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What was interesting about the article?

It makes some claims where I completely disagree: for example, the definition of progress as “having trouble operating”. I mean, if you give a Neanderthal a bicycle and a few lessons, he too will be able to ride a bike. That does not mean a bicycle signifies a lack of progress over travel-on-foot. His remarkable disappointment in technology progress illustrates the author’s tunnel vision. Profit has been the key driver of progress for thousands of years – one can think back to the merchants of Rome and the Silk Road trade – and the technology industry has been no different. The motivation for technological progress is still revenue today, so urging a utopia vision is well and good but not in the least sense pragmatic.

I also challenge the fact that he is measuring progress based on “looks” – simply suggesting a computer from the 80s looks like a computer today means a lack of progress is borderline ignorance – how about measuring in terms of information access, presentation media, mobility, adaptability, integration, and flattening the world, so to say?
I would also argue for the issue of cost is indeed human centric. If a personal computer still costs millions to own and operate, would the author still assume the same widespread social and cultural influence the personal computer has made on the worldwide community? 
There are so many more issues that are disagreeable I won’t even delve into them. For example, his view that man’s “capability” is a flat line is extremely one-dimensional and overly simplistic. It does not take into account ease-of-use, community, visualizations, availability, etc. For a principal to make these ludicrous claims is puzzling.
What was NOT interesting about the article?

In the end I think the author makes some interesting points but it is all for naught. This is because, one, I think his argument is merely technical, eg. what company reminds you of e-commerce? Symbol Technologies. Somehow the author thinks success is largely based on transparency – try telling that to auto makers or train designers – the most successful transportation is one that you can’t see! Oh, great. Also, what makes him believe that the transparency in barcode scanners can be applied universally to all of technology? 
Most of his points are moot because, honestly, the universal way to measure business success is in units sold. Companies are indeed user-centric, because without users there would be no profit. Without profit, there would be no companies. Therefore, in attempt to make processors faster, make hard disks bigger, companies are catering to an audience – and believe it or not, this audience consists of humans! Once in a while a company like Apple or Google will come around and find ways to generate revenue using novel avenues: the iPod and Search, respectively. If they are fortunate, customers like these products and flock to use them.
The “Main Message”
The author, Bill Buxton, suggests that the technology industry has been too focused lately on making machines faster, smaller, and cheaper. Instead, Bill suggests that the “human” has been lost: technology is increasingly un-user-centric. Bill hopes that the industry can reconsider the role of the human in the process of crafting the next generation. 
Respond to the 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."
I agree to an extent. Obviously, without a focus on technology, a lot of downstream activities would not get done. However, I think that design and humanities are critical to many product innovations: for example, why do people choose the iPod over other (perhaps more functional and cheaper) mp3 players? Because it has a certain appealing design. Again, with the increasing emphasis placed on graphic visualizations, I feel that the integration of design artists and musicians into the technology industry is vital for technological growth and innovation. Just ask Pixar or Industrial Light & Magic. The ATLAS program and the ICS program on campus attempts to answer some of these issues. 
Furthermore, the works of Mike Eisenberg and Alex Repenning – among others – are largely involved with these aspects of technology. I do hope that the computer science program can offer more courses in Computer Graphics and especially CG design and visualization, as I feel this is a topic of relevance to many.

Respond to the 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?"
I, for one, do not feel that the author’s views on constraints on human ability is valid. Even the author would agree that a modern day Computer Science PhD has a completely different skill set than a ten-thousand year old Neanderthal. Yet, the brain capacity is strikingly similar. How did achievement come about? You might want to ask the author his opinions on this matter. As the times evolve so do peoples’ skill sets. It’s not so much a question of capacity as it is about applicability. 

Where does “DLC” all fit in?
This course raises many good points in the fields of (sorry, redundant) design, learning, and collaboration. For example, what is considered good design? How can tools help humans with design? How can we encourage learning, or support specialized learning? What are the benefits of collaboration? What are some good examples of collaboration in the past? I feel that many of these questions are good and purposeful, and highly applicable to jobs in industry. It’s about time some emphasis was placed on upstream activities, process analysis, and interdisciplinary principles.
