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The evolution of technology has only recently begun to be looked at as possibly having a negative effect on soc
iety.  The improvements and advances being made are not only leading to a much higher efficiency in work production, but also in
 the availability to connect with people in a social way.  Many people would look upon this ease to interact with people as a positive, but Sherry Turkle, who wrote Alone Together does not necessarily agree with these people.  When Turkle came to give a speech to the students and faculty at Holy Cross, she brought up the issue of people being un
able to hold real conversations as they can now replace face-to-face conversation with texts, instant messages, etc.  Turkle’s opinion is that these communication technologies are having a drastic negative effect on the quality of our interactions with other people.  Despite her years of study on the matter, I think that Turkle is being a little extreme in her assumptions.  There will obviously be extreme cases of people who are extremely reliant on technology and would not be able to live their lives without it, but I think for the most part a lot of people have a good balance in their lives.  I think that the way technology has evolved is very beneficial for society as a whole and at an individualistic level, however, people must be able to maintain that balance within their lives to not stray too far to either extreme.


In her speech, Sherry Turkle suggested that due to the advancement of smart phones and computers the quality of interaction among people is decreasing.  Although having a “conversation” with people is now much easier with texting and instant messaging I think that this statement is a little b
old.  I agree that this kind of interaction does not have the same effect or desired outcome as say a face-to-face meeting does, but I do not think that this is the intended target of texting.  When I send a text message, I do not think at all that it replaces a phone call.  It is merely small talk, sharing stories, setting plans, or even a simple good luck from my parents before a hockey game.  I would consider myself a pretty frequent “texter”, but I also call my parents on the phone every week to talk and fill them in on things, as well as my good friends from both home and here at school.  So although phones and computers and such have evolved,
 I myself have a blackberry, I do not think that it has decreased my ability to interact with people in face-to-face or on the phone.  The ability to hear someone’s voice when talking to them is much more personal than reading what they say of
f of text messa
ge.


Another point that Turkle touched on in her speech was that people are “always on”, meaning that they are always available to get a hol
d of.  Whether it be from work, friends, family, or whoever, the idea that you are just a text away is something that has definitely differed from the past.  This is one point where I would tend to agree with Turkle in her belief that this is not necessarily a good thing.  Sometimes I feel like you need to be able to get away from everything and just have some alone time, especially from work.  I would imagine that being unable to take time for yourself would be extremely stressful.  Saying this however, is easier than actually being able to follow through with it.  An example is this weekend when we were given the challenge of not using technology for a day.  I probably limited b
y technology use, but did not cut it out completely.  Whether it was listening to my iPod on the bus trip to my hockey game, getting a good luck text from my mom, or trying to set up plans for the night I was in contact with technology at various times throughout the day.  I do believe that if I really had to I would be able to go a day without using technology and that I do not rely so heavily on it that it affects my life in a negative way.


Technology has evolved in such a way that it is possible to have “face-to-face” conversations without even being in person.  A question was brought up during Sherry Turkle’s talk as to what her opinion was regarding Skype, which is a relatively new technology where you can have a phone-like conversation between two computers and still see the person on the other end.  Turkle maintained that this was still not as personable as having a face-to-face conversation, but that it is a better alternative to texting.  I would agree with her on this argument, as it is much more personable than a text could be, but is more like a phone call in my opinion.  I do not think that there is any real replacement for a conversation in person with somebody.  


Online alternative life games are starting to evolve within our society and become popular.  They give people a chance to “get away” from reality and be whoever they want to be online.  This idea is said to be a chance to escape for some people, but I think the basis of it is somewhat scary for a couple reasons.  The first being that if people become addicted to this game it will in fact damage their real life and the interactions that go on within it.  Another reason would be you never know who you are interacting with online.  One extreme example of this would be in chat rooms where a 40 year old man could pretend to be a teenager and you would not be able to tell the difference.  I have never gotten into these role-playing games online because frankly I do not see the attraction of them.  However, I can see what draws some people to them, but they must be able to maintain a balance and be able to separate their real lives from their fake ones.


When listening to Sherry Turkle’s speech on society’s reliance on technology I agreed with some things, but definitely thought she was a little extreme on a lot of points.  I think it is hard to classify everybody under one category when it comes to this because everybody is different and therefore uses technology to a diff
erent degree.  Personally, I am connected to technology a lot, but I do not think that it hinders my communication skills away from it.  The key is to maintain a balance between technology and contact and conversations in person.  When it becomes problematic is if people become so addicted to technology that it does take away from their interpersonal skills, such as holding a conversation like Turkle states.  On the flip side, I think it is unfair to categorize all people under the heading that as a society we are having a lower quality of conversation.  Being able to communicate with people is something that needs to be worked on and practised.  It is a life skill that is necessary when doing a job, or just about anything as one cannot just sit behind their computer screens their whole life.  In contrast to this idea, a life with no technology does not really fit into the society that we live in today.  There are groups of people th
at do live with little or no technology, such as Amish or Mennonites.  This kind of isolates them from society in a way that I would say is not beneficial to them.  So although I do not agree with all of what Sherry Turkle had to say, I do admit that it is something that could become a problem if the proper balance is not m
aintained.

�I would disagree with this.  I think that if you look at history, there have  been doubters of every new technological advance – people who anticipated negative effects.  


�Make this parallel to the first part of the sentence -- “... but also make it possible for people to connect socially.”�


�Does it start by  “being unable to” or is it choosing not to?  Of course it varies from person to person, and eventually the result might be the same.   But Turkle seemed to be saying that for many people she has seen, it is more of a choice to avoid face-to-face direct contact at this point.  What is it about that sort of communication that you think scares people enough that they want to avoid it?


�Another question – to what extent are things really different now?  Did most people ever really have the level of true communication that Turkle seems to be looking back to?


�Run-on here


�“in a text message” ?


�Agreed.  But getting back to the point before, I think that what Turkle is actually concerned about is that some people who rely so much on this technology in effect use it to avoid the direct face-to-face, or voice-to-voice phone contact.  Do you know anyone who displays that tendency?


�What do you think about the point that people who are “always on” are also so distracted that they cannot really pay attention to important things or think deeply about important questions?


�my?


�You are more or less just restating what you said before in this last paragraph.  It would be good to make this a stronger conclusion.  


�Use “who” here 


�Matt, 





  This is a good start, but I think you are being a little too “safe” and “middle of the road” here.  Making your key point the statement that “technology is really OK if used wisely and in moderation” is fine.  But your argument would be stronger if you said more about the good effects this technology can have.  You should also try to say more about why you think Turkle was incorrect to be as concerned as she clearly is.   You have also not really addressed one side of the “always on” idea – the point that being always on means we are too distracted to attend to things we should be paying attention to. 








