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Interactive Design Approach of Intelligent System Based on Cognitive Task Analysis
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ABSTRACT: The work aims to study the approach suitable for interactive design of intelligent systems from the per-
spective of cognitive task analysis in the era when information technology and human society are deeply integrated,
emerging technologies represented by artificial intelligence are pushing machines to be more intelligent and operators are
facing increasingly complex cognitive needs. Through literature analysis, field observations and interviews, the theory and
tools of cognitive task analysis were analyzed and summarized, and a cognitive task analysis approach suitable for the
design of the interactive interface of the menu-guided brake test system of high-speed trains was proposed. From the his-
torical perspective, the birth and development of cognitive task analysis are inseparable from the continuous improvement
of machine intelligence. Cognitive task analysis has a long history and is widely used in the design of complex intelligent
systems. The interactive design approach based on cognitive task analysis is a suitable method for designing the
menu-guided brake test interface of high-speed trains and can also be used in similar intelligent system interaction design
scenarios. The key to this approach is the selection of cognitive task analysis methods based on the real-world limitations
of the target research field.
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Fig.2 CTA research environment for the interactive interface design of MBT system for high-speed trains
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Fig.3 Task analysis method of MBT interactive interface design for high-speed train system
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