14 2

( 710119)
:C913; G206.3 TA 1 1671394X(2023) 01-0148-12
49 (
» 2021 12 .
. 40 ~ 49
18. 4%
:50 2020 12 N « ” «
26. 3% 26. 8% ; 60 » « ”»
1.19 11.5%
43.29 , ' « »
(22BXW044)

- 148 -



2
113 »
[ ”»
o]
“« ”»
A}
2001 Prensky
“ ” ( digital immigrants)
; “ " ( digital
natives)
3
“ ”» [43 ”»
o Ben—
(43 ”

nett Maton Kervin

1980

o * Margaryan LittleJohn Vojt

PC

1985 “
” 5
1975
“@ ” 6

o Li Ranieri

o/ Kennedy Judd Dalgamo

8
o
9
°
« ” I3
10
°
”
11
°
“«
°
« ” “« 2
Y
Y AY
113 ”»
AY AY
‘@ b4 [43
14
°
AY
”
”» 16 “

»

Prensky

[13
113

”

- 149



( ) 2023

1

« ”

~

18 61 -62

€«

20

22

23

21

EOOO\]O‘\LAJ;WN'—‘

N N N R WD =

APP(

)

* 150 -



3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13 ( )
14
15
16
i « v«
. g 1.2.3.4.5.
()
1995
(18 ) « »oo« ” 2021 12
(60~69 ) 5« » 1 -12 31 312
45 ~ 69 312 N
. 42 270
() 86.5% . .
270 127
. « 47.04%; 143 52.96%
» 49  CNNIC
(51.5:48.5) .
. 50 54 65
. 69 3.
Q1 «“ ” “ . ” .
45 ~69
? .
Q2 * ”
? 159 58.89%;
03 ” 104 38.52%; 7
? 2.59% .
04 ” (46 ). (44 ).
? (43 ). (41 ). /
(37 ). (28 ).



( ) 2023 1
(25 ) (6 ). 1.48%; 13
57 4.81%:; 49 18.15%;
21.11%:; 213 172 63.7%;, 32
78. 89% 4 11.85% 3.8 &
2.
2 ~7 2 [13 ”»
1 13 2 ~4 3.27
130 48.15% ;4 ~6 2.59%;
53 19.63% ; 6 48 17.78% 93
14 5.19% » 34.44% 109
“ ” 40. 37 %, 13 4.81% »
o 215 79% -
o 60% 3.49 .
; 80 29.63%;
o 105 38.89%; 41
“ 7 15.19% -
“« ” “ ” . 3.62 :
4.08
( ) 13 ”» o
o 4.08
3.27 ., ¢
1.
. ( ) [13 »
7 38.52%
238 88% 3.3 . N
38.15%
42.59%
2 0.74% 35
3.45 & “ N 12.96% ; 94
7 4 34.81%; 121 44. 81%



18 6.67% 3.44 “ 7

24 8.89%; 81 o
30%; 96 35.56%;,
57 21.11%; “ 7
12 4.44% 2.82 o
74. 45% 7
5 ()" g
1.85%; 31 11.48%; “ 7
66 24.44%:;
117 43.33%:; 51 N o
18. 89% 3.66 .
3.9 . “ 7
1 0.37%; 19 N
7.04%:; 83 157 58.15%;
30. 74%; 122 45.19%; 48 17.78% 3.91 &
45 16. 67%
3.71 N N 140 51.85%;
“ 7 49 18. 15% 3.84
3.3
4 1.48%; “ 7
11 4.07%:; 46 11 4.07%;
17.04%; 143 52.96% ; 66 24.44%; 108
66 24. 44% 40% 73 27.04%:;
3.95 & 12 4.44% 3.03 .
3.78 &
“ 7 12 4.44%;
o “ 90 33.33%;
7 86 31.85%; 78
o 28.89% 4 1. 48%

* 153 -



( ) 2023 1

2.9 26.3%: 126
“ 7 46. 67%; 48 17.78%
: 86 3.72 .
31.85%: 108 40% 4
29 10. 74% 3.4 1.48%; 13
“ 7 4.81%:; 44 16.3%;
. 118 43.7%; 91
“ 7 33.7% 4.03 . “
30 “ ”»
266 : “ »
2.98 3.97 .
2.92 “ ”
2.63 3.29
13 » . ( )
3 1.11%;
22 8.15%: 71 ( 1.
1

« 154 -



( 3' 62) 13 ”
( 3.57) ( .
3.29) . () .

113 ”»
“ »
o
(3. 86) .
[13 ”» [13 ”»
o
(2.74) . . .
[ ”
o
“ b4 “« 24
o
113
”»
o
(2.48); «“
2]
(4.08)
1 65 “« ”
o
“ »
o
o ~
13
N
”
o
[13 ” [13 ”»
~ ~
~
o
( ) [ ”»
“« ”»
N ~
o )
“« »
“« ”
o o
43 “« »

”»

*155-



°
“« ”
°
1 173
“« ” ” “« ”
°
“ ” “@ ”
. 24
; °
A A A
° N N
“« ”
“« ”
“
o
”
“@ ” “« ”
o
“@ ”
“« ”
°
°
« ” 3
“ 2
AY o
N AY
AY Y
“ » N
°
25
o
o
: AY A
AY AY AY
2. «
“« ”
” “« ”
o
° AY
AY
“ ”

* 156 -



o
113 ”
113 »
”» {3 ”»
43
o
o
”»
o
143
o
o
[
[3
o
N

43

” ‘@
N
“« ceseee
°
) 26
”
28
I ” °
”
«
«
«
”
o
°

”»

b4

9 18 232
o

27

* 157 -



( ) 2023 1

6

28 «“ ”

[ )|

.49«
Y EB/OL . (2022 - 02 -25)
2022 -10 =03 . htip: / www. cnnic. net. cn/n4/
2022/0401/¢88 —1131. html.

2017(6) : 89 -95.
PRENSKY M. Digital natives digital immigrants J .
On the Horizon 2001 9(5):1 -6.

BENNETT S MATON K KERVIN L. The digital
natives debate: a critical review of the evidence J .
British Journal of Educational Technology 2008 39
(5):775 -786.

MARGARYAN A LITTLEJOHN A VOJT G. Are
digital natives a myth or reality? University
students” use of digital technologies J . Computers

& Education 2011 56(2) : 429 —440.

- 158 -

10

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

I 2014 (6) :
43 - 54.
LI'Y RANIERI M. Are”digital nativesreally digit—

ally competent?

a study on Chinese teenagers
J . British Journal of Educational Technology

2010 41(6) :1029 —1042.

KENNEDY G JUDD T DALGAMO B et al. Be-

yond natives and immigrants: exploring types of net

generation students J . Journal of computer assis—

ted learning 2010 26(5) : 332 —343.

ZHAO Y ZHU Q. An investigation into the online
generative capability of Chinese digital Immigrants
C //Proceedings of the PACIS 2013 Jeju Island

Korea F 2013.

J. 2012(4) :21 -27.
ZHAO Y XU X SUN X et al. An integrated
framework of online generative capability: interview
from digitalimmigrants J . Aslib Journal of Infor—

mation Management 2014 66( 2) : 219 -239.

J. 2019(9) : 86 —

91.
J.
2016(9) : 94 - 102.
. J .
2015(7) :33 - 37.
J . 2015
(12) :53 - 56.
J. 2016( 10) : 82 - 83.
D. 2018.
M .
2017.
M .
2020:2 - 3.
J 2012
22(2):33 -35.
J. 2012( 1) : 24 - 28.
J.



2018(12) : 23 - 28. 26 :
23 . J. 2018

— J. (7):66 —86.
2020( 12) : 107 - 116. 27 . 2 M.
24 . : 2010: 180 - 187.
J. ( ) 2022 28 . J.
(1):52-63. 2020( 12) ;5 — 13.
25 :
J. 2015(4) : 129 - 141.

Learning Being Digital: The Social Adaptation and Media Support for

"Digital Immigrants”
WANG Minzhi LI Yixuan

( School of Journalism and Communication Shaanxi Normal University Xi‘an Shaanxi 710119 China)

Abstract: In terms of the application of digital technology digital media literacy and digital cultural
understanding the "digital immigrant” who was born and grew up before the popularization of the internet
and now has entered the middle and elderly age has huge differences from the "digital natives” who are
mainly young people. This means that "digital immigrants” inevitably face the "resocialization” of adapting
and integrating into digital society. For the adaptation of "digital immigrant” to the digital society it is
found that through the observation of three aspects of technology application social behavior and cultural
identity “digital immigrant” has better adaptation in the daily application of technology and digital com—
munication while adapting poorly in cultural identity and the "digital divide” still exists and continues to
grow. "Digital immigration” needs systematic media support. On the one hand it can help digital disad—
vantaged groups fully adapt to digital life. On the other hand it is also an inevitable requirement of pub-
lic value of media technology.

Key words: digital immigration; digital survival; social adaptation,; media support
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