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1. I guess I found the article very applicable to the work I do in the software industry (and something I think about quite often). First and foremost, I’ve been thinking a lot lately on what I call the “promise of technology.” That is, technology was meant to make our lives simpler and give us more time to enjoy all of the free time we would have because of technology. Yet, people seem to spend and inordinate amount of time configuring and maintaining technology.  

Side Note: A good friend and I once pondered how many hours we spend maintaining the things we buy. Nearly every item we buy that involves technology involves configuration and/or maintenance: cars, computers, iPods, PDAs, cell phones, dish washers, stoves, televisions, stereos, baby monitors, and so on. I would argue, that these devices have gotten harder to configure and maintain too; not easier. There are more features, larger (online) manuals, and complex electronics usually requiring a true experts attention.

Even the Macintosh computer, often hailed for its ease-of-use has become harder to use and more demanding of attention than ever before (mostly because of its underlying operating system). The Mac, in my mind, was the best computer on the market because its focus was on a task that needed to be accomplished whereas the PC’s draw was for gamers or hobbyists interested in understanding how the “guts” of a computer worked.  

In software, we never seem to say enough is enough. We continue to add new features to the operating system or new features to the application when one wonders if there is true need. It’s the law of diminishing returns – you get to a certain point where only 10% of your users are using the new features. This is an issue I face at work every day.
2. The main message of this article is that while there have been advances in technology, they have not been nearly as advanced or central to the original problem that technology was originally supposed to solve. That is, we have no more free time than we had before technology, such as computers, arrived on the scene. Much of the reason the technologists are “off task,” is because of lack of focus on the human and the tasks they need to perform. 


3. I totally agree with this statement. In fact, Daniel Pink discusses this issue in one of my favorite books titled “A Whole New Brain.” Mr. Pink suggests that the technologists who will be most valuable (at least in America) in the coming years will have a balance between left-brain and right-brain thinking as it relates to the development of technologies. Things like “story” become a vital part to the success of a product; what is the use-case for a particular feature, why is it needed, how is it used, what benefits will the user gain, and so on? Why is the iPod so successful while other MP3 players unsuccessful? I believe, it is in large part due to story (and design). For the iPod to be used by everyone from the technologically savvy to the novice, there had to be a way to get music onto the device that was easy and widely available. Enter iTunes. iTunes is easy enough that everyone, even the complete technophobe, can purchase and download songs to their device. iTunes completed the story for a large part of humanity – a story that is not complete for most all other MP3 devices. Apple understands story.

4. Yes, I agree with the notion that we, as humans, have limited knowledge and that technologists need to recognize “God’s Law,” as the author titles it, when developing products. Another recent book comes to mind – “The Paradox of Choice: Why More is Less” by Barry Schwartz. I watched Mr. Schwartz’s presentation on Google Video recently in which he showed a comic strip depicting a woman in a cellular phone shop asking an employee “do you have one that doesn’t do too much?” Mr. Schwartz states that the answer to this question is a definitive “No.” All we have now are cellular phones that are complex and beyond a human’s limited knowledge. 

5. I think this article, above all, is the most important from a design perspective (in this course). I do think by having students read this article and ponder the ideas inside we are on our way to creating more useful products – products that actually try to address the promise of technology. But, it’s going to take a lot of undoing by folks to get us there. That is, there are still many students coming out of many universities that don’t truly understand good design and the goal or promise of technology.

We humans are creatures of habit. We end one project, we start another. We rarely take a look back at the overall goals we try to achieve and whether we met those goals; we’re too worried that if we don’t produce, we won’t make money for the shareholders. Companies like Ideo know better, they spend a lot of time upfront brainstorming and discussing the human-side to design. 

