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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Studio pedagogy is typical in the training of professionals in a range of design 

disciplines, and has been used broadly in traditional design education for the past century 

(Shulman, 2005). Shulman (2005) describes this way of teaching and learning a “signature 

pedagogy” in which the practice of critique is central (Brown, 2002; Cennamo & Brandt, 2012; 

Hokanson, 2012). This signature studio pedagogy is used as a comprehensive system of 

acculturation (Brown, 2002) to prepare students to practice within their field of design, and is 

increasingly being adopted in a range of non-traditional design disciplines (Blevis, Rogers, 

Siegel, Hazlewood, & Stephano, 2004; Boling & Smith, 2010; Brandt et al., 2011; Cennamo et 

al., 2011; Reimer & Douglas, 2003), often with little understanding of the underlying theoretical 

structures of the studio (Cennamo & Brandt, 2012; Shaffer, 2003). In this proposed dissertation 

study, I intend to investigate the occurrence and underlying structures of critique as it occurs in 

informal portions of design pedagogy, creating a descriptive record of informal design talk that is 

part of the “hidden curriculum” (Dutton, 1991) outside of the classroom or professor-led 

conversation (Schön, 1983) that has heretofore dominated the design pedagogy literature 

(Crysler, 1995). 

Adoption of Studio Pedagogy 

Studio pedagogy is adopted in non-traditional design fields, such as: instructional design 

(Boling & Smith, 2010; Clinton & Rieber, 2010), computer science (Cennamo et al., 2011; 

Greenberg, 2009), engineering (Kuhn, 2001), and human-computer interaction (Blevis, Lim, 

Stolterman, Wolf, & Sato, 2007; Blevis et al., 2004). Despite adoption of the studio pedagogy in 

a range of non-traditional disciplines, this studio model of education has not been thoroughly 

analyzed or theorized in a transdisciplinary sense, especially in how the content or subject matter 
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being taught is linked to the creation of appropriate surface and pedagogical structures in the 

studio (Brandt et al., 2011).  

Beyond the identification of surface and pedagogical structures of a studio environment, 

epistemological structures underlie the entire educational endeavor, including basic assumptions 

about the roles of students and professors, the nature of knowledge in the field of study, and the 

types of social interactions and skills that are perceived to be valuable (Shaffer, 2003). A fuller 

investigation into the epistemology of the design studio invites attention to tacit structures of the 

pedagogy (Shulman, 2005), or what Dutton (1991) refers to as the unplanned or “hidden 

curriculum.” Dutton (1991) posits that this “hidden curriculum” is focused on “questions 

concerning the ideology of knowledge, and the social practices which structure the experiences 

of teachers and students” (p. 167), which can be seen as a natural extension of the Brandt, et al. 

(2011) theorization of the studio environment.  

In this proposed study, I will focus on social structures and relationships that emerge 

between students in the design studio, and how these structures relate to informal critique and 

design talk by studying the informal environments of the studio and the socialization that occurs 

in these student-to-student interactions. I will also compare interactions between students in 

informal environments of the studio to the formal or “planned” pedagogy. 

Research Questions and Method 

This proposed ethnographic study will address the occurrence of informal design talk and 

the social structures and relationships to which this talk relates from a critical perspective in a 

Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) program that has, only within the last decade, functioned 

within a studio pedagogy (Blevis et al., 2004). The field of HCI is currently moving from a 

legacy dominated by cognitive science in its “first wave” to one characterized by a “turn to 
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design” (Cockton, 2008) in its “third wave,” and is typical of many disciplines that are 

implementing this new form of pedagogy. In the context of this transitioning field and program, 

this study will explore the role of informal design talk and critique in a non-classroom studio 

environment in a graduate Human-Computer Interaction design (HCI/d) Master’s program.  

The study will focus on the following research questions, although emergent analytic 

questions in this framing may also be considered as data collection and analysis is completed. 

1. What forms of informal design talk occur in interactions between students in the studio 

space?  

a. What informal design talk emerges as consistent with critique, and how might such 

informal critique be categorized or demarcated?  

b. In what ways is any informal critique commenced, maintained, and concluded? 

2. How does informal critique function as an externalization of an individual’s conception of 

design and design thinking?  

3. To what degree is this externalization consistent with student progress as holistically 

perceived by the program faculty? How does is this externalization compare with the stated 

pedagogical goals of the program faculty? 

I will answer these questions through sustained ethnographic participant observations, 

interviews, and focus groups in the HCI/d graduate studio site and through related classroom 

observations of HCI/d curricula. 

Contribution to the Field 

This study will produce a descriptive and analytic record of informal critique in the studio 

environment. The first outcome of this study is intended to be descriptive, documenting the 

interactions and informal talk between students that occur in the design studio environment, 
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culminating in a preliminary taxonomy of informal interaction between students. The second 

outcome of this study will be primarily analytic in nature, addressing how interactions and 

informal talk occurs in relation to other pedagogical structures, including the relationship to 

formal critique and pedagogical structures of the studio and overall program curriculum. Further 

data collection and analysis using the preliminary taxonomy of interactions and informal talk 

will allow for the evaluation of informal talk in a non-classroom studio environment, including a 

preliminary understanding of how these expressive acts may link to the surface, pedagogical, and 

epistemological structures of the studio (Shaffer, 2003). 
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Chapter 2. Review of Literature 

The studio model of education commonly found in traditional design disciplines 

(Klebesadel & Kornetsky, 2009; Shulman, 2005) has been adopted and adapted in a number of 

non-traditional design disciplines in recent decades (Boling & Smith, 2010; Cennamo et al., 

2011; Clinton & Rieber, 2010; Kuhn, 2001; Reimer & Douglas, 2003). This adoption of studio 

pedagogy as a model for educational practice has often been undertaken in non-traditional design 

disciplines without a full understanding of how the pedagogy functioned in relation to a specific 

subject matter prior to importation (Boling & Smith, 2010; Brown, 2002), and many of these 

traditional disciplines have not undergone a process of careful analysis of their own pedagogy 

(Crysler, 1995; Dutton, 1991). This lack of critical analysis is compounded, as non-traditional 

disciplines translate the studio pedagogy to a new discipline without the full spectrum of cultural 

assumptions and practices that traditional fields employ in their approach to studio education.  

There are several major concepts that will be important to consider in the context of this 

proposed study, including: an overview of studio education and the domains in which this 

pedagogy is currently utilized, the current state of critical pedagogy as a perspective within 

design education, and how critique is used within a studio pedagogy. Each of these concepts will 

be discussed in turn. 

Brief History of Studio Education 

Studio education was first adopted in the École des Beaux-Arts in France during the early 

19th century, drawing on the successes of the apprenticeship system, but in a higher-volume, 

industrialized pedagogy that assigned numerous students to an atelier (Cret, 1941). This model 

was used for fine art and professional artistic disciplines (e.g., architectural design), and allowed 

ateliers or professors to guide their students through the professional training process. Early 
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architecture schools in the United States adopted this model of instruction based on influences 

from the École des Beaux-Arts as part of the professionalization of the discipline (Cuff, 1991; 

Kuhn, 2001). The atelier model was adapted and refined in the implementation of studio in the 

German Bauhaus school in the early 20th century, with a greater focus on the development of a 

core curriculum and way of teaching design, reducing the reliance on a pure atelier model of 

instruction (Salama & Wilkinson, 2007). These divergent implementations of studio education 

merged in various ways in the United States following the dissolution of the Bauhaus school in 

the wake of World War II, with a continuation of these studio models at various art and design 

schools. While each model of studio pedagogy has a distinctive approach to the training of a 

designer or artist, they share a similar master/apprentice model of instruction with relatively low 

student/teacher ratios (Salama & Wilkinson, 2007). 

Much of what is known about the studio, and by extension, the studio pedagogy, has been 

studied within the framing of a specific design discipline. This framing of research on studio 

pedagogy has created a siloing of information, often constraining knowledge of studio pedagogy 

implementation to specific design disciplines. This siloing leads to a neglect of key surface and 

pedagogical features (Shaffer, 2003) of the studio in a transdisciplinary sense, with little sense of 

how these features may contribute to the effectiveness and functioning of a studio pedagogy 

across multiple design disciplines. Non-traditional design disciplines have encountered this lack 

of cohesive scholarship, often basing their translation of studio pedagogy on the surface and 

pedagogical features of specific design disciplines (Blevis et al., 2004; Reimer & Douglas, 2003) 

in the absence of broad theoretical understanding of studio pedagogy across multiple design 

disciplines. 
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Integration of Studio Education in Non-Traditional Disciplines 

In the past two decades, studio pedagogy has been integrated into a wide range of non-

traditional design disciplines such as computer science (Cennamo et al., 2011), engineering 

design (Kuhn, 2001), instructional design (Boling & Smith, 2010; Clinton & Rieber, 2010), and 

human-computer interaction design (Blevis et al., 2004; Kuutti, 2009; Reimer & Douglas, 2003). 

This implementation of the studio pedagogy in non-traditional fields has often occurred with 

little critical attention, and implementers often basing their studio model after a single traditional 

design discipline or school of design (Blevis et al., 2007; Cennamo, Brandt, & Scott, 2010; 

Reimer & Douglas, 2003) rather than a holistic understanding of studio pedagogy. A substantial 

epistemological change seems to occur in a number of fields, either concurrent with or shortly 

before the introduction of studio pedagogy, often surrounding conceptions of design. Smith and 

Boling (2009) bring this heightened awareness of design as a concept to instructional design, 

while Faiola (2007), Blevis (2004), and Kuutti (2009) offer this perspective in the field of HCI. 

Even in traditional design disciplines, the conversation regarding the epistemological 

implications of design is ongoing, with Danvers (2003) and Jackson (1999) noting the role of 

pedagogy as an ontology of design in studio art education. 

Theories of studio pedagogy. While studio pedagogy has been widely implemented in 

traditional design disciplines for over a century, no significant theories about this form of 

pedagogy have arisen that move beyond a specific design discipline to form a more 

encompassing explanation of the studio. With the adoption of the studio pedagogy in non-

traditional design fields, several efforts have been made to theorize studio pedagogy in a broader 

way. Shulman (2005) attempts to condense the critical features of all signature pedagogies, 

establishing a theory of three structures that comprise the pedagogy: surface structures, which 
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are concrete educational acts, deep structures, referring to the pedagogical assumptions that are 

used in conveying surface information, and implicit structures, which define a moral dimension 

that includes attitudes, beliefs, and values (Shulman, 2005). Shaffer (2003) created a model with 

significant overlap in the context of an architectural design studio, also proposing three structures 

that define a studio form of education: surface structures, comprising materials, resources, time 

and space available to students and faculty, pedagogy, including the activities and forms of 

evaluation in the curriculum, and epistemology, which describes the beliefs that underlies action 

in the studio.  

Brandt, et al. (2011) extend the work of Shaffer (2003) in the context of HCI and 

Industrial Design studios, specifically contending that the surface features and pedagogy of a 

studio allow the studio to act as a bridge between academic preparation and professional 

practice. Cennamo and Brandt (2012) continue this line of inquiry, addressing the social 

practices embedded in studio education across the disciplines of HCI, Architectural Design, and 

Industrial Design, and linking these social practices with the norms of professional practice 

(Brandt et al., 2011). 

The relationship of studio pedagogy and subject matter. Due to the often siloed nature 

of knowledge generation within design fields, only a small portion of the literature addresses the 

relationship of studio implementation and subject matter being taught. Even while this has been 

left unaddressed in many traditional fields of design, implementation of the studio form of 

pedagogy in non-traditional design fields has led to increased interest in how subject matter 

informs the implementation of surface, pedagogical, and epistemological structures in the studio. 

Reimer and Douglas (2003) carried out an implementation of studio-based learning in the 

context of HCI, drawing from architecture and product design to develop a course around 
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traditional HCI content. The HCI subject matter was applied to pedagogical constructs observed 

in architecture studios, with a creation of group design projects and weekly crits, in an apparently 

direct translation from one discipline to another. (Blevis et al., 2004) took a broader approach, 

drawing from physical spaces in numerous design disciplines at the Institute of Design in 

Chicago, choosing to focus on how similar collaboration spaces could be formed in their 

department. Blevis, et al. (2004) remark on the integration of a studio-based learning approach 

into their curriculum, explaining: “one of our biggest challenges in integrating HCI and design in 

a single curriculum is to create a studio-based learning culture, while still preserving the rigor of 

more traditional science-based learning.” (p. 2).  

Brandt, et al. (2011) present a more generalized framings of the relationship of studio 

integration to subject matter, proposing that integration should occur through the creation of the 

studio as a unique practice community or “bridge” that connects the academic and professional 

communities of the design discipline. In this way, it is important to understand the norms and 

expectations of professional practice, balancing these expectations with those of the academic 

community, and applying relevant studio concepts to create this “studio bridge” community 

(Brandt et al., 2011). These issues surrounding the integration of a studio-based learning 

environment are especially important to consider in non-traditional design fields, as the choices 

of what elements of the studio to import, and in what way these elements are incorporated into 

the pedagogy can dramatically effect the felt student experience of the constructed pedagogy. 

Ethnographic research in studio education. Multiple studies undertaken in the studio 

context have used the term “ethnography” as a primary data collection method, but use of 

ethnography as a method of inquiry is inconsistently applied, with a broad range of application 

and differing standards of rigor, especially when comparing these studies to the ethnography 
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research in anthropology or sociology. I will evaluate two studies in the studio context which 

used a self-ascribed “ethnography” or “ethnographic methods” as a primary data source, not with 

the intent of undermining the conclusions of these studies, but rather to identify a lack of full-

scale, rigorous ethnographic inquiry in design education.  

Shaffer (2003) investigated an architectural studio course over a single semester, with 

attendance at approximately one-quarter of all studio hours. Field notes and interviews captured 

the experiences of the researcher, but it is unclear what role the researcher played in his 

observations, or how he was perceived by the course under investigation. Cennamo and Brandt 

(2012) investigated three design studio courses in architecture, industrial design, and human-

computer interaction using self-defined ethnographic methods over a duration of one to two 

semesters. This data consisted of  “key classroom interactions, as identified by the instructor of 

each course, [that] were videotaped for analysis” and student and instructor design artifacts 

(Cennamo & Brandt, 2012, p. 845). 

While each of these studies employed methods consistent and appropriate for the forms 

of analysis and resulting conclusions, the lack of reflexive participation in the observational 

process (Cennamo & Brandt, 2012) or the lack of sustained participation (Shaffer, 2003) 

undermine the perceived ethnographic rigor. These examples demonstrate the lack of 

ethnographic research in the context of design education that has been carried out with sustained 

interaction in a reflexive, participant observation context. 

Emerging Critical Perspectives 

Emerging scholarship, often employing a critical perspective, promotes a more thoughtful 

and holistic approach to the study of design pedagogy (Crysler, 1995; Dutton, 1991; Stevens, 

1995; Webster, 2006; Willenbrock, 1991). These critical perspectives include evaluations of 
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many traditional elements of studio culture, including formal critique, development of student 

expertise, and the roles of students and professors. 

Critique and design juries. In architectural education, the work of Anthony (1991) 

served as a withering critique of design juries and their often-destructive role on the development 

of student work. Following this scathing report on student experiences of the design jury, the 

American Institute of Architecture Students (AIAS) issued a formal report through a studio 

culture task force, responding to many of the challenges made by Anthony, resulting in a call for 

“redesign of studio culture” (Koch, 2002). While studio culture has likely changed since the 

production of Anthony’s seminal work and the AIAS task force, critical attention continues to be 

paid to formal evaluative structures in design education. Later work by Webster (2006; 2007) 

reiterate this theme in architectural education, reiterating the role of power in the design jury 

“ritual” where critics are “ascribed...a considerable amount of symbolic power,” which was often 

used to “impose [the critic’s] notions of architectural habitus on students” (2006, p. 295).  

Student development of expertise. Following the tradition described by Schön (1983) in 

his seminal text, The Reflective Practitioner, conceptions of studio pedagogy have frequently 

been reduced to an expert/novice dichotomy, as Schön pictures the isolated interactions around a 

design artifact between Petra (the student) and Quist (the professor). This individualistic 

conception of design education has been criticized in recent years for its lack of a depiction of 

the social environment of the studio (Webster, 2008), often perpetuating legitimated use of 

power (Willenbrock, 1991) and positing a uni-dimensional transfer of knowledge from professor 

to student (Crysler, 1995) that allows only certain types of students to succeed (Stevens, 1995; 

Willenbrock, 1991). 
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Studio education as non-neutral. Dutton (1987) introduces a critical approach to the 

discussion of studio culture, assessing the value of a perspective on the pedagogical experience 

of the studio that moves beyond an attention to formal curricular knowledge. This concept of the 

“hidden curriculum,” coined by Jackson (1968) and popularized by Giroux (1983) is identified 

as: “unstated values, attitudes, and norms which stem tacitly from the social relations of the 

school and classroom as well as the content of the course” (Dutton, 1987, p. 16). This 

perspective on the hidden curriculum is embedded in the epistemological framing of critical 

pedagogy, which will be discussed next. 

Critical pedagogy. The concept of a critical pedagogy first emerges in the work of Freire 

(1970/2000) drawing on Marxist theory, characterizing the modern educational system as being 

dominated by oppression and dehumanization—a struggle between students looking to be 

recognized as free, autonomous beings, and the distortion or subjugation of this freedom by the 

oppressor. This so-called “banking” approach in traditional, oppressive educational systems 

assumes that students are empty and need to be filled, where the teacher knows everything and 

the student knows nothing, resulting in a dehumanization of the individual student (Freire, 

1970/2000). In contrast, Freire (1970/2000) calls for a “problem-posing” form of education, 

which “affirms men and women as beings in the process of becoming—as unfinished, 

uncompleted beings in and with a likewise unfinished reality.” (p. 84, emphasis in original). 

A critical pedagogy perspective is currently used in a wide range of critical explorations 

of educational systems, drawing on feminist theory, queer theory, critical race theory, and others 

to describe oppression and struggle in traditional education. Critical pedagogy is positioned in 

opposition to the increasingly positivist orientation of teaching (Giroux, 2011), and is used as a 
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way of reflecting on inequalities that are intrinsic to certain forms of education from both student 

and instructor points of view (Darder, Baltodano, & Torres, 2003). 

A critical pedagogy perspective has been applied by Dutton (1991) and Crysler (1995) in 

architectural education, but this perspective not been commonly used as a framing in other areas 

of design education. In an architectural design context, this perspective has revealed the unequal 

power relations inherent to traditional forms of studio education (Dutton, 1991; Willenbrock, 

1991), and the need for a more democratic model of studio practice that moves beyond a 

transmission model of teaching (Crysler, 1995). 

Critique in Studio Pedagogy 

Critique is widely considered to be the core of the studio signature pedagogy(Cennamo & 

Brandt, 2012; Hokanson, 2012; Klebesadel & Kornetsky, 2009; Shulman, 2005). Although the 

object of critique shifts widely depending on the design discipline, the implementation of critique 

as a function of the pedagogy is relatively consistent, and is used as a formative and summative 

form of evaluation (Anthony, 1991; Blair, 2011; Ruchhoeft, Bannerot, & Kastor, 2004), a 

method of design discourse (Senturer & Istek, 2000; Vyas, Veer, & Nijholt, 2012), and a 

heightened form of professional communication that prepares students for professional practice 

(Dannels, Gaffney, & Martin, 2008; Gayol, 1994; Morton & O'Brien, 2006). Beyond these more 

traditional implementations of critique in a design pedagogy, a subset of the literature posits that 

critique plays a reflective role that incorporates the construction of meaning, enhancing the 

individual development of the design student beyond merely providing evaluation or feedback on 

the development of a specific artifact (Conanan & Pinkard, 2001; Ellmers, 2006; Gray, 2013a; 

Jeffers, 1994; Senturer & Istek, 2000). Because critique forms the nexus of studio education, an 
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understanding of how critique is implemented and used in all of its forms is critical in order to 

investigate the underlying structures of the design studio in a rigorous way.  

Categories of Critique. Hokanson (2012) offers four categories of critique that 

traditionally occur within studio education: formal, seminar/group, desk, and peer critique, 

drawing on a substantial review (Blythman, Orr, & Blair, 2007) from the United Kingdom on the 

state of critique in a variety of design disciplines. While other taxonomies of critique exist (Oh, 

Ishizaki, Gross, & Yi-Luen Do, 2012; Parnell, Sara, Doidge, & Parsons, 2012; Utaberta, 

Hassanpour, Zaharin, & Surat, 2010), these four categories will be used as they represent the 

broadest range of critique that is applicable across a range of design disciplines (see Table 1), as 

differentiated by audience (i.e., the number of students and/or professors involved), formality 

(i.e., participants and stakes of evaluation or completeness of a design), and type of desired 

interaction (i.e., in what manner is work critiqued). The range of factors represented through 

these four categories of critique is directly applicable to the exploration of informal studio spaces 

in this study. 

 
Table 1 

Types of Critique Compared by Audience, Type of Interaction, and Level of Formality 

Type of 
Critique Audience Type of Interaction Level of Formality 

Formal 
Student(s), professors, 
and/or outside jury 
members 

High stakes evaluation of 
completed work High 

Seminar/
Group 

Students and 
professor(s) in a 
classroom environment 

Formative assessment of 
in-progress work or 
evaluation of completed 
work 

Moderate to high 
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Type of 
Critique Audience Type of Interaction Level of Formality 

Desk 

Student and professor 
(with possibility of 
being overheard by 
other students), often in 
classroom environment 

Formative assessment of 
in-progress work Moderate 

Peer Students 
Context specific. Not 
prescribed by the type of 
critique. 

Low to moderate 

 

Other taxonomies of critique. Other authors, primarily drawing from an architectural 

design perspective, present alternate taxonomies or typologies of critique. Oh, et al. (2012) 

define a broader taxonomy of critique based on a meta-review of design literature, basing their 

theoretical framework of critique on three complementary perspectives: the number of students, 

public to private nature of the critique, and the informal to formal nature of the critique (see 

Figure 1). Within the architectural education community, taxonomies or typologies created to 

orient new students to the studio community (e.g., the book The Crit meant for beginning 

architectural design students) address critiques along a spectrum from informality to formality 

within the development arc of a project in the studio. A sample range of critiques, listed from 

most informal to most formal may include: individual critique, formative critique (interim), 

summative crit (final), peer critique, group critique (expert), public critique, written critique 

(potentially online), seminars, and panel discussions (Blythman et al., 2007; Oh et al., 2012; 

Utaberta et al., 2010). 
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Figure 1. Oh, et al. (2012) model of three perspectives of critique settings: number of students; 

public—private; and informal—formal. 

 
State of the Literature on Critique 

As part of my exploration into the investigation of critique in the literature, I performed 

an open-ended search of the use of critique in a range of traditional and non-traditional 

disciplines. Each source (n=69) was then categorized by the categories of critique it mentioned 

(formal, seminar/group, desk, or peer), the context of the research (K-12, undergraduate, 

graduate, professional practice), the field of design, and other features of the research, which 

include whether empirical data was provided, whether comparisons between professor and 

student were included, whether critique was identified primarily as an instrument of evaluation, 

and whether the source provided a critical perspective on critique. A full listing of the sources 

that were evaluated are included in Appendix A. 

 
Table 2 

Summary of literature on critique by category and design discipline. 

Design Discipline Formal 
Seminar/
Group Desk Peer 

Architecture (28) 16 12 9 5 
Engineering (2) 1 1 	   	  
Fashion Design (1) 1 	   	   	  
Graphic Design (11) 5 3 3 1 
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Design Discipline Formal 
Seminar/
Group Desk Peer 

HCI (4) 	   2	   1	   2 
Industrial Design (7) 4 4 2 1 
Instructional Design (3)  3 1  
Landscape Architecture (7) 5 4 3 1 
Software Design (1) 	   	   	   1 
Studio Art (17) 1 9 5 1 
Theater (1) 	   1 1 1 
Total 33	   39	   25	   13	  

Note. Total number of sources from each discipline provided in parentheses. Categories of critique are applied non-
exclusively, so each column may add up to more than the total number of unique references.  

 
The literature addressed in this search revealed a strong bias towards research on critique 

in the field of Architectural Design, with 28 sources addressing critique in this field (see Table 

2). Other common fields included Studio Art (n=17), Graphic Design (n=11), Landscape 

Architecture (n=7), and Industrial Design (n=7). Evaluation of this literature by field and 

categories of critique reveals additional patterns of critique use, with Architectural Design 

focusing primarily on formal critique (n=18), while Studio Art included only one instance of 

formal critique, with 9 instances of seminar/group critique and 5 instances of desk critique. Most 

interesting is the relative lack of literature addressing peer critique, with only 13 sources 

referencing this category of critique, even in an indirect or passing manner, often assuming its 

existence, but without further critical inquiry. Only three sources addressed peer critique as a 

focus or primary source of empirical data, Gray (2013a; 2013b) in the context of an HCI studio, 

and Joel (2011) in an interdisciplinary studio. This proposed study will focus on this final 

category of critique, defining peer critique as any form of informal, non-classroom critique 

between peers in the context of a design studio.  
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Each of the primary categories of critique will be discussed in turn, including relevant 

literature and its use in a range of design disciplines as a part of the planned pedagogy, leading to 

an evaluation of current conceptions and use of peer critique in studio pedagogy. 

Formal critique. Formal critique, often carried out in a design jury format, is the 

foundation of summative evaluation in many traditional design disciplines. This model of 

critique is most substantially embedded in the field of architecture (Anthony, 1991; Parnell et al., 

2012), where design juries have been used as an end-of-course or end-of-semester summative 

evaluation of project work. The design jury generally centers on a student presentation and 

intensive critique of a design project, with an approximate duration of one to two hours 

(Dannels, 2005), and a design jury comprised of instructors and external design professionals, 

who ask the student questions and render a final evaluative judgment (Oh et al., 2012). Students 

may also be invited to this form of critique, with both private and public design juries common 

(Blythman et al., 2007; Parnell et al., 2012).  

This model of critique has received a wide range of criticism, with detractors citing 

disconnects between studio and professional practice and the jury model of critique (Graham, 

2003; Hassanpour, et al., 2010; Morton & O'Brien, 2006) and the lack of objective criteria by 

which projects are judged (Anthony, 1991; Webster, 2006). There is a significant issue in regard 

to the lack of student equity in this form of critique, as students become defined by the habitus of 

the design jury (Webster, 2006), become dehumanized or diminished on the basis of gender or 

race (Shannon, 1995), and struggle with a lack of consistency or structure (Hassanpour, et al., 

2010). This form of critique is also important to enculturate and socialize the student into the 

field of study (Dannels et al., 2008), but can prevent the student from effectively demonstrating 

how they will perform in the context of practice (Blair, 2007; Percy, 2004). 
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Seminar and group critique. Group critiques are one of the most consistently used 

forms of public critique, and are implemented in some form across almost every traditional and 

non-traditional design discipline I reviewed. This form of critique includes the students in a 

course and one or more professors or external design professionals engaging in a formative or 

summative evaluation of project work (Hokanson, 2012). While this category of critique most 

often takes place in a studio context, it may be carried out in other small group formats with a 

range of knowledgeable others, including professional designers (Blythman et al., 2007; Oh et 

al., 2012), instructors (Oak, 1998), and tutors (Parnell et al., 2012). 

Group critiques take a variety of forms, including pin-ups of work of selected students or 

all students (Gayol, 1994), and may be instructor or student-led with a range of discursive 

structures (Barrett, 2000; Brown, 1999; Gaffney, 2010). In this model of critique, the stated goals 

of critique sometimes emerge in opposition to what is communicated to students (Belluigi, 2008; 

Gayol, 1994). Instructors may communicate that they encourage student participation, but then 

unintentionally dominate the conversation, limiting the communicative power of students 

(Barrett, 1988; Gayol, 1994). Conversely, the small and relatively informal nature of these group 

critiques, especially when carried out in smaller groups, can engage students with less 

confidence, allowing them to participate in a more active way (Oh et al., 2012). 

Desk critique. Desk crits are used to describe a range of critique activities undertaken 

between a single student and an instructor or knowledgeable other, encompassing formative and 

summative reviews of design projects. While many traditional studio pedagogies use the desk 

crit as a method of evaluation in the design studio as a complement to the “pin-up” or group 

critique (Klebesadel & Kornetsky, 2009; Parnell et al., 2012), other implementations of studio 

pedagogy use a one-on-one critique as a private conference rather than a primary facet of studio 
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interaction (Taylor & McCormack, 2006). This form of critique, especially when carried out in 

the public studio environment, allows for students to overhear critique and occasionally 

participate or benefit from the critique in this secondary way (Hokanson, 2012). 

The desk crit is a vital activity in the studio pedagogy (Schön, 1985), engaging students 

in a direct way and individually assessing their progress. Unlike more formal group or jury 

critiques, this formative assessment of projects is carried out throughout the semester, and can 

encourage the development of a range of design knowledge (Oh et al., 2012; Uluoglu, 2000). 

Additionally, this mode of critique allows for a bi-directional communication between instructor 

and student, with the instructor gaining an understanding of a student’s progress and way of 

thinking, and the student learning the expectations and rationale of the instructor (Uluoglu, 

2000). 

Peer critique. Peer critique is the least defined and studied of the four categories of 

critique, with a range of definitions depending on the design discipline or implementation of 

pedagogy. For the purpose of this study, peer critique is used to describe informal, non-

classroom interactions between students (Gray, 2013a, 2013b), and can take on a socializing, 

professional orientation, while also increasing the student’s ability to validate and understand 

design choices in the context of a specific design (Hokanson, 2012).  

Klebesadel (2009) states  “Artists learn by being critiqued, but they also learn by 

critiquing the artwork of their peers.” (p. 115) noting the importance of non-professor interaction 

in the development of design expertise. While peer critique is frequently referenced as a natural 

form of socialization in the studio environment (Dannels & Martin, 2008; Dannels, 2005; Joel, 

2011), there is little literature to document this form of critique, particularly in relation to other 

formal pedagogical structures. Gray (2013a) documents how the structures of peer critique may 
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make explicit the student’s negotiation of habitus in a meaning and identity-forming way, in 

opposition to or support of the surrounding studio pedagogy, including the discursive structures 

of this form of critique (Gray 2013b). Joel (2011) references peer critique as a natural form of 

interaction in an interdisciplinary design studio, and calls attention to the peer networks, which 

underlie these interactions and facilitate the communication of informal feedback. Bowring 

(2000) expands this notion of critique in a professional direction, concluding: “There is also a 

sense that students need to be prepared for life beyond the studio, and to develop strategies for 

responding to the potential range of reactions to their work in the 'real world'.” (p. 46). 

Utaberta, et al. (2011) use the term “peer critique” in a different way, assuming that 

students will critique each others’ work, but they “need to be given agreed criteria to critique 

against,” and a tutor will act as facilitator when questions arise (p. 98). This mediated or 

facilitated form of peer critique seems to be a dominant view in the architectural design 

community (Hassapour, et al., 2010; Melles, 2008), casting peer critique as a type of formative 

evaluation that occurs in the presence of a knowledgeable other (e.g., professor or practicing 

architect). This aligns with conceptions of peer assessment found in other design disciplines such 

as graphic design (Eshun & Osei-Poku, 2013) and HCI (Purchase, 2000). Infrequently, peer 

critique within the definition used in this study has been used as part of the formal pedagogy, 

with positive results: 

When I asked a group of first-year students to do a peer critique of each other's work they 
were horrified, and said they thought only teachers could do critique. Yet, on realising 
that they were familiar with the body of theory to which the project related, their 
confidence increased. Through participating in a systematic critique of a randomly 
selected classmate's project, their overall understanding of the studio was considerably 
enhanced. Their ability to self-critique also improved. This was put into practice when 
they were told they had to return to the projects they believed they had 'finished' and redo 
them. Once their disgruntlement at having to do more work had passed they welcomed 
the opportunity to rework their projects. The process of giving and receiving critique, 
together with the revelation that design is not 'done' when you hand it in, resulted in an 
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appreciable improvement in the standard of design. Many of the written evaluations of 
this project identified the peer critique as the most enjoyable part of the process. 
(Bowring, 2000, pp. 45-46, underlining in original) 
 
The most non-institutionalized conceptions of peer critique seem to be found in non-

traditional design disciplines that have not assumed the same power relationships that are often 

embedded in traditional fields of design. Conanan and Pinkard (2001) implemented an 

asynchronous online critique system, allowing students in their graduate software design courses 

to critique each other’s work. Gray (2013b) reports on the peer critique interactions between 

students in an HCI program, without the presence of a facilitator or knowledgable other. Oh, et 

al. (2012) also recognize this less controlled form of critique in their meta-review of literature on 

critique. There are also beginning efforts to use digital spaces as a context for participants to 

engage in peer critique, both in academia (Bailey, 2005; Conanan & Pinkard, 2001) and in 

practice or non-academic uses (Xu & Bailey, 2012, 2011). 
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Chapter 3. Methods 
 

The proposed study will be naturalistic, employing a range of ethnographic methods 

(Carspecken, 1996; Madison, 2005) from the perspective of critical theory epistemology 

(Habermas, 1984, 1987).  

An ethnographic approach has been chosen for two primary reasons. First, ethnography 

provides a holistic view of a research site through a range of data collection methods. Because 

little is known about the occurrence and content of informal talk, including peer critique, in the 

design studio, broad, prolonged engagement with the research site will allow a more complete 

documentation of current practices. Second, ethnography as a way of knowing (Hakken, 1999) is 

well-suited to documenting cultural practices of the studio environment, providing not only a 

descriptive account of what activities occur, but also providing preliminary analytic explanations 

that include the relationships of cultural dynamics. As outlined in the literature review (Chapter 

2), relatively few ethnographies have been produced in the context of design education, and even 

fewer hold to the standards of rigor applied from anthropology and sociology in terms of 

prolonged engagement and use of participant observation and reflexivity in the process of 

fieldwork.  

This proposed ethnography is not a classic Malinowskian ethnography in the sense of a 

researcher interacting with a perfectly defined, isolated culture (Malinowski, 1922), but rather an 

intensive, prolonged investigation into the culture of a specific design studio, with special 

attention paid to interactions and talk between students. Although there is a rich heritage of 

ethnography in the fields of anthropology and sociology, in this research context, the use of 

ethnography requires a transition to less “traditional” sites—in this case, the cultural institution 

of the design studio—with different methods of fieldwork and approaches necessary (Marcus, 
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2009). Ethnography is now considered alongside other qualitative methods as appropriate in 

social science research, defined broadly as a set of methods (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995) or 

as an epistemology (Hakken, 1999), and will be used in this proposed study as a framework to 

create a holistic account of informal interactions in a specific design studio environment.  

Ethnographic Site 

The ethnographic site will be the graduate design studio that is managed by the HCI/d 

program in the School of Informatics and Computing at Indiana University Bloomington. This 

academic program is part of the Department of Informatics and comprises approximately 75 

Master’s students in a two-year program, 12 PhD students, and five full-time faculty. The space 

consists of several large work and collaboration areas, whiteboards, digital projection 

capabilities, and faculty offices. These spaces and collaboration equipment can be experienced to 

some extent through their documentation in Callison (2011).  

 

Figure 2. Architectural blueprint of the ethnographic site. 
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A blueprint of the space (see Figure 2) reveals a large central collaboration area, 

comprising the main design space, with other areas for interaction available on the East, West, 

and South next to faculty offices. The main design space includes four worktables with six 

chairs, and two digital presentation tables with six tall chairs surrounding a large TV with laptop 

inputs. The space also includes four large whiteboards and one portable whiteboard in the main 

design space, a fully “writeable” room with glass doors and whiteboard wall surfaces known 

colloquially as the “fishbowl,” along with numerous writeable surfaces throughout the rest of the 

space. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The study will include descriptive and analytic components, and will rely on a range of 

ethnographic methods, including: participant observation, classroom observations, semi-

structured interviews, reflections, and focus groups. Table 3 summarizes the data I plan to collect 

in the Spring 2013 semester as preliminary pilot data, and in the Fall 2013 semester as 

dissertation data. 

 
Table 3 

Summary of Data Collection Sources by Type and the Period of Their Collection. 

	   Spring 2013 (Pilot Data) Fall 2013 (Dissertation Data) 

Participant Observations 

150 hours or until 
saturation of interactions 
occurs. Includes audio 
recordings and 
photographs of salient 
interactions. 

150 hours, or until 
saturation of interactions 
occurs. Includes audio 
recordings and 
photographs of salient 
interactions. 
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	   Spring 2013 (Pilot Data) Fall 2013 (Dissertation Data) 

Classroom Observations 	  

40-75 hours (depending on 
number of classes 
available to observe). 
Includes audio recordings 
and photographs of salient 
interactions. 

Interviews Up to 2 interviews per 
requested participant 

Up to 2 interviews per 
requested participant 

Focus Groups 
Up to 3 focus groups, each 
of which includes up to 4 
participants 

Up to 3 focus groups, each 
of which includes up to 4 
participants 

Faculty Reflections 	   Bi-weekly for each course 
being observed 

 

Participant observations. I plan to observe the studio space using participant 

observation techniques for approximately 150 hours during the Spring 2013 semester, which will 

be characterized as preliminary data to inform the full dissertation study. The final number of 

observational hours will be determined based on the presence of students in the studio space and 

perceived saturation of types of interactions being observed. Based on these initial framing 

observations, I will use participant observation techniques to observe the design space for an 

additional 150 hours of observation during the Fall 2013 semester, with the final number of 

observational hours to be guided by similar criteria as for the Spring 2013 semester. The term 

“interaction” will be applied as a basic unit of analysis in this proposed study, describing a 

coherent set of observable behaviors between an individual and the studio environment and/or 

between multiple individuals. 

Each semester of an academic program can be seen as unique, with different courses 

offered, and placement at different times of the year. While I will seek to achieve saturation of 
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interactions in each semester of data collection, it is expected that the qualities of interactions, 

especially in relationship to the cohorts of students and the coursework being offered, will differ 

dramatically between the two semesters of data collection. During the Fall 2013 semester, a new 

cohort of students will begin the HCI/d Master’s program, while the first-year students that are 

observed in the Spring 2013 semester will be promoted to second-year status. Through these two 

semesters of data collection, I will be able to reconstruct interactions from a mature, familiar set 

of cohorts leading to graduation, as well as the construction of a new cohort, which includes the 

forging of social and professional relationships and the emergence of a unique studio culture 

based on cohort composition. 

In both semesters, I will use handwritten field notes produced in the field as interactions 

occur as the primary data collection method, supplemented by audio recordings of interactions 

perceived to be salient and photographs of whiteboard sketches, design artifacts, positioning of 

students, and other temporal elements of the space. Handwritten field notes will identify 

information perceived as relevant by the researcher in a given interaction, and may include: 1) 

site sketches identifying individuals or objects; 2) ingress and egress of individuals in the space; 

3) perceived types of interactions based on content of discussion; 4) quotations of speech acts 

and associated paralinguistics; and 5) annotations of accompanying audio recordings and/or 

photographs.  

Typed field notes will be produced from the handwritten field notes shortly after each 

data collection period, functioning as both a mechanical translation of the field notes from analog 

to digital form, and as a way for the researcher to reflect on the handwritten field notes vis à vis 

the researcher’s perceived experience. This digitization process will facilitate the creation of a 

richer, more complete account of the observed interactions as experienced by the researcher, 
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including details that were left out of the handwritten account but still remain as 

“headnotes”(Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 2011) in the researcher’s memory. The creation of a 

digital record also simplifies the analysis of participant observations, and makes direct coding of 

field notes possible. 

Because the ethnographic site is often busy, containing numerous active participants, I 

will not be able to document every interaction with precision. In response to this limitation, I will 

alter my position in the studio for each participant observation session to allow for a different 

vantage point, and also to avoid displaying any territorial tendencies or unknowingly violate the 

preferred working space of other student on a consistent basis(Modell & Gray, 2011). I will also 

move throughout the entire studio space, including hallways and other collaboration areas 

outside the main work area on at least an hourly basis, documenting interactions that may occur 

in other locations peripheral to the primary ethnographic site. I intend to focus my observation on 

interactions that appear relevant to the guiding research questions of this proposed study, and the 

salience of these interactions in discussing design projects, coursework, or other objects that are 

discussed in a critical framing. When possible, audio recordings will be made of these 

interactions through the Voice Memos application on an iPhone. If warranted, audio recordings 

will be supplemented by photographs taken on an iPhone to document the positioning of 

individuals or objects in the space, use of whiteboards, or references to artifacts shown on paper, 

laptops, phones, or tablets. 

Classroom observations and faculty reflections. During the Fall 2013 semester, I plan 

to observe classroom instruction for several of the core courses offered to first- and second-year 

Master’s students. Solicitations will be sent out in August 2013 to five professors who will be 

teaching courses in the HCI/d program (see Appendix B), and all faculty who agree for their 
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classes to be observed will be included in this portion of the study. This phase of data collection 

will include approximately 50 hours of classroom observation during the Fall 2013 semester. 

In addition the to classroom observations, I will solicit faculty in the courses I observe to 

complete a bi-weekly reflection or brief interview, capturing their goals for instruction, and their 

perceived sense of student progress (see Appendix C).These questions will be used to triangulate 

data collected during classroom observations and references to coursework by students in the 

studio environment, as well as revealing portions of the intended pedagogical and 

epistemological structures of the studio. 

Interviews and focus groups. In parallel with the participant observation of the design 

space, I will solicit students who are active within the space by email (see Appendix B) to 

participate in interviews and focus group(s), capturing their beliefs about critique and how they 

engage in informal critique during the Spring 2013 and Fall 2013 semesters. Students have been 

notified that I am observing the design studio space through an email sent in January 2013 (see 

Appendix B), and new students will be notified at the beginning of the Fall 2013 semester 

through a similar email. Initial analysis of data from participant observations will be used to 

conduct these interviews and focus groups.  

During the Fall 2013 semester, I will use interviews and focus group(s) with students to 

capture their perceived academic progress and conception of design thinking, in addition to any 

interactions in the design studio that I observe during participant observations (see Appendices D 

and E). The resulting data will be triangulated with participant observations in the Fall 2013 

semester and contrasted with classroom observations and faculty reflections using analysis 

procedures that will be described in detail later in this chapter. 
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Interviewing is a critical part of performing fieldwork (Madison, 2005), and moves 

beyond viewing the interviewee as “an object” to viewing the interviewee “as a subject with 

agency, history, and his or her own idiosyncratic command of a story.” (p. 25). Madison (2005) 

presents three forms of ethnographic interview: oral history, personal narrative, and topical 

interview. I will be utilizing personal narrative to allow the interviewee to share their impression 

or perspective on interactions I observed in the design space. Topical interviewing will be used to 

stimulate beliefs about critique and conceptions of design in more general, structural ways. This 

form of interviewing complements specific interactions that are observed in the design space, 

and allows the researcher to document reflections on these actions by the interview participant in 

a more reflective way.  

The interview protocols (see Appendices D and E) were constructed using Carspecken’s 

(1996) structure of topic domains, lead-off questions, possible follow-up questions, and covert 

categories. The lead-off questions are designed to begin an exploration into a topic domain, 

starting in concrete terms, and moving into more abstract, tacit structures through the use of 

follow-up questions. Covert categories address “items that you wish your subject to address 

during her talk but that you do not want to ask explicitly about because that could lead the 

interview too much.” (Carspecken, 1996, p. 157). I will use a range of responses, as indicated by 

Carspecken (1996, based on Kagan, 1980) in his typology, including: bland encouragements, 

low-inference paraphrasing, non-leading leads, active listening, medium-inference paraphrasing, 

and high inference paraphrasing. In general terms, higher-inference responses will be used later 

in the interview process, as the interviewee becomes more comfortable. The clarification and 

concrete detail that an interviewee provides in response to lead-off questions can then be used by 

the researcher to craft appropriate, yet higher-inference, follow-up questions. 
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Researcher as participant. I plan to assume a range of participant roles in the space as 

would be appropriate for a student working in the studio, including: 1) detached observation 

(“fly-on-the-wall”) with no explicit verbal or participatory action; 2) minimal participation, 

including responding to greetings and direct questions, but not commencing or leading 

conversations; and 3) full participation, which may include commencing conversations, 

dialoguing in a leading or guiding way in what I perceive to be a normative student role. These 

three perspectives on participant observation will be used interchangeably and in a reflexive 

manner as approaches to describe and analyze activities in the space, recognizing the value of 

emic and etic views of the studio environment. It is expected that fuller participation in the 

research site will occur as the researcher becomes more familiar with the norms of the studio 

environment, and is seen by the participants in the space as an “insider.” Early in the data 

collection process, a detached mode of participation will be utilized by the researcher, escalating 

to higher levels of participation only if encouraged or invited by participants in the space. As the 

researcher becomes more comfortable with the norms of the space, minimal participation will be 

used as a baseline, with instances of full participation either by invitation, or when it feels 

socially appropriate to respond. In this latter case, an interventionist approach—instigating an 

interaction—can be seen as a way to establish a role in the space as a fellow participant, to which 

the participants in the space can either validate or dismiss. 

In order to take advantage of the reflexive position of the researcher, this equally flexible 

view of participation in the social space is critical. As Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) note, 

“Once we abandon the idea that the social character of research can be standardized out or 

avoided by becoming a 'fly on the wall' or a 'full participant', the role of the researcher as active 

participant in the research process becomes clear. He or she is the research instrument par 
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excellence.” (p. 19). The implications of an active participatory role on the part of the researcher 

to the overall validity of data collected will be discussed in the Methodological Issues section of 

this chapter.  

Data Analysis Procedures 

Analysis of all data will be executed in parallel with the data collection process using 

digital coding tools (e.g., Dedoose, NVivo). Digital field notes and selected transcriptions of 

audio recordings will be imported into this tool and coded along several independent coding 

schemes, including, but not limited to: participant(s) name, type of activity (class work, meeting, 

socializing), tools in use (whiteboard, computer, iPad), and relevance to coursework (class that 

project is for, insight from lecture or reading). These codes will be applied non-exclusively and 

updated continuously as new data is collected and coded.  

Formal data analysis will focus on several critical interactions identified in the corpus of 

data. The researcher will select critical interactions based on emergent categories of critical talk, 

type of social encounter, object of discussion, or other factors perceived to be salient to form a 

range of normative and non-normative behaviors. These critical interactions will be coded for 

additional behaviors, meaning fields, validity horizons, and other common methods used for a 

critical analysis of data. Sequence analysis and other constructions of meaning may also be used 

to analyze the data and structure the findings in final written form. 

Validation of meaning reconstruction. All meaning reconstructions will be evaluated 

by an external researcher familiar with data analysis procedures used in this stud. Areas of 

potential weakness as observed by the external researcher will be addressed and supported by 

examples from participant observation, interview, or focus group data in conversation with the 
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external researcher, and the meaning reconstruction will be altered, if necessary, based on these 

evaluative conversations.  

Existing analytical frameworks for critique. Critique has been most commonly studied 

from the perspective of the master/student relationship, and several models and taxonomies have 

been developed to explain these interactions. Although final analysis of data from this proposed 

study will be dependent on the type of data collected through fieldwork, these existing 

frameworks may be helpful in assessing the conformance of informal peer critique to the known 

structures of formal classroom critique. I will briefly outline five existing frameworks for 

analyzing various aspects of critique, including: the process of critique (Oh et al., 2012), the 

student’s pedagogical development in relation to critique (Exter, Korkmaz, & Boling, 2009), the 

genres of feedback in critique (Dannels & Martin, 2008), the ways in which knowledge is 

conveyed during critique (Uluoglu, 2000), and the structures of peer critique (Gray, 2013a). The 

discussion of each framework will include a preliminary assessment of its potential utility in data 

analysis for this proposed study.  

Oh, et al. (2012) propose a process model (see Figure 3) that describes how instructors 

give critique to students, moving from initial observation of a student’s design (Step 1), to a 

recognition and identification of components of the design to focus on (Steps 2 and 3), an 

internal sequencing of feedback based on the components selected (Step 4), and an internal 

selection of communication modality (e.g., sketching, gesture, example) and externalization of 

that delivery type (Steps 5 and 6). This model may be used to note divergence or conformance of 

the linear process of critique when a student takes on the role of critic in place of the instructor. 
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Figure 3. Oh, et al. (2012) process model of critiquing. 

 
Exter, et al. (2009) are concerned with the pedagogical implications of critique in the 

development of the design student, with a student moving from an initial stage where they accept 

critique in a declarative way from the instructor to understanding critique in a more holistic way 

(see Table 4). This also represents an evolution in a student’s conception of critique, including 

the ability of the student to provide critique to peers as the stage of development increases. These 

stages may indicate the mutual understanding of the critic and recipient about their conceptions 

of design and the utility of critique, both in direct application and far-transfer of critique 

suggestions. 

 
Table 4 

Stages of Development of Understanding of Critique 
 

Stage Description 
1. Mechanical Do what the instructor says 
2. Practical Understand the utility of the critique for improving their own work 
3. Conceptual View insight from this critique as generalizable to multiple designs 
4. Integrative View critique as a collaborative part of the full design process 

Note. Summary of Exter, et al. (2009) stages of student development in their understanding of critique. 

 
Dannels and Martin (2008) propose a typology of feedback given in the act of critique 

from the perspective of the critic (see Table 5). These types of feedback include: assessment of a 

design artifact (judgment, interpretation, free association, comparison), discussion of past or next 

steps in the design process (process-oriented, brainstorming, direct recommendation, 

investigation), or the role of the individual designer within their design discipline (identity-
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invoking). This typology may be used to directly assess the discursive content of peer critique, as 

seen from the perspective of the critic, in conjunction with existing structures of informal 

critique (Gray, 2013a).  

 
Table 5 

Genres of Critique 
 

Genre Description 
Judgment Interpretation or observation, often an assessment of quality from the  

critic’s perspective 

Process-Oriented Statement or question about the approach or design process that led to a design 

Brainstorming Questions or statements about imagined possibilities or next steps, “what-if” 
questions, often rhetorical 

Interpretation Critic telling the student what they see, and how they are making sense of  
the design 

Direct Recommendation Specific, targeted advice about a specific aspect of a design 

Investigation Non-rhetorical question about the design or design process 

Free Association Associative statements containing initial reactions to a design, “it looks like…” 

Comparison Strategic comparison or contrast with an external artifact or concept 

Identity Invoking Reference to student’s place as a designer in a future professional community 

Note. Summary of Dannels and Martin (2008) typology of feedback provided in design studios. 

 
Uluoglu (2000) describes a model of the knowledge of design, and how this knowledge is 

communicated in a transmitter-receiver model between the “studio master” and student (see 

Table 6). Each proposed knowledge topic is transmitted via declarative and procedural means, 

with categories and structuring of knowledge building on top of communicative representational 

forms, before being embedded within content that is transmitted to the student. The external 

structure of this model may be helpful to explain, in a non-transmissive framing, the meaning 

making through intersubjective space that is constructed in the process of critique. In addition, 



INFORMAL CRITIQUE IN AN HCI STUDIO 37 

the communicative forms and types of knowledge may correlate with the Dannels and Martin 

(2008) typology of feedback in an analysis of peer critique. 

 
Table 6 

Knowledge of Design Topics, Including Declarative and Procedural Aspects 
 

Knowledge of Design Declarative Procedural 
Categories Concepts for naming and specifying 

things and events 
Control and manipulation of the design 
process. Integrate external knowledge. 

Structuring Describing or defining positive or 
negative issues from the student’s work, 
with these units forming a network of 
relations with hierarchy 

Structures become directional rather 
than static, altering the course of the 
design 

Representation Different communicative forms, 
including: interpretation, coaching, 
questions, demonstration, description, 
completions, examples, reminders, 
positive evaluation, analogies, problem 
statement, scenarios, conflict statement, 
negative evaluation, and other (informal 
conversation) 

Type of knowledge, linked to 
communicative forms, including: 
reflective knowledge—understanding 
things, operative knowledge—how to 
do, contemplative knowledge—thinking 
about things, directive knowledge—take 
the student to a further stage, 
associative knowledge—bridge the gap 
between ideas and concretizations, and 
other (informal) 

Content Quality of knowledge, based in an 
individual person 

Attribution of meaning, dependent on 
the qualities of the conceptual structure 

Note. Summary of Uluoglu (2000) model of knowledge of design, as transmitted in studio critique. 

 
Gray (2013a) provides an exploratory structural analysis of peer critique in the context of 

HCI, identifying discursive structures for both the critic and the recipient of critique. Primary 

structures for the critic include: identifying limitations of the prototype and projection of worst 

case scenarios. Primary structures for the critique recipient include: identification of the problem 

space, setting new scenarios based on critique, and internalizing of new perspectives. 

Additionally, structures for beginning and concluding critique, collaboratively projecting user 

reactions, and identifying potential scenarios of use are identified. While this structural analysis 



INFORMAL CRITIQUE IN AN HCI STUDIO 38 

was based on constructed peer critique dyads, it is anticipated that some of these structures may 

also occur in organically occurring peer critique. 

Planned structure of final report. The final dissertation results and discussion chapters 

will be constructed around three primary sections: 1) an initial narrative of informal design 

activity in the space; 2) a detailed evaluation of selected critical interactions that represent a 

range of informal critique as it occurs in the space; this will include contextual narrative, 

reproduction of speech acts, if available, and appropriate analysis, that may include sequence 

analysis, thematic analysis, and meaning field reconstruction; and 3) a synthesis of the initial 

narrative and critical interactions, forming a theoretical basis for future study of informal critique 

in the design studio. 

Methodological Issues 

Threats to the validity of collected data are important to consider in any research study. In 

ethnographic research, the human instrument is of primary importance, as rigor is established 

through prolonged engagement with the ethnographic site and its population, and through careful 

attention to triangulation of data sources and reflexivity in interactions with participants. 

Prolonged engagement. Carspecken (1996) notes the importance of prolonged 

engagement to minimize the threat of Hawthorn effects. This threat of engendering bias in 

participants due to the presence of the researcher can be reduced, paradoxically, by increasing 

the number of contact hours. Participants in the ethnographic site become accustomed to the 

presence of the researcher the more they are present, and even though their activities may be 

changed by the researcher’s presence, they will still “employ the same cultural frameworks...as 

they employ in everyday situations” which are the primary object of study (Carspecken, 1996, p. 

88). I will observe the proposed ethnographic site over two semesters of activity, capturing a full 
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year of interactions in both “seasons” of student acculturation: graduation and stabilizing of 

student patterns of interaction in the Spring semester, and the entrance of new students in the Fall 

semester. 

Validation procedures. Carspecken (1996) identifies a number of techniques to support 

the creation of objective validity claims in the process of data collection, including: 1) multiple 

points of view, 2) a flexible observation schedule, 3) prolonged engagement, 4) use of low-

inference vocabulary in field notes, 5) use of peer-debriefing, and 6) member checking. I plan to 

utilize these techniques in my process of data collection in the following ways: 1) I will take a 

primary field note record, supplemented by audio recordings, photos, and a secondary digital 

field note record; 2) the observation schedule will vary based on activity in the space and 

researcher availability, including prioritizing times of day when peer interactions are most 

common; 3) a two semester data collection will ensure a prolonged engagement in the space, 

minimizing potential Hawthorn effects ; 4) the primary field note record will be primarily low-

inference, with any potentially higher-inference reflections annotated in brackets; 5) peer 

debriefing will be used during the process of reconstructive analysis, and interviews and focus 

groups will allow a refocusing of perspective on people or times of day that may be overlooked 

otherwise; 6) member checking will be used as part of the interview and focus group process, 

and is located in the second half of each semester of data collection to minimize any Hawthorn 

effect on participants and their actions in the studio environment. 

Reflexivity. Unlike more structured forms of data collection in the social sciences, 

ethnographic investigation is marked by reflexivity in the act of data collection. The importance 

of reflexivity is highlighted by Hammersley and Atkinson (1995), with the observation that 

“there is no way in which [the researcher] can escape the social world in order to study it” (p. 
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17). This paradox of researcher involvement in the reconstruction of cultural practices of an 

ethnographic site demands an active negotiation of values and beliefs on the part of the 

researcher, undertaken in a reflexive relationship of researcher to participant. This perspective is 

critical to understanding ethnography as a way of knowing, with the researcher embedded in the 

culture of study, rather than detached from it: 

“Reflexivity thus implies that the orientations of researchers will be shaped by their 
socio-historical locations, including the values and interests that these locations confer 
upon them. What this represents is a rejection of the idea that social research is, or can be, 
carried out in some autonomous realm that is insulated from the wider society and from 
the particular biography of the researcher, in such a way that its findings can be 
unaffected by social processes and personal characteristics.”(Hammersley & Atkinson, 
1995) (p. 16). 
 
The embedded nature of this form of research does imply some effect due to the presence 

of the researcher, but “how people respond to the presence of the researcher may be as 

informative as how they react to other situations” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995, p. 18) as the 

researcher seeks to reconstruct cultural frameworks (Carspecken, 1996). 

The researcher. I have completed multiple studies in the ethnographic site chosen for 

this study (Gray, 2012, 2013a, 2013b; Modell & Gray, 2011), and am known by the majority of 

the Master’s and PhD students currently enrolled in the HCI/d program through classroom and/or 

social interaction. I have completed 15 credits of minor doctoral coursework in HCI/d, including 

many of the courses that first- and second-year Master’s students take over the duration of their 

program. I completed minor coursework with a number of HCI/d PhD students, and collaborate 

with several of them in ongoing research relating to design pedagogy. I have led several research 

studies in this department in the past two years, and several of the second year Master’s students 

have served as participants in previous data collection. I also maintain an office in the 
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department adjacent to the design space being observed. In the interest of full disclosure, my 

partner is also a first-year PhD student in the HCI/d program. 

In addition to my experience and interaction with the HCI/d program in a direct sense, I 

have also worked in multiple studio environments in the past, both in education and professional 

practice. I completed my undergraduate degree and a Master’s degree in graphic design, and 

worked professionally as a graphic designer and instructional designer in agency and consulting 

environments. These experiences inform my interpretation and recognition of design talk, both 

from educational and practice contexts, and the emergence of these behaviors in developing 

design students. 

Other threats to data integrity. In any study, there are numerous internal and external 

threats to integrity of data collection and analysis. Because the data collection for this study may 

incorporate classroom observations and faculty reflections from two members of this dissertation 

committee, attention to the anonymity of data and clear separation of analysis from potential 

manipulation or mischaracterization is essential. All data will be collected without oversight of 

any of the aforementioned faculty members, will be anonymized prior to analysis, and any 

excerpts chosen for inclusion in the final manuscript will be vetted for anonymity, as much as 

possible.  
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Chapter 4. Pilot Data and Preliminary Analysis 

A preliminary analysis and discussion of pilot data included in this proposal is based on 

data collected in the Spring 2013 semester, encompassing eight weeks of participant observation 

data and two interviews. Data include approximately 96 hours of participant observation in the 

ethnographic site from late January 2013 through March 2013 (see Appendix F) and two 

interviews conducted at the beginning of March 2013 (see Appendix G). Inclusive of this data is 

356 photographs of whiteboard sketches, objects left in the studio, and groups or individuals 

interacting in the studio. Additionally, 72 audio recordings comprising approximately 26 hours 

of interactions were collected in conjunction with participant observations in the ethnographic 

site. 

Each set of field notes captured by hand during a participant observation session has been 

transcribed and expanded into a digital field note, taking an average of 20-25 minutes for every 

hour of observation, depending on the amount of activity in the space and clarity of the original 

field notes. The digitization of the field notes allows for a range of analysis, including coding of 

interactions and interaction participants, and searching for incidents based on keyword or name. 

In parallel with the digital field notes, I have also prepared an audio log, documenting each audio 

recording captured in the context of participant observations, including start and stop time and a 

brief summary of interactions in the recording. All photographs and audio recordings are named 

by timestamp, and can be easily cross-referenced with timestamps in digital fieldnotes as needed.  

Overview of Participant Observations 

Comprehensive reporting of the first eight weeks of participant observations is not 

possible at this early date, and additional analysis will be necessary to come to more substantial 

conclusions. In the interim, a close reading of all field notes collected thus far frames a highly 
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preliminary taxonomy of studio interactions, drawing on the model of critique settings developed 

by Oh, et al. (2012). Because none of the critique conditions in this model (see Figure 1) directly 

presuppose the presence of an instructor, the three perspectives should still have some analytic 

value in interactions that occur in non-classroom spaces. Each perspective—informality to 

formality, private to public, and number of participants—will be addressed separately within the 

context of the studio environment, concluding with a set of preliminary interaction types based 

on collected data. 

Formality in the studio. Since all interactions captured in this study take place in the 

informal context of the design studio, they are all distinct from formal interactions in a classroom 

context. But within the studio environment, there are degrees of formality or informality, often 

associated with the spontaneous or planned nature of an interaction. Project meetings between 

group members for a class project may be relatively formal, in that it is planned and consented to 

by all group members, with social protocols of acceptability for missing the meeting or leaving it 

abruptly. Informal interactions would then be defined by their spontaneity, arising 

opportunistically between members of the space based on physical collocation and/or mutual 

interest. While increasing formality may indicate an increase in structure within traditional 

classroom interactions (Oh et al., 2012), the structure of interactions is not contingent on 

formality in the studio space. An informal interaction may take on formal components if 

necessary (e.g., an impromptu interview for a design project), while formal interactions may be 

left unstructured to encourage collaboration (e.g., weekly “Mad Skillz Club” meetings to share 

tool or specialty knowledge).  

Privacy in the studio. Most studio interactions take on a public nature, due to the shared 

nature of the space, and the lack of reservable spaces (with the exception of the “fishbowl”). The 
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expectation of privacy seems to be relatively low in the shared main design space, while 

surrounding spaces may be seen to afford additional privacy due to their more isolated location. 

This chance of overhearing other group interactions may be seen as similar to the utility of desk 

crits, with other students able to overhear interactions and interject if they desire, regardless of 

the perceived public or private nature of the overheard interaction. Some students appear to use 

alternate meeting locations to afford more privacy to their interactions, using the fishbowl, the 

southeast couch area, or meeting rooms in other parts of the building. Alternate meeting 

locations may also be selected based on availability of technology (e.g., whiteboard, projector) or 

to distance the group from noise during period of time when the studio is busy. As with 

formality, an increasing in the public nature of an interaction does not indicate more rigor, as it 

would in a design classroom (Oh, et al., 2012). A public interaction may be unplanned and 

spontaneous (e.g., discussing a TV show of mutual interest), while private interactions may be 

highly planned and executed with precision (e.g., data analysis for a class project).  

Number of participants. As with the previous two perspectives on critique settings, the 

number of students does not limit the formality or public nature of interactions in a direct sense, 

although an increase in the number of students may indicate a more public event with prior 

intent. While interactions between small numbers of participants occur with significant 

frequency (e.g., greetings and smalltalk between students, group meetings with 3-5 participants), 

larger interactions between 6 or more participants only occurs under limited conditions. These 

conditions may include a planned meeting, such as a “town hall” meeting that was scheduled by 

students in February 2013, or an organically occurring “critical mass” of students, often in 

proximity to class meeting times. The number of students in the space at any given time 
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fluctuates widely, based on the requirements of the course projects, time of day, and day of the 

week, frequently deviating by more than 20 students in a 15-minute period of time. 

Initial Synthesis of Interactions 

An initial analysis of interactions observed in the design studio environment did not 

clearly indicate the instigation or inciting moment that precipitated various forms of design talk, 

which could be applied directly to the Oh, et al. (2012) model. To further analyze this inciting 

moment, I attempted a preliminary thematic analysis of all audio-recorded interactions based on 

summaries of each recording entered in a log. An open coding approach revealed ten main 

interaction types, clustered into three main categories of interaction: instigating interactions, 

design talk, and projection of a design community. These interaction types are detailed in Table 

7.  

 
Table 7 

Categories and Types of Interactions Observed in the Design Studio  

Category Interaction Type Example interactions 

Instigating 
Interactions 

Overheard/Seen Design talk or work is overseen or overheard while working 
separately 

Smalltalk/Social Talk Casual greetings, “what are you up to?”, “how was your 
weekend?”, friendly talk 

Showing Off Displaying finished or in-progress work to others without 
provocation 

Planned/Scheduled Request to formally critique or evaluate materials at some 
point in the future 

Request for Advice Explicit request for guidance, opinion, or interpretation 

Design Talk 

Project Talk Group or individual work for assigned course projects 

Critical Talk  
(non-project) TV shows, video games, web sites/services/experiences 

Upskilling Mad Skillz Club, individual mentoring of students, first year 
student exposure to second year work 
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Projected 
Design 
Community 

Pedagogical Development Courses taken relating to professional preparedness. Place of 
design competitions and conferences. 

Professional Identity Portfolio development, mock interviews, design philosophy 

 

Instigating interactions. Instigating interactions precede or inform design talk or 

discussions of a projected design community, and function as a gatekeeper between groups and 

clusters of students in the studio. While instigating actions such as smalltalk or planning are 

often used as a segue into formal design work (e.g., group meeting for a course project), liminal 

spaces between planned interactions seem to emerge frequently, where students have finished a 

formal encounter and are “killing time” or are anticipating a formal encounter in the near future. 

In these cases, the student may take advantage of their collocation with peers to engage in 

smalltalk, listen in on another student or group conversation, or begin sharing their own work 

without prior request. It is this latter case, where interactions between students arise organically, 

that appears to be critical for a functioning studio culture, and is a prerequisite to moving into 

design talk or between types of critical interactions. 

Design talk. Design talk might be seen as the primary content of the design studio, in one 

respect (Oak, 1998). Students are working as they might in a future design job, positioning 

themselves on the “studio bridge” (Brandt, et al., 2011) in a preliminary practice community. 

The focus of this design talk is often directed at assigned course projects, with group projects 

dominating the curriculum for first year students. Many students come to the studio primarily to 

engage in group meetings for assigned projects, but arrive early and/or leave late, working more 

casually in the studio when not in meetings. Surrounding the primary focus of pedagogically 

motivated projects, self-selected projects for design challenges, freelance work, and elective 

courses also emerge in the design studio. But even beyond planned design projects, a layer of 
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criticality overlays a wide range of talk, with students using their newly gained skills in 

interaction criticism and design critique to assess the quality of a wide range of artifacts—from 

TV shows to web services to video games. Design talk also emerges in student-initiated 

upskilling activities, which begins to position the student toward their projected design 

community. The most common upskilling activity is the weekly “Mad Skillz Club,” where 

students share skills in which they have proficiency (e.g., photography, typography, vector and 

raster editing). In these instances, at least one student leads the other students in hands-on design 

projects until familiarity and early mastery of the selected tool is reached. 

Projected design community. The student’s projected design community refers to their 

orientation along the “studio bridge” between the academic and professional community of 

practice (Brandt, et al., 2011). This category also approximates the content of the “identity 

invoking” genre of feedback posited by Dannels and Martin (2008). This type of interaction 

seems to have increased at the midpoint of the Spring 2013 semester as many first year students 

begin looking for and accepting summer internships, and as second year students accept full-time 

jobs. This pathway to an individual student’s projected design community seems to become more 

clear in the context of locating a job, and early forms of specialization begin to occur—

individual focus or interest in mobile app development, physical prototyping, user research, or 

advertising agency work emerges as each student identifies the kind of work they plan to pursue 

as a design career. Within this framing, students have been observed to evaluate the planned 

pedagogy, deciding which electives to take based on their personal design weaknesses, and 

occasionally protesting courses that they are required to take. Students also engage in self-

directed and internally planned activities that engage their professional identity—from formal 

opportunities like a job fair (e.g., HCI/d Connect) to mock interviews to portfolio review 
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sessions. All of these opportunities deemphasize the academic community in which they are 

acculturated, emphasizing the projected design community in which they will be a future 

member. 

Analysis 

From the initial set of thematically coded interactions, I have selected one interaction to 

analyze further as a preliminary sample of informal critique as it emerged in the design studio. 

This analysis is not exhaustive and may not appear in the final text in its current form, but serves 

as an example of how collected data may be selected, reconstructed, and reported in the final 

dissertation study. 

In this interaction between two first year students, Claire and Joel (both assigned 

pseudonyms), they discuss a project they are working on in separate teams for their Methods 

course. Claire begins the discussion shortly after entering the space, “showing off” by reporting 

the data collection her group has already done for a job “shadowing” project, commencing with a 

description of a preacher Claire’s group observed. When Joel seems interested, asking how she 

observed the preacher, Joel has accepted Claire’s bid for a conversation, and the discussion 

commences. A full transcription of this interaction is provided in Table 8, with initial analysis of 

acts in conjunction with the interaction types discussed previously. 

Table 8 

Conversation between Claire and Joel 

 Speech Act Analysis 
1 CLAIRE: [upon entering the studio space] I have two of 

three people done for methods already [spoken directly to 
Joel, at an adjoining table] (quote from fieldnote 41) 

Claire “shows off” her 
project work as a way of 
instigating a conversation 
with Joel. 

2 (The conversation begins with Claire describing her group’s 
shadowing of a preacher for a Methods assignment, which 
requires each group to “shadow” individuals from five 

Joel presents a willingness 
to discuss her project, 
entering into “project 



INFORMAL CRITIQUE IN AN HCI STUDIO 49 

 Speech Act Analysis 
different professions. When Joel seems interested in how 
Claire’s group shadowed the preacher, I started audio 
recording. The remaining transcript is from audio recording 
41.1 and analysis from fieldnote 41.) 

talk.” 

3 CLAIRE: and I found out who that was and basically, uh, 
just sat in his office and talked to him and asked him what he 
does during his office hours typically. Cause I mean, for 
preachers, uh, there's a lot more involved than uh you know, 
the sermon part [laughs] 

Claire segues directly into 
“project talk” from 
“showing off” with no 
social interlude—since 
Joel is also working on 
this project, it appears 
socially acceptable to 
make this shift without 
social talk. 

4 JOEL: Right Bland encouragement, 
moving the conversation 
further, but without any 
directionality. 

5 CLAIRE: We found that out! [laughs] It was nice.  
6 JOEL: What church did you do to? Joel seems to integrate 

into the conversation, 
asking for additional 
details. 

7 CLAIRE: It's uh Church of Christ, it's way over on the west 
side. 

 

8 JOEL: OK—uh  
9 CLAIRE: We're trying to—we're trying to hit more of that 

since—since [another team member] has a car and I know 
the west side pretty well. 

 

10 JOEL: yeah, uh  
11 CLAIRE: But we also have a set up with um the owner of uh 

Sweet Claire Bakery. We're going to go in before they start 
for the day and see what it takes— 

 

12 JOEL: Nice.  
13 CLAIRE: —to bake stuff—  
14 JOEL: That's awesome.  
15 CLAIRE: And uh, someone who works with the Buskirk 

Chumley— 
 

16 JOEL: That's a good idea  
17 CLAIRE: But a non-IU person that works at the Buskirk 

Chumley. 
 

18 JOEL: Yeah  
19 CLAIRE: We wanted to make sure we had that covered, so  
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 Speech Act Analysis 
we're just trying to figure out one more. I'm trying to see if 
the—the roller derby uh league will let us go observe 
practice [laughs] 

20 JOEL: That would be—really cool.  
21 CLAIRE: Yeah, so—waiting to hear back from them. So that 

will be our [inaudible]. We've got like our ideas for the fifth 
person.  

 

22 JOEL: Yeah.  
23 CLAIRE: But yeah, no, we had the time. Like with the 

preacher, we set up ahead of time, but—cause I—I know his 
wife. 

 

24 JOEL: Yeah  
25 CLAIRE: That's kind of the idea, and for the uh—the antique 

store, we just walked in [laughs] 
 

26 JOEL: Yeah, that’s uh—I'm supposed to be meeting with 
[my team member] and I think we're going to try and knock 
all this out. 

Joel moves from 
discussing Claire’s project 
in an external sense to 
sharing his own project 
work. Perhaps this 
references Joel’s shift 
from social smalltalk to 
“project talk,” even 
though Claire made this 
move from the start. 

27 CLAIRE: Mmhmm. If you want like suggestions of places, 
just to— just to stop in on and do it that way, um like— 

Claire switches from 
“project talk” back into a 
instigating mode, offering 
advice as a way of gaining 
entrance into “project 
talk” with Joel. This may 
be motivated by social 
connections, helpfulness, 
or genuine interest in the 
project. 

28 JOEL: We're thinking the library  
29 CLAIRE: Mmhmm  
30 JOEL: a church, um, I—I might have to do it individually, 

but like a delivery driver 
Joel and Claire have now 
completely switched roles 
in the conversation, 
moving from a descriptive 
account by Claire that 
began the conversation to 
a descriptive account by 
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 Speech Act Analysis 
Joel. 

31 CLAIRE: Mmhmm  
32 JOEL: and that's about as far as we got.   
33 CLAIRE: Hmm.  
34 JOEL: But other than that, if there's any ideas you have, that 

would be cool.  
Joel mirrors and accepts 
Claire’s previous bid to 
ask for advice, implicitly 
accepting Claire’s 
previous offer. 

35 CLAIRE: Yeah, so—I think so—church, library, delivery 
driver. So, hmm, uh, I would definitely check uh out any like 
hippie-type stores. Those type of people tend to be very 
friendly. Um, worst—worst case, you say, hey, would you 
mind showing, like you know, it doesn't have to be right 
now, you can set a time later. 

Claire is now playing the 
role of a critic, offering 
advice and next steps to 
Joel based on her 
experience doing this 
project. 

36 JOEL: Yeah, and that's what—kind of what we were going to 
do. Just see if like a plan— 

Joel offers his plan for 
data collection in 
accordance with Claire’s 
idea, apparently willing to 
accept any suggestions 
Claire might have. 

37 CLAIRE: Yeah, I just—I just brought my camera like just in 
case, and it worked out with the antique store. 

Claire implicitly 
understands and expands 
upon the data collection 
plan Joel intends. 

38 JOEL: Yeah, definitely.  
39 CLAIRE: People, you know, we just hit them at a good time. 

Um, but uh, yeah um, that's a good one, uh, fire stations. 
Claire suggests another 
potential location for data 
collection. 

40 JOEL: Yeah  
41 CLAIRE: What do they do? Claire shifts the 

conversation away from 
the immediate project 
concerns in a more social 
direction. While there is a 
tangential relationship, 
this functions more as 
smalltalk. 

42 JOEL: I guess they do things when they're not fighting fires. Joel accepts this new 
conversational direction. 

43 CLAIRE: Yeah  
44 JOEL: What do firemen do? [laughs]  
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 Speech Act Analysis 
45 CLAIRE: Well judging by the ones that live next door to me, 

uh, they sometimes sit out on the patio and play guitar, um— 
While these details may 
seem extraneous, Claire is 
providing substantial 
concrete detail, which 
may relate back to the 
goals of the project in an 
implicit way. Project talk 
masquerading as 
smalltalk. 

46 JOEL: See, yeah, it's stuff like that, though  
47 CLAIRE: They have to—they do do drills a lot, actually, and 

they do like—they have to maintain their vehicles and 
whatnot— 

 

48 JOEL: Yeah  
49 CLAIRE: They're always like—checking gear—  
50 JOEL: That's good. And that's close to where I live. I thought 

about cops, but— 
 

51 CLAIRE: Nah, I don't want to talk to cops [laughs]  
52 JOEL: I make it a point to avoid those [laughs]  
53 CLAIRE: Yeah [laughs]. I'm trying to think—yeah—yeah, 

but I'm trying to think who else—You know, I would 
actually have to check the town hall 

 

54 JOEL: Town hall?  
55 CLAIRE: Like over in the Showers building there, and 

seeing if there's anyone around. You know— 
 

56 JOEL: How long do you actually—how long does it last? Joel has altered the 
rhythm of the 
conversation for a second 
time, steering Claire away 
from specific sites for data 
collection, and toward his 
concerns about how to 
actually perform the data 
collection.  

57 CLAIRE: Like an hour Claire responds with her 
experience of data 
collection. 

58 JOEL: OK, yeah, that's what—I wasn't expecting much more 
than that 

 

59 CLAIRE: Yeah, well I mean in the case of the preacher, it 
was more—more talking than doing. Like, it was mainly—I 
took a lot of pictures, but I didn't need all of them. But you 
know, we just kind of had you know, because he does—the 

Claire then provides 
deeper detail into a 
specific data collection 
experience, seeming to 
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 Speech Act Analysis 
first part of the day is mostly just you know studying things 
and coming up with sermons and like you know talking to 
people if they come in. 

provide more information 
than Joel asked for.  

60 JOEL: Yeah  
61 CLAIRE: And the afternoon he spends like going out, 

especially visiting old people. [laughs] 
 

62 JOEL: Yeah  
63 JOEL: I wonder—I wonder if we could, cause what we had 

talked about was trying to get a pastor preparing for Maundy 
Thursday or for the Friday service, so we could like capture 
that. But I don't know, we'll see if that's possible. 

This more in-depth 
conversation about the 
preacher shadowing seems 
to surface another idea 
Joel was considering, and 
he presents this to Claire 
for feedback . 

64 CLAIRE: Yeah [..] well actually, you know, I'll take a 
slightly different perspective. You should check out like St. 
Charles or something like that. 

Claire responds positively 
to the original idea, but 
redirects it based on her 
previous experience as an 
ex-Catholic. 

65 JOEL: Yeah  
66 CLAIRE: One of the Catholic churches—  
67 JOEL: That could be cool.  
68 CLAIRE: I wouldn't suggest St. Johns—they're crazy—and 

they're also in Ellettsville. 
Again, Claire is 
redirecting Joel’s efforts 
based on her personal, 
negative experiences of a 
specific site. 

69 JOEL: Oh yeah  
70 CLAIRE: That's the church [inaudible]  
71 JOEL: There's a—  
72 CLAIRE: The reason I'm ex-Catholic  
73 JOEL: The only Catholic church I know—it's the one on 3rd 

and High, is that St. Charles? 
Joel disregards Claire’s 
ex-Catholic statement, 
instead returning to the 
practicality of selecting a 
data collection site, 
confirming the location of 
a Catholic church.  

74 CLAIRE: Yeah  
75 JOEL: OK  
76 CLAIRE: There's not very many Catholic churches around  
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here. 

77 JOEL: Yeah  
78 CLAIRE: It's pretty much dominated by evangelicals. [..] The lack of response by 

Joel seems to indicate that 
the “project talk” has 
concluded.  

79 CLAIRE: I'm going to work on my meaning and form 
assignment. I took the pictures last night, but I haven't put it 
together yet. 

After a 30-second pause in 
the conversation, Claire 
makes another bid to enter 
into “project talk.” She 
avoids the Methods 
project, and instead 
discusses her assignment 
for another class. 

80 JOEL: Yeah, it's not like—that's the nice thing about this 
assignment is that the actual like putting the document 
together is—doesn't matter, like— [laughs] 

Joel accepts the initial bid 
to enter this interaction, 
but provides little project-
related conversation in 
return, re-casting the 
conversation as smalltalk. 

81 CLAIRE: Yeah  
82 JOEL: Although I guess unless you do what you did with the 

— [referencing a previous project with many photos] 
Joel continues to reference 
Claire’s project work, but 
within a more social 
framing. 

83 CLAIRE: Yeah, I know—like, I need to stop doing that. 
Cause that's a lot of work [laughs].  

Claire accepts this 
reference to her previous 
work, and responds 
socially. 

84 JOEL: Yeah  
85 CLAIRE: For this one, I have two pictures. [clarifying the 

lesser amount of work in this project] 
 

86 JOEL: Yeah  
87 CLAIRE: See the [inaudible] After this speech act, the 

conversation concludes, 
when Joel is unwilling or 
unable to provide a 
follow-up response to 
perpetuate the rhythm of 
the conversation. 
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Discussion 

 

Figure 4. Preliminary sequence and setting analysis of the interaction between Claire and Joel. 

Note. All line numbers refer to the transcript in Table 8. Blue line numbers indicate a sub-setting where Joel’s bid 

was accepted, and red line numbers indicate a sub-setting where Claire’s bid was accepted. 

 
Based on preliminary analysis of this sequence, settings and sub-settings can be 

identified, which begin to reveal the infrastructure of the setting and the importance of certain 

setting bids (especially at lines 1, 26, and 79) in shaping the overall interaction (see Figure 4). At 

these critical junctures, instigating interactions can be seen in action, facilitating the movement 

from generalized social talk to content-specific project talk. While the project talk in this 

interaction bears some similarity to formal critique, both in genre (Dannels & Martin, 2008) and 
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knowledge structures (Uluoglu, 2000), the instigating interactions represent a more significant 

gap in the literature. Assessing how students enter into conversations with critical components 

will be an ongoing emphasis in the analysis of my dissertation data. 
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Design Field 
(Anthony, 1991) •     • •  • • • • Architecture 
(Bailey, 2005)   • •  •    •   Architecture 
(Barrett, 1988)  • •   •    •  • Studio Art 
(Barrett, 1997)  •   •        Studio Art 
(Barrett, 2000)  • •   •   • •   Studio Art 
(Belluigi, 2008) • •    •     • • Studio Art 
(Blair, 2007)  •    •    

¡ • • Studio Art 
(Blair, 2010)  • •   •    

¡ 
 • Studio Art 

(Blair, 2011)  • • ¡ 
    • •  • N/A 

(Blythman et al., 
2007) • • • •  •    •  • N/A 
(Bowring, 2000)  •  •  •    

¡ • • Landscape Architecture 

(Brandt et al., 2011) ¡ • •    •   •  • HCI, Industrial Design, 
Architecture 

(Brown, 1999)  •     •  • •  • Instructional Design 
(Casakin & Kreitler, 
2008)      •   • •  • Architecture 
(Cennamo et al., 
2011)  • ¡    •   •  • HCI, Industrial Design, 

Architecture 
(Clinton & Rieber, 
2010)  • • ¡   •   •   Instructional Design 
(Conanan & Pinkard, 
2001)    •   •   •   Software Design 

(Dannels, 2005) • • •   • •   •  • 
Graphic Design; Architecture; 
Industrial Design; Art and 
Design; Landscape Architecture 

(Dannels, 2009) •     •    •  • Engineering Design 

(Dannels & Martin, 
2008) • •    • •   •  • 

Graphic Design; Industrial 
Design; Art and Design; 
Landscape Architecture 

(Dannels et al., 
2008) •     • •   •  • 

Graphic Design; Architecture; 
Industrial Design; Art and 
Design; Landscape Architecture 
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Design Field 
(Dannels, Housley 
Gaffney, & Martin, 
2011) 

•     • •   •  • 
Graphic Design; Architecture; 
Industrial Design; Art and 
Design; Landscape Architecture 

(De La Harpe et al., 
2009)      • •      Architecture, Design, Art 
(Doren, 2011)          •   Studio Art 
(Dozois, 2001)             Interior Design 
(Ellmers, 2006)      •    •   Graphic Design 
(Ellmers, Bennett, & 
Brown, 2009)      •    •   Graphic Design 
(Eshun & Osei-
Poku, 2013)    •  •    •  • Graphic Design 
(Exter et al., 2009)  •     •   •   Instructional Design 
(Gaffney, 2010)  • •   •    •  • Landscape Architecture 
(Gayol, 1994)  •    •   • •  • Studio Art 
(Graham, 2003) •  •   • •  • •   Landscape Architecture 
(Gray, 2013a)    •   •   •   HCI 
(Gray, 2013b)    •   •  •a • •  HCI 
(Hassanpour et al., 
2010) • • ¡ ¡ 

 •   •a •  • Architecure 
(Hassanpour, 
Utaberta, Zaharim, 
& Abdullah, 2011) 

• • • •  • •  •a •  • 
Architecure 

(Hokanson, 2012) • • • •  • •     • N/A 
(Jeffers, 1994)  •    • •  • •   Art, Design, Art Education 
(Joel, 2011) • •  •   •   •  • N/A 
(Klebesadel, 2008)  • •        •  Studio Art 
(Klebesadel & 
Kornetsky, 2009)  • • •  •    • • • Studio Art; Theater 
(Logan, 2006)  • • ¡ 

 •  •  •   Graphic Design 
(McPeek & 
Morthland, 2010)      • • •  •   Architecture 
(Melles, 2008) ¡ •  •   •  • •   Architecture 
(Mewburn, 2012)  • •    •   • •  Architecture 
(Morton & O'Brien, 
2006) •     •    •  • Architecture 
(Murphy, Ivarsson, 
& Lymer, 2012) •      •   •   Architecture 
(Neumann Jr, 1988)  • •        •  N/A 
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Design Field 
(Oak, 1998)  •    •    •   3-D Design; Architecture 
(Oak, 2002) •     •    • •  N/A 
(Oh et al., 2012) • • • •       •  Architecture 
(Parnell et al., 2012) • • • •  • •      Architecture 
(Percy, 2004) •     •    • •  Fashion; Graphic Design 
(Purchase, 2000)    

¡ 
 •    •  • Interface Design 

(Ruchhoeft et al., 
2004)  •  

¡ 
 •    •  • Engineering 

(Senturer & Istek, 
2000)   •   •    •   Architecture 
(Shannon, 1995) •     •    • •  Architecture 
(Soep, 2006)    

¡ •     •   Creative Media Production 
(Swales, Barks, 
Ostermann, & 
Simpson, 2001) 

•      •   •  • 
Architecture 

(Taylor & 
McCormack, 2006)   •   •    •  • Graphic Design 
(Uluoglu, 2000) •   

¡ 
 •    •   Architecture 

(Utaberta et al., 
2010) • • • ¡ 

        Architecture 
(Utaberta, 
Hassanpour, Ani, & 
Surat, 2011) 

• • •   •    •   Architecture 
(Vyas et al., 2012)    •  • •   •   Industrial Design 
(Webster, 2006) •     •    • •  Architecture 
(Webster, 2007) •     •    • •  Architecture 
(Willenbrock, 1991) •      •    •  Architecture 
(Xu & Bailey, 2011)    

¡ 
   

¡ 
 

¡ 
  N/A 

(Xu & Bailey, 2012)    
¡ 

   
¡ 

 •   N/A 

Note. Closed circles represent a direct reference to the category of critique, educational context, or other factors. 
Open circles indicate a tacit or inferential reference to the category of critique, educational context, or other factors. 
aProfessor v. student experiences identified primarily from the student perspective. 
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Appendix B 

Study Recruitment Materials 

Observation Notice  
(sent via email by the Program Chair on 1/30/2013 and will be re-sent in August 2013) 
 

Dear HCI/d Master’s student, 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Instructional Systems Technology in the School of 
Education, and am currently conducting an ethnographic research study on informal 
critique in the HCI design studio. I will be observing activities in the design studio during 
the spring and fall 2013 semesters as part of my dissertation study. 
 
I may also request for you to participate in related interviews or focus groups based on 
my observations. Additional details about the study are available in the attached 
information sheet. 
 
Best Regards,  
 
Colin Gray 
 

Interview Recruitment Email 

Dear [Student Name], 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Instructional Systems Technology in the School of 
Education, and am currently conducting an ethnographic research study on informal 
critique in the HCI design studio.  
 
Based on your activity I have observed in the design studio space, I am requesting your 
participation in a 60-minute interview. The meeting time and place for these interviews 
will be arranged at your convenience, and any data you provide will be kept confidential. 
You will be compensated with a $10 gift card for your time. 
 
If you are interested in participating, please reply to this email for further information. 
Thank you for your consideration in participating in this study. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Colin Gray 
  

Focus Group Recruitment Email 

Dear [Student Name], 
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I am a doctoral student in the Instructional Systems Technology in the School of 
Education, and am currently conducting an ethnographic research study on informal 
critique in the HCI design studio.  
 
Based on your activity I have observed in the design studio space and/or our interactions 
through a previous interview, I am requesting your participation in a 90-minute focus 
group comprised of 3-4 of your Master’s program colleagues. The meeting time and 
place for these interviews will be arranged at your convenience, and any data you provide 
will be kept confidential within the group of participants selected. All participants in the 
focus group will be sent out in advance, and you can choose to discontinue participation 
at that time if you wish. You will be compensated with a $10 gift card for your time. 
 
If you are interested in participating, please reply to this email for further information. 
Thank you for your consideration in participating in this study. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Colin Gray 
 

Faculty Recruitment Email 

Dear [Faculty Name], 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Instructional Systems Technology in the School of 
Education, and am currently conducting an ethnographic research study on informal 
critique in the HCI design studio.  
 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to discontinue 
your participation at any time. Your participation would include: 
 
• Permission to observe any classes you teach in the HCI/d Master’s program during the 

Fall 2013 semester 
• Filling out reflections on a bi-weekly basis throughout the Fall 2013 semester about 

your goals for classroom instruction, and your perception of student learning (this 
reflection can be provided by email or 15-minute scheduled interview, and questions 
will be provided) 

 
If you are interested in participating, please reply to this email for further information. 
Thank you for your consideration in participating in this study. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Colin Gray 
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Appendix C 

Faculty Reflection Protocol 

These questions can be answered via email, or a 15-minute interview with the participant. 
 

 What are the learning goals you wanted your students to achieve in the last two weeks of [class 
name]? 

 What is your perception of learning, as defined by your goals in #1, by the students in [class 
name]? If there is a gap between the goals and perception of learning, why do you think it exists? 
How did you decide this gap existed? 



INFORMAL CRITIQUE IN AN HCI STUDIO 75 

 

Appendix D 

Student Interview Protocol 

Topic Domain: Role of critique in design process 
Lead-off Question: Can you remember a time in which a process of critique that happened in the 

studio during a design project was really valuable?  Tell me about it [similar to other 
experiences of critique?  What made it special?  Could it happen with just any other 
personality?] 

Back-up Question: Tell me about a time that have you asked for critique in the design studio 
from a peer? 

Back-up Question: When you were asking for critique in the design studio [from participant 
observations], I observed that [actions observed]. Can you tell me about that experience? 

 
Follow-up questions 
• What did you expect to get out of the critique of your project? 
• Did you make changes to your project based on the critique you received? 
• Can you tell me about a time when you really felt your design ideas were 

misunderstood? 
• Did the critique make you think about things you hadn’t considered (different 

perspectives/potential users/hidden meanings/missed opportunities)? 
 
Covert categories 
• Design Process as related to critique and progress 
• Perceived benefits of critique in informing the design process 
• Positive attributes of critique for personal development  
• The nature of the value: just for a better design?  Or for personal growth somehow too?  
 

Topic Domain: Beliefs about critique 
 
Follow-up questions 
• What was your relationship to the person whose artifact you were critiquing 

(personal/professional)? 
• How did you feel while someone told you what they liked/disliked about your project? 
• Do you care what others have to say about your work? 
• Why did you seek out critique on your project? 
• Can you think of an experience when someone said negative things about your work? 

How did you feel/respond? 
• What did you expect the other person to say when you critiqued their work (so you 

knew they understood or agreed/disagreed)? 
• Was it hard to know what to say when someone asked you to critique their work? 
• Were you concerned about hurting the other person’s feelings? 
• Where did you engage in critique (in private/public/design space/closed room)?  
• Would a different way of forming the critique have felt better or been more productive? 

What would have made it better or worse (language use, paralinguistics)? 
• Would a different critique setting (location or time) change the outcome of the critique?  
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Covert categories 
• Past experience giving or receiving critique 
• Comfort level with giving or receiving critique 
• Perceived power dynamic between persons involved in the critique 
• Trust 
• Role of nationality or non-native speaker status 
• Feelings of communication (whether they feel they have communicated with the other 

person) 
• Rationale for use of critique as a tool 
• Fears or concerns about the process of critique, either giving or receiving 
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Appendix E 

Student Focus Group Protocol 

Topic Domain: Beliefs about critique 
Lead-off Question: How you would define critique (in a design context)?  

 
Follow-up questions 
• Why did you seek out critique on your project? 
• Can you think of an experience when someone said negative things about your work? 

How did you feel/respond? 
• How do you ask for critique? 
• How do you know when the critique is over? 
• How is critique in the studio different from in the classroom? 
 
Covert categories 
• Past experience giving or receiving critique 
• Rationale for use of critique as a tool 
• Social aspects of critique 
 

Topic Domain: Role of critique in design process 
Lead-off Question: Tell me about a time that have you asked for critique in the design studio 

from a peer? 
 
Follow-up questions 
• What did you expect to get out of the critique of your project? 
• Did you make changes to your project based on the critique you received? 
• Can you tell me about a time when you really felt your design ideas were 

misunderstood? 
• Did the critique make you think about things you hadn’t considered (different 

perspectives/potential users/hidden meanings/missed opportunities)? 
• When do you ask for critique? Why? 
 
Covert categories 
• Perceived benefits of critique in informing the design process 
• Positive attributes of critique for personal development  
• Support or divergence from formal pedagogy 
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Appendix F 

Participant Observation Log 

ID Date Start Time End Time Day of Week Duration 

1 1/30/13 1:57 PM 3:40 PM Wednesday 1:43:00 
2 1/31/13 1:34 PM 3:42 PM Thursday 2:08:00 
3 2/5/13 9:29 AM 12:30 PM Tuesday 3:01:00 
4 2/6/13 10:35 AM 3:35 PM Wednesday 5:00:00 
5 2/7/13 1:00 PM 3:32 PM Thursday 2:32:00 
6 2/13/13 8:57 AM 12:07 PM Wednesday 3:10:00 
7 2/13/13 2:03 PM 3:42 PM Wednesday 1:39:00 
8 2/14/13 8:31 AM 11:26 AM Thursday 2:55:00 
9 2/18/13 9:04 AM 11:04 AM Monday 2:00:00 
10 2/18/13 4:30 PM 5:22 PM Monday 0:52:00 
11 2/19/13 9:55 AM 12:15 PM Tuesday 2:20:00 
12 2/20/13 8:44 AM 11:00 AM Wednesday 2:16:00 
13 2/20/13 2:22 PM 3:30 PM Wednesday 1:08:00 
14 2/21/13 11:58 AM 2:51 PM Thursday 2:53:00 
15 2/21/13 5:02 PM 6:12 PM Thursday 1:10:00 
16 2/23/13 5:11 PM 7:32 PM Saturday 2:21:00 
17 2/25/13 8:37 AM 10:09 AM Monday 1:32:00 
18 2/25/13 3:33 PM 6:01 PM Monday 2:28:00 
19 2/26/13 8:30 AM 12:00 PM Tuesday 3:30:00 
20 2/26/13 4:02 PM 4:14 PM Tuesday 0:12:00 
21 2/27/13 11:18 AM 1:26 PM Wednesday 2:08:00 
22 2/27/13 2:15 PM 2:51 PM Wednesday 0:36:00 
23 2/28/13 8:27 AM 10:47 AM Thursday 2:20:00 
24 2/28/13 12:53 PM 3:50 PM Thursday 2:57:00 
25 3/3/13 12:20 PM 2:00 PM Sunday 1:40:00 
26 3/4/13 9:08 AM 11:45 AM Monday 2:37:00 
27 3/5/13 9:57 AM 12:15 PM Tuesday 2:18:00 
28 3/5/13 4:05 PM 5:15 PM Tuesday 1:10:00 
29 3/6/13 9:38 AM 11:00 AM Wednesday 1:22:00 
30 3/6/13 1:00 PM 3:30 PM Wednesday 2:30:00 
31 3/7/13 8:35 AM 11:30 AM Thursday 2:55:00 
32 3/7/13 3:52 PM 5:10 PM Thursday 1:18:00 
33 3/20/13 11:56 AM 2:59 PM Wednesday 3:03:00 
34 3/21/13 9:55 AM 11:40 AM Thursday 1:45:00 
35 3/21/13 1:40 PM 2:47 PM Thursday 1:07:00 
36 3/21/13 4:14 PM 6:30 PM Thursday 2:16:00 
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ID Date Start Time End Time Day of Week Duration 

37 3/22/13 1:40 PM 3:20 PM Friday 1:40:00 
38 3/23/13 2:26 PM 5:00 PM Saturday 2:34:00 
39 3/25/13 3:36 PM 6:50 PM Monday 3:14:00 
40 3/26/13 8:41 AM 12:06 PM Tuesday 3:25:00 
41 3/27/13 12:10 PM 3:32 PM Wednesday 3:22:00 
42 3/28/13 3:38 PM 6:30 PM Thursday 2:52:00 
43 3/29/13 1:18 PM 3:20 PM Friday 2:02:00 

    TOTAL 96:01:00 
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Appendix G 

Interview Log 

ID Interview Date Participant Name Interviewee  Classification 

1 3/6/2013 Eduardo PhD 
2 3/7/2013 Ian Masters (1st year) 

Note. All participants have chosen or have been assigned a pseudonym. 
 

 


