries, and crowd their pages with easy-to-browse info-
snippets. When, in March of this year, TheNew York Times decided to devote the
second and third pages of every edition to article abstracts , its design director,
Tom Bodkin, explained that the “shortcuts” would give harried readers a quick
“taste” of the day’s news, sparing them the “less efficient” method of actually
turning the pages and reading the articles. Old media have little choice but to play
by the new-media rules.

Never has a communications system played so many roles in our lives—or exerted
such broad influence over our thoughts—as the Internet does today. Yet, for all
that’s been written about the Net, there’s been little consideration of how, exactly,
it’s reprogramming us. The Net’s intellectual ethic remains obscure.

About the same time that Nietzsche started using his typewriter, an earnest young
man named Frederick Winslow Taylor carried a stopwatch into the Midvale Steel
plant in Philadelphia and began a historic series of experiments aimed at improving
the efficiency of the plant’s machinists. With the approval of Midvale’s owners, he
recruited a group of factory hands, set them to work on various metalworking
machines, and recorded and timed their every movement as well as the operations
of the machines. By breaking down every job into a sequence of small, discrete
steps and then testing different ways of performing each one, Taylor created a set
of precise instructions—an “algorithm,” we might say today—for how each worker
should work. Midvale’s employees grumbled about the strict new regime, claiming
that it turned them into little more than automatons, but the factory’s productivity
soared.

More than a hundred years after the invention of the steam engine, the Industrial
Revolution had at last found its philosophy and its philosopher. Taylor’s tight
industrial choreography—his “system,” as he liked to call it—was embraced by
manufacturers throughout the country and, in time, around the world. Seeking
maximum speed, maximum efficiency, and maximum output, factory owners used
time-and-motion studies to organize their work and configure the jobs of their
workers. The goal, as Taylor defined it in his celebrated 1911 treatise, The
Principles of Scientific Management, was to identify and adopt, for every job, the
“one best method” of work and thereby to effect “the gradual substitution of
science for rule of thumb throughout the mechanic arts.” Once his system was
applied to all acts of manual labor, Taylor assured his followers, it would bring
about a restructuring not only of industry but of society, creating a utopia of perfect
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efficiency. “In the past the man has been first,” he declared; “in the future the
system must be first.”

Taylor’s system is still very much with us; it remains the ethic of industrial
manufacturing. And now, thanks to the growing power that computer engineers
and software coders wield over our intellectual lives, Taylor’s ethic is beginning to
govern the realm of the mind as well. The Internet is a machine designed for the
efficient and automated collection, transmission, and manipulation of information,
and its legions of programmers are intent on finding the “one best method”—the
perfect algorithm—to carry out every mental movement of what we’ve come to
describe as “knowledge work.”

Google’s headquarters, in Mountain View, California—the Googleplex—is the
Internet’s high church, and the religion practiced inside its walls is Taylorism.
Google, says its chief executive, Eric Schmidt, is “a company that’s founded
around the science of measurement,” and it is striving to “systematize everything”
it does. Drawing on the terabytes of behavioral data it collects through its search
engine and other sites, it carries out thousands of experiments a day, according to
the Harvard Business Review, and it uses the results to refine the algorithms that
increasingly control how people find information and extract meaning from it.
What Taylor did for the work of the hand, Google is doing for the work of the
mind.

The company has declared that its mission is “to organize the world’s information
and make it universally accessible and useful.” It seeks to develop “the perfect
search engine,” which it defines as something that “understands exactly what you
mean and gives you back exactly what you want.” In Google’s view, information is
a kind of commaodity, a utilitarian resource that can be mined and processed with
industrial efficiency. The more pieces of information we can “access” and the
faster we can extract their gist, the more productive we become as thinkers.

Where does it end? Sergey Brin and Larry Page, the gifted young men who
founded Google while pursuing doctoral degrees in computer science at Stanford,
speak frequently of their desire to turn their search engine into an artificial
intelligence, a HAL-like machine that might be connected directly to our brains.
“The ultimate search engine is something as smart as people—or smarter,” Page
said in a speech a few years back. “For us, working on search is a way to work on
artificial intelligence.” In a 2004 interview with Newsweek, Brin said, “Certainly if
you had all the world’s information directly attached to your brain, or an artificial
brain that was smarter than your brain, you’d be better off.” Last year, Page told a
convention of scientists that Google is “really trying to build artificial intelligence
and to do it on a large scale.”

Such an ambition is a natural one, even an admirable one, for a pair of math
whizzes with vast quantities of cash at their disposal and a small army of computer
scientists in their employ. A fundamentally scientific enterprise, Google is
motivated by a desire to use technology, in Eric Schmidt’s words, “to solve
problems that have never been solved before,” and artificial intelligence is the


http://www.newsweek.com/id/148272

hardest problem out there. Why wouldn’t Brin and Page want to be the ones to
crack it?

Still, their easy assumption that we’d all “be better off” if our brains were
supplemented, or even replaced, by an artificial intelligence is unsettling. It
suggests a belief that intelligence is the output of a mechanical process, a series of
discrete steps that can be isolated, measured, and optimized. In Google’s world, the
world we enter when we go online, there’s little place for the fuzziness of
contemplation. Ambiguity is not an opening for insight but a bug to be fixed. The
human brain is just an outdated computer that needs a faster processor and a bigger
hard drive.

The idea that our minds should operate as high-speed data-processing machines is
not only built into the workings of the Internet, it is the network’s reigning
business model as well. The faster we surf across the Web—the more links we
click and pages we view—the more opportunities Google and other companies
gain to collect information about us and to feed us advertisements. Most of the
proprietors of the commercial Internet have a financial stake in collecting the
crumbs of data we leave behind as we flit from link to link—the more crumbs, the
better. The last thing these companies want is to encourage leisurely reading or
slow, concentrated thought. It’s in their economic interest to drive us to distraction.

Maybe I’m just a worrywart. Just as there’s a tendency to glorify technological
progress, there’s a countertendency to expect the worst of every new tool or
machine. In Plato’s Phaedrus, Socrates bemoaned the development of writing. He
feared that, as people came to rely on the written word as a substitute for the
knowledge they used to carry inside their heads, they would, in the words of one of
the dialogue’s characters, “cease to exercise their memory and become forgetful.”
And because they would be able to “receive a quantity of information without
proper instruction,” they would “be thought very knowledgeable when they are for
the most part quite ignorant.” They would be “filled with the conceit of wisdom
instead of real wisdom.” Socrates wasn’t wrong—the new technology did often
have the effects he feared—but he was shortsighted. He couldn’t foresee the many
ways that writing and reading would serve to spread information, spur fresh ideas,
and expand human knowledge (if not wisdom).

The arrival of Gutenberg’s printing press, in the 15th century, set off another round
of teeth gnashing. The Italian humanist Hieronimo Squarciafico worried that the
easy availability of books would lead to intellectual laziness, making men “less
studious” and weakening their minds. Others argued that cheaply printed books
and broadsheets would undermine religious authority, demean the work of scholars
and scribes, and spread sedition and debauchery. As New York University
professor Clay Shirky notes, “Most of the arguments made against the printing
press were correct, even prescient.” But, again, the doomsayers were unable to
imagine the myriad blessings that the printed word would deliver.

So, yes, you should be skeptical of my skepticism. Perhaps those who dismiss
critics of the Internet as Luddites or nostalgists will be proved correct, and from
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our hyperactive, data-stoked minds will spring a golden age of intellectual
discovery and universal wisdom. Then again, the Net isn’t the alphabet, and
although it may replace the printing press, it produces something altogether
different. The kind of deep reading that a sequence of printed pages promotes is
valuable not just for the knowledge we acquire from the author’s words but for the
intellectual vibrations those words set off within our own minds. In the quiet
spaces opened up by the sustained, undistracted reading of a book, or by any other
act of contemplation, for that matter, we make our own associations, draw our own
inferences and analogies, foster our own ideas. Deep reading, as Maryanne Wolf
argues, is indistinguishable from deep thinking.

If we lose those quiet spaces, or fill them up with “content,” we will sacrifice
something important not only in our selves but in our culture. In a recent essay, the
playwright Richard Foreman eloquently described what’s at stake:

I come from a tradition of Western culture, in which the ideal (my ideal) was the
complex, dense and “cathedral-like” structure of the highly educated and articulate
personality—a man or woman who carried inside themselves a personally
constructed and unique version of the entire heritage of the West. [But now] | see
within us all (myself included) the replacement of complex inner density with a
new kind of self—evolving under the pressure of information overload and the
technology of the “instantly available.”

As we are drained of our “inner repertory of dense cultural inheritance,” Foreman
concluded, we risk turning into “‘pancake people’—spread wide and thin as we
connect with that vast network of information accessed by the mere touch of a
button.”

I’m haunted by that scene in 2001. What makes it so poignant, and so weird, is the
computer’s emotional response to the disassembly of its mind: its despair as one
circuit after another goes dark, its childlike pleading with the astronaut—I can
feel it. I can feel it. I’'m afraid”—and its final reversion to what can only be called a
state of innocence. HAL’s outpouring of feeling contrasts with the emotionlessness
that characterizes the human figures in the film, who go about their business with
an almost robotic efficiency. Their thoughts and actions feel scripted, as if they’re
following the steps of an algorithm. In the world of 2001, people have become so
machinelike that the most human character turns out to be a machine. That’s the
essence of Kubrick’s dark prophecy: as we come to rely on computers to mediate
our understanding of the world, it is our own intelligence that flattens into artificial
intelligence.
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