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Two Contributions

1. Evaluation of 3 Visualization Authoring Systems

2. Critical Reflections methodology in general
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General Idea:
« Authors of different tools discuss their work and reflect on

Visualization Authoring Systems in this Paper
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University of Washington, 2014 Adobe Systems/Georgia Tech, 2018
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Shared Assumptions of all Tools

« Familiarity with similar design tools (e.g. Adobe Illustrator)

« Concrete, mature design ideas in users’ minds
« None of the tools support non-linear design iteration

« Cleaned, pre-processed data set
* Lyra supports some data wrangling, but limited and not easy to learn

Opinion on the Paper

+Promising new evaluation approach
+Analysis refers to related work on HCI and cognition

+Interesting selection of highly related high-profile tools
+Gathering so many industry people is an achievement in itself

* Non-empirical evaluation
* Actual impact on usability/learnability unclear

* Does not consider time-line of development

* Missed chance to discuss design inspirations and motivations

Questions?
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