Lisa Doan
Briefly discuss the following issues:

1. what did you find  (articulate the answers in your own words)

1.1. interesting about the article?
I thought this was a very interesting article that tied together some of the topics we have previously discussed in class. I haven’t ever heard an opinion like this before, and I don’t entirely agree with it, but it was an interesting perspective that has made me think more about the way technology is currently developed. I definitely agree that while microelectronics have progressed tremendously, conceptually, computers have remained nearly unchanged since 1982 (i.e. monitor, keyboard, mouse). 

I disagree, however, with Buxton’s argument about the limitations of the human mind. I don’t dispute ‘God’s Law’ that our neurons don’t fire faster, our memory isn’t increasing, and we aren’t thinking faster. But Isaac Newton once said, “If I have seen further, it is by standing on the shoulders of giants.”  What our forebears didn’t know, we now take for granted and learn as a foundation for our future education. We may not be thinking any faster, but we are starting with more base knowledge than ever before.  So, I argue that humans’ technological capabilities are increasing with time.

The concept of a renaissance team was interesting and ties directly to the exploitation of the symmetry of ignorance we’ve been discussing. Having specialists from different fields collaborating together on technology seems to have great potential to create more user-centric tools. 

The strength vs. generality argument was also interesting, and I agree with his theory that tools will reach a new range of usefulness once strong and specific tools are networked.  I particularly liked the example of the car that had all of the tools integrated (GPS, phone, and stereo). The concept of all the tools working in concert was interesting and something I’d definitely like to see developed. 
1.2. not interesting about the article?
I thought the entire article was interesting.
2. what do you consider the main message of the article?
I think the main message of this article was that we are failing to discover the true potential of technology because we are reliant on what we are given, not what we can create. There is too much emphasis on the technology and not enough focus on the users of that technology.
3. Please comment on the following claim: “Despite the increasing reliance on technology in our society, in my view, the key to designing a different future is to focus less on technology and engineering, and far more on the humanities and the design arts.”
3.1. agree / disagree?
I disagree. We should focus equally on technology and humanities. They are complements to each other, and emphasizing one over the other has gotten us into this situation in the first place (too much emphasis on technology, not enough on humanities). By focusing too much on design, we could end up with pretty-looking applications that perform no real function. The goal is to create technology that serves a purpose and is designed to be usable. I definitely think that we should build design more user-centric tools, but that doesn’t equate to studying humanities more than technology.
3.2. which are the personal consequences which you draw from this statement?
As an engineer, I should learn to design tools that are more user-centric.
3.3. are the educational programs you are involved addressing this claim?
No. We take humanities courses to be ‘well-rounded’, but I’ve never studied how to make things more user-centric. I’ve only learned how to implement code that applies to a certain situation. 
4. Please comment on the following claim: “Given the much discussed constraints on human ability, how can we expect an individual to maintain the requisite specialist knowledge in their technological discipline, while at the same time have the needed competence in industrial design, sociology, anthropology, psychology, etc., which this essay implies are required to do one’s job?”
4.1. agree / disagree?
Agree. Computer Science is a very broad field of study, and it’s hard enough getting a good grasp of the field. On top of that, I’m supposed to know design, psychology, and all these other fields? I’d be in school forever. But, this is where Buxton’s idea of ‘renaissance teams’ is effective – the knowledge is shared across different minds (and perhaps different media) and there’s no need to have one person cram all the information into his or her head. Different people specialize in different topics and can then collaborate with each other to create a well-rounded project.
4.2. which are the personal consequences which you draw from this statement?
In theory, I don’t need to be well-versed in everything as long as I can collaborate with others and work with them to achieve a mutual goal.
4.3. are the educational programs you are involved addressing this claim?
Not really. We never collaborate with students from other fields of study on our projects.
5. Do you feel that the “Design, Learning, and Collaboration” course addresses these two claims?

Yes. We’re being exposed to different technologies that are anchored around their users (EDC), and we’re also learning about the importance of collaboration.
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