Assignment 6 by John Lansing and Gary Knoll


1. what did you find (articulate the answers in your own words)

1.1. interesting about the article?

Neither of us had been introduced to the concept of automatic critiquing prior to this paper. It was extremely interesting to see a specific implementation of this in the form of the kitchen designer. It seems like this is something that software designers could benefit from by somehow integrating requirements and design specifications in with the implementation, just like the HYDRA-Kitchen example. More specifically it was neat having the different perspectives to choose from in designing the kitchen.

1.2. not interesting about the article?

The beginning of the article where it is describing conceptually the concept of critiquing was uninteresting. It was so far out of context that we didn't really understand it or know what to make of it. It would have been more interesting to maybe have the description of what critiquing is from a higher-level intertwined with the HYDRA example.

1.3. does it relate to your own work (as a student, as a worker)?

Critiquing definitely relates to our lives as students, and more specifically to our senior projects. Not only do we go through critiquing process with other people through documents of various kinds (design, requirements, etc.), but there is also collaborative critiquing within our teams to decide what is the best way to approach the solution. We are both also using Microsoft Visual Studio 2005, and it has a lot of built-in automatic critiquing to help make sure your program is syntactically correct, and it also has a vast amount of auto-fill features to eliminate typing errors. Visual Studio does this in real-time so it's a form of automatic feedback very similar to how the HYDRA example worked.

2. what do you consider the main message of the article?

We believe the main point of this article is to convey the potential of embedded critiquing. It offers a very simple, elegant, and efficient method of providing a designer (of anything, even if they aren't an expert) with all of the appropriate information to more optimally solve a specific problem.

3. are themes discussed in the article which you would like to know more about?

We are interested in exploring some of the more inherent differences between meta-design and just design for one specific application. What are the different approaches? What are the factors that come into meta design and how do those differ from standard design?

4. do you know of other papers, ideas, and systems which are closely related to

4.1. DODEs

Neither of us are familiar with DODEs.

4.2. Critiquing

Visual Studio 2005 has some built-in critiquing that helps with syntactic structures. It has nothing in the way of helping semantics though.

5. what does the article say about

5.1. design

The article suggests that design can be improved by utilizing embedded critiquing.

5.2. learning

The article did not say much about learning but perhaps tools similar to this can help us learn about the inherent nature of design.

5.3. collaboration

The article suggests a community where people from different disciplines (namely computer science and a specific problem domain) can come together to create something that is very useful as an end product. It is also a good example of distributing knowledge across different elements.

6. do you have any ideas how this research could / should be extended based on your own knowledge and experience?

One way this could be extended is seeing an easy to use user interface that allows the designer to add new rules to the system instead of just relying on the pre-defined ones. It would be neat to see how something like this would apply in other domains not dealing with kitchen design, particularly software design.
