Questions on Brunner et al “Girl games and technological desire.”

1) pp. 72-73 Why is the “CompUSA” company mentioned here? What is the “psychological paradox” (invent an example that does not appear in the article)?

2) pp. 74-5 How did the technology fantasies of men and women tend to differ in the authors’ study? Discuss the table on pg 76 in relation to the examples on pg 74.

3) pp. 75-80 Discuss the contrast in toys designed by boys and girls. How does this gender contrast compare to thinking about contrast in other social categories such as race, class, age, or disability?

4) pp.  81-82 How does the contrast between Mortal Kombat and McKenzie & Company illustrate the psychological paradox in girls game design? What do the authors recommend as a general approach to work through this paradox? Discuss their first three alternatives suggested for “traditionally privileged design elements.”

5) p. 83 Discuss the four alternatives suggested for traditionally privileged design elements on this page.

6) p. 84 Discuss the five alternatives suggested for traditionally privileged design elements on this page. How does the description of “Myst” match one of our design tips at http://www.rpi.edu/~eglash/eglash.dir/design.dir/Rons_rules.htm? 
7) 85-86 What presently-existing computer games suggest the alternatives outlined above?

8) 86-87 How does the conclusion suggest that feminist analysis in design is helpful for boys too, and not just girls? How might we extend that observation to race, class, and sexual orientation?

