ALE-1, Lecture 14: intro to design and evaluation

Student list from class exercise, February 28th: Brainstorm things that we might think about when designing a system

NB: I have collapsed some things that were synonyms. May have missed a few things written right at the end of the session
1. user interface

2. philosophy of teaching

3. domain

4. framework or technology (unclear exactly what was meant by this?)
5. project budget

6. evaluation, iteration of evaluation

7. target users/user group

8. robustness, fault tolerance

9. goals [of project]

10. time line of project

11. distribution of finished system 

12. what to investigate? (Does this mean research questions? unclear)
13. session time

14. purpose [of system]

15. deployment of system

16. time required for development

17. type/method of dialogue

18. use agent/avatar?

19. Ease of use, usability

20. mobility, portability (could it be used outside the lab?)

21. experts in domain (I think the group meant consultation of human experts)
22. project team

23. student model

24. feedback type/method

25. use cases

26. affect-- address it? Ignore it?

27. domain model

28. representing domain information-- procedural, factual, buggy

29. domain resources

30. level of students' expertise

Alyssa's additional items

There is no way to make a complete list. Every project is different. These are the additional things I thought of off top of head!

31. student motivation-- address it? Ignore it?

32. General approach: simulations, case-based learning, LBT, Socratic dialogue...

33. ethical approval process-- what university and others require

34. actually addressing ethical issues in project (ongoing)

35. intended system use (how to be used, where, etc.)

36. relationship of system to existing educational practices (for user group, domain, etc)

37. educational standards that may apply to planned domain (national curriculum, US state standards)

38. source of funding for system

39. conditions on project imposed by funding source

40. what data to collect during evaluations

41. how to analyse collected data

42. data storage and management

43. metacognition-- encourage it? Explicitly teach it? Ignore it?

44. Research questions

45. specific hypotheses

46. where to evaluate-- will schools be willing to participate?

47. who are the stakeholders?

48. Should stakeholders be involved in development?

49. Will results be publishable? Where?

50. Novelty of work

51. relationship to existing work

52. possibility of re-using existing tutoring system components

53. theoretical basis of system, research Q's, hypotheses, etc.

54. philosophy of design (i.e. traditional design for users vs. participatory design with users)

55. commercial involvement in development? Deployment?

56. documentation of development, finished project

57. hardware-- custom? Off-the-shelf? What do schools even use these days, anyway?

58. cultural issues re: students, dialogue, educational practices

59. session frequency (goes with #13, session time)

60. collaborative or individual learning?

61. Relation of system to wider social debates about nature and function of education, role of students, role of teachers...

To those who would dispute the inclusion of issues like #58, cultural issues, and #61, social debates, I offer the words of JR Anderson and colleagues from the seminal 1995 paper on cognitive tutors:
“Although we have not abandoned our goals of contributing to the understanding of human cognition, we have been drawn by application to issues that are far afield. Particularly with the tutor development kit and large-scale applications, we find ourselves addressing issues of software engineering. Although we have tried to place content decisions in the hands of our "clients," we inevitably are drawn into issues about the content and purpose of high-school education. Finally, there are important social phenomena in our classrooms, critical to the success of our tutors, which we need to understand. Many such issues may ultimately prove more important to the success of

our tutors than their cognitive fidelity.” (p. 202).
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