Luke Barrett

Technology and its Effects on Us


I disagree with the majority of the opinions that Sherry Turkel has shared with us through her talk and the excerpt we read from her book. She has a very dismal view of technology, feeling that it is overall damaging our ability to communicate with each other in meaningful ways. She constantly disparages texting and social network and seems to think that the solution to these problems is le
gislation. It is her belief that in this day and age we effectively have no choice but to be constantly on. Overall her opinion appears to be that the social networking and texting technology we use is actually distancing ourselves from each other and is negatively affecting the way we think. 


I will first focus on her accusation that we have no choice but to constantly be “on” and tethered to our phones. I could not more wholeheartedly disagree. She seems to believe that we have no choice or free will. The argument could be made that those who use their phones for work are somewhat trapped, but they are being paid for that burden and even they can arrange time to get away if they 
must. Other than these select few the rest of us have complete freedom as to when we want to use our phones and when we want to leave them behind. There is pressure to have your phone on you, that I will not deny, but there is no need to bow to this pressure. I see it as a useful thing, it is much easier to make plans when you can communicate with someone all the time, and there are clearly times when you should not use your phone, again that is your choice. I am without my phone for multiple hours a day and I have no problem with it. It is polite to respond to a text within a reasonable time if you are not busy but I feel no pressure to immediately respond to every text I get and I do not presume to put that pressure on others. That would require being always on and that would be unreasonable. People have a choice in my opinion on when they want to be on; the pressure to respond to messages immediately is not so strong. 


The next point I would challenge is her assertion that social media and texting are damaging the quality of our communication. I will not challenge that this is true for some, but again I feel it is entirely the choice of the individual. Social media can be damaging when one becomes obsessed with it, when used properly it is a very useful tool. Just because some use it to compare their lives or replace their lives with social media does not mean it should be limited. It is their choice; used properly I feel that social media and texting allows for much better and more efficient communication. I use texting primarily to share plans and create plans to meet face to face. Given the choice I would much prefer to call on the phone or Skype than text someone when I am having a conversation. Sometimes it can be used to send quick notes to let someone know you are thinking of them, or to have a conversation over a day when there is not enough time in one sitting to do so otherwise. For me texting and Facebook are used primarily as communication tools for those whom I cannot see on a daily basis because of distance. I use texting to share information. These forms of communication have been vital for me in that I can keep in touch and close contact with people from my high school, and as a result I hold them in high regard. As with anything else
 when misused texting and social media can be harmful but used properly it is my opinion that they enhance human connection, not destroy it. 


Despite my dispute with most of her claims I do believe that Sherry Turkel has a couple of concerns that I share and believe are legitimate. One of these concerns is the idea that we are shortening and simplifying our questions in order to get faster an
swers. This concerns me because faster answers are rarely better ones. Questions, depending on their subject matter, deserve time and thought and if they are shortened to get quicker answers mistakes can be made. In haste the answers could be wrong or incomplete. This idea concerns me as I can see it happening on a large scale, however if it is brought to attention I feel it can be avo
ided. Like the other issues it is a choice, I fear this issue because I think it is easier to accidentally ignore in the interest of efficiency than the others. The other legitimate issue she brought forward was privacy. Every day we lose the little privacy we have online more and more, and that is concerning. I truly do not know what the solution to this issue is, however I am hopeful that it somewhat resolves itself. As long as the companies are secure with the data it should not be too much of a concern, but I am not naïve and do not trust these companies but for now there are not many other options other than shunning technology. However I do not feel that legislation is the proper way to fight the privacy issues, I feel that eventually the people as a whole will do what they feel is necessary, perhaps resulting in a protest of some sort. The privacy issue is concerning to me but I am hoping it resolves itself through the people of the internet, and the shortening of questions is concerning as well but is another problem that is the result of a choice and if an eye is kept on it can be solved. 


Despite my opinion on Sherry Turkel I overall thought that the Connections event was a good idea. I will admit that I was not able to abstain from texting during the entire day, although it was not an issue in the slightest to avoid Facebook or twitter. I used tex
ted mostly to set up meetings. For instance I was tasked with bringing food up for the Montserrat even in Mulledy basement, and as a result I needed to check my email to discover what time I needed to go get the food. I also texted the person working with me to ensure that we were arriving to Kimball at the same time. However I did make sure to avoid texting for what I deemed non-necessary reasons. I thought the exercise was valuable because it showed how easy it was to stay away from social networking while also showing me that texting does play a vital role in my life at this point. I still would not classify this as a negative thing, just a natural evolution of human communication. Overall I did not agree with Sherry Turkel, although she did bring up a few valid poin
ts, and the Connections event as a whole I found useful. 
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I think you may have misunderstood something there.  The only time I heard her mention this was when she was discussing the privacy issues.  She was saying legislation might be necessary to control what information could be collected or 


 how companies like Apple and Google use the information they collect about users of their technology.  She was not saying that legislation was necessary to control use of the technology by individuals.  





(Also – and please understand that I don't want to seem too negative about this --  isn't this possibly an example of just the kind of decline in  communication quality she was talking about. Losing the ability to make distinctions and jumping to conclusions is a big part of that!)


�Is it really that easy when you have a job where you are expected to be on call 24/7.  And that is more common than you might realize.  You might say, “if you don't like it, get another job.”  But how easy is that these days?


�Use commas to set off the “when misused”


�Isn't that an example of “damaging the quality of our communications?”  In other words, isn't this partly contradicting what you said in the paragraph before?


�What happens if everyone has been so “dumbed down” that this decline in quality is not brought to anyone's attention because no one notices?


�Typo 
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   On the whole, I found this to be a somewhat superficial analysis of what Turkle was saying.  Yes, we can choose how we use technology.  But thinking in more depth how that technology has shaped and is shaping us as a prelude to stating your conclusions would make this a stronger argument.  You need to set up the “they say” side more carefully.  
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