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1. What did you find (articulate the answers in your own words)
1.1. interesting about the article?
I like the emphasis on importance of critiquing in building effective problem-solving/design systems. The article builds convincing (albeit purely theoretical) arguments on why critiquing is an important tool for knowledge augmentation, especially in situations of limited/distributed domain knowledge and incomplete/evolving design specifications.
It was also interesting to learn about a concrete software system that embodies the critiquing principles. I like the trichotomy of generic, specific and interpretive critics, although it would be interesting to learn more about the reasoning to create this division this way, as well as its applicability to other domain areas.

1.2. not interesting about the article?

The article feels too wordy and pedantic, filled with diluted statements like:
”The context defined by the construction, specification, and perspective situations allows the system to provide information relevant to a dynamic representation of the task at hand that is shared by the designer and the design environment.”
There is a lot of interesting and powerful concepts in the article; I feel that they could be presented in much more succinct and engaging manner. (Especially being that the article comes from the domain of improving learning environments).
1.3. does it relate to your own work (as a student, as a worker)?
Yes, in two important ways:

1. The field of computer science is filled with complex and open-ended design problems with many constraints (take VLSI design for example). This is a great application for embedded critiquing systems that the article describes.

2. I am very interested in working on L3D research projects such as this. (Dr. Fischer, if you’re reading this – I’m serious – I’ve been trying to talk to you last week, but you were gone..)

2. what do you consider the main message of the article?
To introduce the notion of embedded critiquing systems and show an example of their implementation.
3. Are themes discussed in the article which you would like to know more about?
I would like to learn more about the mechanism for creating/maintaining rules and constraints that HYDRA and other similar systems use. Creating such rules (and making sure they’re consistent, complete, etc) seems a difficult issue, especially for non-programmers. (This is pointed out in section 6.1). Yet this is an essential step in creating systems that will be re-usable and acceptable by various user communities. I would like to know more about the “English-like programming language” used by the HERMES project and other approaches that have been proposed (such as perhaps GUI-based or “by example”).
4. do you know of other papers, ideas, and systems which are closely related to
4.1. DODEs
4.2. Critiquing
No, but I’d like to learn more about both.

5. what does the article say about
5.1. design
For many complex problem domains design is not a one-step, formalized procedure but an iterative evolving process. Its outcome is continuously modified by critiques/reflections of from various users (with likely incomplete knowledge) and/or computer critique agents such as ones described in this article.


5.2. learning
Critique systems allow for effective learning on-demand, by providing concrete and pointed information, as well as the option to “dig deeper” whenever the user’s work encounters a scenario relevant to the issues.
5.3. collaboration
Critiquing can enhance collaboration by accumulating documentation of reasoning/problems/solution for each design decision, allowing collaborators to get a better understanding of all the issues as well as the progress made.
6. do you have any ideas how this research could / should be extended based on your own knowledge and experience?
An interesting extension would be to store the persist decisions made (in response to critiques) in one design and use them as potential suggestions in future designs, whenever a user is confronted with similar critiques in the future.
