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In my opinion, one example of a complementary cognitive
artifact 1s a conventional paper map, while a car navigation
system 1s an example of a competitive cognitive artifact. A
navigation system gives us various information about our
drive, so we can concentrate on driving i1tself. However, 1t
might deprive us of opportunities to remember the route or
improve our memory, so if we depend on 1t too much, it
means we can't go anywhere without its help. This is why
I see navigation systems as competitive cognitive artifacts.
On the other hand, a conventional map shows us just what
1s printed on 1t, but this allows us to think freely about our
route. Sometimes we may have trouble reaching the
destination, but we may find a better route than a
navigation system, if we use our imagination correctly. We
can enjoy the drive better, and this process will train us to
be a better driver. Given this benefit, I say a conventional

map 1s a complementary cognitive artifact.
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