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We are now in a position to draw a few conclusions from this examination of 
designer fallacies. First, in spite of language concerning designer capacity in 
textbooks – recognizably there in engineering, architecture, and other design 
textbooks – I am attempting to show that the design situation is considerably more 
complex and less transparent than it is usually taken to be. Both the designer-materiality 
relation, and the artifact-user relations are complex and multistable. While it is 
clear that a new technology, when put to use, produces changes in practices – all of 
the examples show that – these practices are not of any simple ‘deterministic’ 
pattern. The results are indeterminate but definite, but also multiple and diverse. 
Moreover, both intended results and unintended results are unpredictable in any 
simple way, and yet results are produced. And, finally, what emerges from this 
examination looks much more like an inter-relational interpretation of a human-
technology-uses model in which the human, material, and practices all undergo 
dynamic changes. If this is the case, then there are also implications for designer 
education. One of these is that the design process must be seen to be fallibilistic and 
contingent. Some worry that this recognition may be demotivating – but it could 
also be a call for a more cooperative, mutually co-critical approach as well.

I am also implicitly suggesting that the re-descriptions which have arisen out of 
the past several decades of work in the history and philosophy of science, the new 
sociologies of science, and cultural and science studies, which undertake careful case 
studies of developments in technologies, give hints of the complexities suggested.2
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