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Figure 69. Marty and Edwin review the posters (top), while Marty writes messages on the

whiteboard (bottom).
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Relevant Speech Acts

The speech acts surrounding the conversation between Marty, Edwin, RM, and myself are
captured below (Table 14), as Marty negotiated the quality of the posters, with varying amounts of
pushback from RM and Edwin. | played two different roles, initially agreeing with Marty to allow
him to be comfortable to share his honest assessment, and then advocating for a more nuanced
view of expected quality based on the students’ training in graphic design, with Edwin agreeing
with me. This conversation demonstrates the prevailing beliefs about critique from Marty,
demonstrating the professor perspective; a lack of visual literacy skills as espoused by RM; and a
harsh critique with an understanding of next steps from a professional design perspective from
Edwin. These three viewpoints, with my voice drifting between the latter two, demonstrate the
expectations of quality from students in this program, beliefs about the amount of visual design
preparation students should have, and perhaps most importantly, a cultural assumption on the part
of Marty that artifacts hung in the studio represented final artifacts, with an assumed intent of

summative, rather than formative critique.

Table 14: Group Critique of CHI Posters

Speech Act (111453 20130409, 35:00 — 45:30) Analysis

1 MARTY: If this were in design school, it would just be ripped off of the wall. ~ Marty is visibly upset at the
quality of the posters, making
general comments about what
should be done with poor design
work.

2 COLIN: It would, it would just be ripped into pieces. [laughs] | “play along” with his
assessment to see if he will
expound on his thoughts about
the posters.

3 RM: If we walked into Marty's office, it would just be used as a placemat
while people were eating cereal or something.

4 MARTY: You know, let’s put this up in the restroom—we’ll put it up in the
restroom and say, ‘tear pieces off for your toilet paper.” OK. [Edwin enters]

5 MARTY: OK, we have two teams who are going to CHI, and | just walked in Marty has asked a PhD student
here and they put up these posters (it's not these guys). And | said, Oh. My with a professional background
God. This is really bad in graphic design to assess the

quality of the posters. This
begins a more formal, yet
permeable, critique setting.
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Speech Act (111453 20130409, 35:00 — 45:30)

Analysis

11
12
13

14
15
16

37

38
39
40

41

42
43
44
45

46

EDWIN: It's chaos!

MARTY: [writing on whiteboard] This is really bad. See graphics designer.
Ask Edwin.

EDWIN: [laughs]
RM: It shouldn’t be ask, it should be recruit.

EDWIN: These are going to CHI? [laughs] What's wrong with this picture?

MARTY: Don’'t bother going to CHI with this crap.
RM: You should just underline ‘really’

EDWIN: Bold it! Bold it! — Wow. So. [inaudible] Do you know who did
these?

RM: The names are up on it.
MARTY: | hope they weren’t in your class. You know.
RM: They're first years.

EDWIN: So someone has already post-it noted them to death already here.

MARTY: What are they saying?
COLIN: But those are all structural—

RM: Yeah, it doesn’t relate to the graphics aspect of it. Marty’s the only one
that’s relating it to the graphics with those comments on the board.

MARTY: | mean, where do they begin? This is the problem, Edwin, that we
have with our students. And then they say, 'l don’t have to take the graphics
class.” Yes you do.

EDWIN: [laughs]
MARTY: And you wanted to get out of the graphics. [laughs]
RM: The uniform text...

MARTY: | mean, it—it, | mean can you imagine anything more amateurish?

EDWIN: The problem is from this distance, that pattern is just like printer
error.
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Edwin joins with Marty’s
previous assessment of the
posters, wondering why the
students thought this would be
acceptable as final work. An
underlying assumption that this
is the final poster is never
questioned by any of the
participants.

Edwin calls out the comments
that have already been left on
the posters. Interestingly, all of
the comments students have left
have been indicative of formative
critiqgue, most with concrete
suggestions for improvement,
while this discussion has been
marked by a more abstract,
stinging critique.

RM mentions that Marty is the
first to point out the lack of
visual quality.

Marty reorients the conversation,
using this instance to prove that
students need more graphic
design training.

Marty moves back to insulting
the poster, interrupting a more
specific suggestion from RM.



Speech Act (111453 20130409, 35:00 — 45:30)

Analysis

47

60

61

62
63
64
65

66
67

68

69

70

71
72
73

74

75

76
77

RM: It's supposed to be—it's supposed to be a jersey.

COLIN: And two years ago, they had [two alumni], so they were—they both
need that kind of help. Because unless you—one class in graphic design will
help you a little bit, but it won’t magically create a great poster.

EDWIN: Yeah.

COLIN: I mean that's something you only get from years of experience.
EDWIN: Thank you! [laughs]
COLIN: You can't learn it online.

RM: | was going to say—that's why it's so hard for us to critique it, though,
is because we had one semester and everything. But even after that
semester, it's really hard to come up here and say, wow—

EDWIN: The major critique is there is just so much—

COLIN: This one, though. Get the InDesign file, rip all of the content away
onto the pasteboard, and then start figuring out what the hell there is.
Because | can't—it’s very difficult.

EDWIN: Well—what needs to happen
MARTY: If Dwight comes out here, he'll just start screaming.

EDWIN: The problem is these guys just don’t know. How do you—how do
you chastise somebody who doesn’t know?

COLIN: If you don't have a visual background—
EDWIN: You can chastise them all you want—

RM: See, that's why they put it up there for critique. | mean, you have to be
blunt with them. You have to be—this is not—

MARTY: This is not acceptable.

RM: This is not good. But like | said though, it's hard for second years to
even say, because while we do have a little bit [inaudible], we don’t have the
formal training that you have, Edwin. Like hearing it from us and hearing it
from you are two totally different—

EDWIN: [laughs]

RYAN: No, but it totally is, though! Cause people know you're a graphics
designer, because we don’t —we don't have as much of a graphic arts
background. It's more HCl related.
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| provide some perspective on
professional graphic design
training, to see if Marty is willing
to moderate his view.

Edwin accepts my bid and
changes his tactic of critique to a
more constructive, concrete
critique.

RM also accepts my bid for a
more nuanced view of design
preparation, explaining his lack
of knowledge to do a visual
critique, even after a semester
taking the required course.

Marty continues with the insult
perspective, now transferring the
insult from himself to another
professor with interest in visual
literacy.

Edwin continues with a more
nuanced view of how difficult
this poster design is for someone
with little training, serving as a
foil for Marty's criticism.

RM then brings the conversation
back to the nature of critique.

Marty accepts this bid to change
the conversation, continuing
with his former tactic.

RM seems to react to Marty’s
continuing chain of insults, again
aligning himself with Edwin’s
discussion of formal training,
rejecting Marty’s bid, even
though he had begun the
conversation.



Speech Act (111453 20130409, 35:00 — 45:30) Analysis

78

79

80
81

EDWIN: | honestly think that—oh geez—I mean you can really just take and
drop the size of this text down one point size, open up some of these
spaces,

MARTY: Well the thing is, yes, you can’t read from a distance, so you might
as well make it small—

EDWIN: Right, yeah

MARTY: Because you have to come up to it anyway. And make something—  Marty adjusts his approach,
have something that really—there’s no—where do | go from—this was a acknowledging the poster and
little bit boom, boom, boom. This, | don’t even know where to begin. explaining his frustration by

physically banging out a reading
order on the poster.

Meaning Reconstruction

Drawing from this conversation, | have selected a composite of one of Marty’'s early

statements in order to explore the meaning field that lies underneath. This meaning field also

includes a split-audience phenomenon, with part of the field directed toward the second year

student and PhD student in the room, and another portion implicitly directed toward the first year

students, who were not present at the time this speech act occurred. Then based on this meaning

field reconstruction, | build out a validity horizon based on the first main cluster of the meaning

field to further explore the relevant norms, identity claims, and other validity claims that help to

explain why Marty might have reacted in the way that he did (Table 15).

Original speech act: “If this were in design school, it would just be ripped off of the wall.
[...] Don’t bother going to CHI with this crap.”

“This design work is of unacceptable quality.”
(AND/OR)
“This poster should not be taken to CHI.”
(AND/OR)
“This poster is not up to the professional standards of the CHI conference.”
(OR/AND)
“This poster will reflect poorly on this program if presented as is.”
(OR/AND)
“]' want to rip this poster off the wall.”
(OR/AND)
“l am upset that the students created this poster”
(AND/OR)
"] am upset that the students hung this poster for critique”
(OR/AND)
“Students think this poster is the final design.”
(AND/OR)
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“Students aren’t working hard enough on their posters.”

[Possible psychological state: incredulous, disbelief]

(AND/OR - split audience phenomenon)

TO EDWIN AND RM

TO FIRST YEARS (NOT PRESENT)

“I want you to tell the first years how
disappointed | am.”
(OR/AND)

“You should be as upset about
the quality of these posters as |

am-u

(AND/OR)
“Help me spread the message to

the students.”

(AND/OR)
“I want you to know this work is not
acceptable for any member of this

program.”

[Possible psychological state: frustrated,
balkanizing, disappointment]

“I'm disappointed in you.”

(OR/AND)

“You aren’t working hard
enough to produce good

work.”
(AND/OR)

“You need to take more graphic
design coursework.”

(AND/OR)

"] want one of you to help me”

[Possible psychological state: defiant,
angry, disappointment]

Table 15: Validity Horizon of Marty on the CHI Posters

Objective

Subjective

Normative

ldentity

Foreground

Intermediate

Background

| am commenting on
the posters hanging
on the wall.

| am advising that
students should not
take this poster to
CHI

| am critiquing
student work

We are notin a
design school

I'm disappointed in
the quality of the
graphic design of
these posters

| feel the posters are
not professional or
complete

| feel that the
students who
designed the posters
didn’t work hard
enough

| am able to critique
the visual quality of a
design

| feel the students
need more graphic
design skills
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Students should be
told if their work is
poor.

Students should
produce good work
when presenting at
professional
conferences

Only good work
deserves to be
displayed and/or
critiqued

Good teachers tear
apart student work
to make it better

Students should be
ashamed when they
produce poor work

| am the kind of
person that “tells it
like it is"”

| am a good mentor
and teacher

I am the kind of
person that saves
students from being
embarrassed by
presenting poor work

| focus my critique on
the visual quality of
the presentation

I am a gatekeeper for
the quality of work in
the this program



Objective Subjective Normative ldentity

| am frustrated that Students should be
students thought this  publicly shamed
level of work was when they do poor
acceptable work

Summary and Implications

As noted in the validity horizon and meaning field reconstructions, above, there is a
conflicting quality to some of the norms. By all accounts, Marty is an amiable professor, and cares
deeply for his students. Yet there seemed to be a latent assumption on his part that one should not
produce poor work and display it in the studio space; that if work was hung in this way, the
underlying assumption was that it was complete and final, and should be critiqued as such. This
matched with the summative critique that was common in Marty’s courses, but did not reflect the
formative critique more common in student-to-student interactions.

Students did not make the same assumptions that Marty did about the “final” nature of
their poster design, readily posting Post-It note comments on the posters the evening before this
interaction with Marty occurred. The students implicitly understood that this artifact was a work-in-
progress, possibly because of the context provided by a Facebook post encouraging feedback
(Figure 70), or because for them, the studio served as a place largely for formative critique, not
summative critique. Adam, a student who helped to design one of the posters, remarked that the
backlash over the posters being hung pointed out that the critique process was “not happening
right”—that it privileged only summative critique; even though he explained to me that he and his
teammates got “lots of flack” from Marty for hanging the posters, he did feel that it broke down
that wall of not being able to hang stuff [on the walls],” which was a victory that began to change

the nature of work being posted for consideration (Interview, 05292013).
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Isabella
Let's Chalk! poster is up for critique (£) we appreciate comments

and suggestions.
— with Emily and 2 others.

?‘tue

‘)uv-dr
Cranaue - '

T, Lets Onelkd
Team

Dennis
Those of us going to CHI this year are going to be putting our

first drafts of our posters up in the studio this week. If you
want, you can look at them and leave sticky-note comments
and critiques. Thanks (&)

Like - Comment - April 8, 2013 at 5:21pm

and 5 others like « Seen by 142

this.

. Adam  WhatDennis Said
e others like this.

e 3 T\
Write a comment... 5-2, Write a comment...

Figure 70. Facebook posts from two different teams requesting critique on their posters the night

Like - Comment - April 8, 2013 at 7:44pm

and 4 « Seen by 142

before the incident with Marty occurred.

This incident exposed implicit beliefs about the nature of critique, the kind of work that can and
should be shared in the studio environment, and the varying interpretations of these beliefs on the
part of students and professors. While students seemed to innately understand that the posters
were works in progress, and should be constructively critiqued as such, Marty (and initially Edwin as
well), assumed that the posters represented a finalized design. Part of this confusion could have
stemmed from a bias towards low-fidelity prototyping for early design activity, socialized in Marty’s
introductory design course. In that course, sketching wireframes and similar visual representations
was advocated as the “cheapest” way to iterate and get feedback, with high-fidelity visual
representations appropriate only once the primary design elements were agreed upon and shown
to be well constructed. While no explicit support was provided for the construction of posters until
the capstone experience, Marty seemed to assume a certain level of visual competence on the part
of the first year students, particularly if they had taken the graphic design course for non-majors.

Ultimately, there was a clash between the assumptions of the first year students—that critique
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should be embraced at all stages of the process, and that feedback should be constructive and
generative—and that of Marty, who seemed to view and interpret the designed artifact primarily
through the lens of academic appropriateness, with its high fidelity indicating the degree of
completion.
Cohort Meeting

Throughout the Fall 2013 semester, momentum was building towards the formation of a
formalized meeting that was organized by first year students for first year students. As discussed
chronologically in chapter five, the instigation for this meeting as the perceived lack of cohesion on
the part of the first year cohort, and their unwillingness or inability to engage with mentors and
collaborate in the ways Marty and the mentors thought were appropriate. The students also
desired this meeting, feeling that they needed a public venue to air their concerns, their grievances,
and their path to improvement. This vignette is unique because it is the only one of these six for
which | was not present. To counteract this limitation, | interviewed several of the key students
involved in organizing the meeting, and captured the reflections of several other students that were
present. This discussion and analysis is less focused on explicit speech acts, and more on the power
structures, perceptions of community, and threats to that community as perceived and experienced
by the first year students. This analysis leads to a conversation about cohort dynamics, expectations
of progress in designerly development, and the legitimation of informal student learning.
Organizing the Meeting

As the semester wore on, Marty’s comments about the first years not performing up to his
standard became more common. By the fourth project in the introductory design course, many
students were frustrated—both with their progress as designers, and their ability to collaborate and
interact in the ways they were being asked to by Marty and the second years. Sonya, one of the
dominant females in the first year cohort explained: “we are constantly being compared to the

second years,” especially by Marty; and she felt a sense of disappointment, which was shared by
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the rest of the cohort and that she wanted to bring up in their town hall—an underlying sense of
“paranoia” (Sonya, Interview, 11202013). Anusha also experienced the same comparison between
cohorts, but rejected this sentiment, saying: “People keep comparing cohort to the second years,
and | dont know why they do that—it's fine” (Anusha, Interview, 12102013). Sonya also
mentioned more specific things the cohort felt they were lacking, such as critique not happening
outside of class; the cohort is starting to think about critiquing each other more aggressively, but
“it took this long to acknowledge it”; in addition, Sonya felt that there are issues of competition
and trust that the cohort needed to work through, but has started to see good comments from her
colleagues in class recently (Sonya, Interview, 11202013). Danielle was worried about leading the
event, but also felt: “I didn't want to be a know-it-all”; this concern was overshadowed by her
observation of “people not being here [in the studio],” which eventually led her to be one of the
primary organizers. She felt as if the second years thought the first year cohort was distant—which,
while she didn't believe this was true, she was motivated to be more outspoken to change things
because "I didn’t want another lecture...l don’t want to feel that way anymore” (Danielle,
Interview, 12112013).

A quieter first year student, Brad, took a contrary view, sharing with me during an informal
interview that the cohort was just “overreacting” about Marty’s comparisons and threats; even
though Brad rejected the comparison, he admitted that the second years are “brilliant, and | can't
figure out why...I just want to know [Stephen’s] thought process; how he comes up with the ideas
he does.” Ultimately, he agreed with the other first year students that he needed to talk to more
people in order to get better—something he was still struggling to do at the end of the first
semester (Brad, Interview, 12132013).

Marty worked behind the scenes to encourage the students to create such a meeting,
targeting students who, he felt, had leadership potential in the cohort and might be willing to

organize the event. Many of the students | talked to knew of Marty’s involvement, and from my
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interviews, Marty had lunch with or otherwise approached at least five students—Alec, Danielle,
Alexis, Sanjiv, and Alec—in his attempts to get the cohort meeting off the ground. Danielle was the
one to finally instigate the meeting, but after deciding to launch the meeting, networks were
formed with the would-be organizers. Alexis had been “waiting for someone else to do it,” but
that Marty had told her “you don’t have to do it alone” (Alexis, Interview, 12172013). She knew
that several people were told the same thing by Marty, and they informally connected at a bar after
a special class meeting on the evening of November 11th. According to Alec, Marty had also talked
to him and Sanjiv, but Sanjiv didn’t want to lead since he thought he had a “in your face”
reputation with the first years. Alexis was ultimately the person to send out the Facebook status
update announcing the event, and all five of these individuals led the meeting to varying degrees—
Sanjiv to a lesser extent.

So, with all of these personal connections finally in place, Alexis sent out a Facebook status
update announcing the meeting (Figure 71), and word-of-mouth ensured good attendance from
the first year students. By the time event occurred it was wholly a student-led event, even students
outside of the leadership circle that formed were aware of outside involvement, with Sonya
explaining that she knew “Marty was somewhat behind [the town hall]” (Sonya, Interview,

11202013).
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. Alexis

"Hey guys, a bunch of us are getting together on Monday in the
design studio to talk about how we are doing as a cohort, how
we can help each other improve and be better, and what
strategies we could use. If you are interested please meet us in
the studio at 5:30 pm."

Like - Comment - November 15, 2013 at 1:22pm

and 19 « Seen by 96
others like this.

Corrie this should be mandatory.
November 15, 2013 at 1:59pm - Like - &5 4

Corrie also...why is it in quotes, are you quoting
yourself? haha

November 15, 2013 at 2:00pm - Like - &5 2

. Alexis Didn't even notice! Lol

November 15, 2013 at 3:15pm - Like

Nikki Sounds good
November 15, 2013 at 3:53pm - Like

Write a comment...

Figure 71. Status update in the 2015 cohort Facebook Group from Alexis announcing the cohort

meeting.

Figuring it Out

Once the meeting time was set, the students assembled in the studio space on a Monday
afternoon; a time the organizers knew the second years would be in their required prototyping
class. | was not even aware the meeting was going on, having missed the Facebook update, but
walked up to the studio during a break to talk with Marty in his office and noticed the studio full of
first year students. Even given the relatively quick planning, around two-thirds of the cohort was
reportedly in attendance. Some of the students wanted to ensure it would be exclusive to first years
so they could talk openly, and because some of the students might feel defensive if others were
there. According to Alec, there were “noticeable absences” of students he felt hadn’t bought into
the program as much. He claimed that the meeting “helped us to air things out” and help each

other out; there had been some attempt at these discussions in a more formal setting during
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Therapy, led by Marty, but it was often the “same old faces” that got up to tell their stories (Alec,
Interview, 12032013).

During the meeting itself, Danielle, Alexis, Sanjiv, and Alec led the discussion, talking about
a number of the big issues that had been at the center of the comparisons between cohorts: a lack
of perceived engagement on the part of students, a lack of communication and critique between
design teams, and a lack of presence in the studio. As the students talked, Alexis wrote bullets on
the whiteboard during the formal discussion (Figure 72), documenting the main points of
discussion. She reported that the students were “quiet in the meeting”; that the organizers didn’t
want it “to be preachy” and asked the other students to “say whatever they are feeling...how can

we help each other improve” (Alexis, Interview, 12172013).

Figure 72. List of desired outcomes from the first year cohort meeting.
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The students seemed to struggle in the meeting to determine how to change the state of
affairs, with Sanjiv advocating for students to shadow second year design teams to see how they
worked; Keisha agreed with this sentiment to some degree, but didn’t see the need to observe the
second years: “l assumed it would come from practice” (Keisha, Interview, 12052013). Cameron
guestioned after the meeting, based on the issues that were discussed, whether the cohort was
“too stubborn...people that are resistant to thinking in David or Marty’s way"; he thought that the
issue was that everyone was trying to “do everything really, really well” but can’t break out of that
perfectionism and drive to look at the bigger picture (Cameron, Interview, 12112013).

The Aftermath

During the meeting, the first year students mentioned the importance of people talking
with others about their projects and pulling outsiders into their meetings. This meeting also sparked
an online spreadsheet, led by Alec, intended to document things that people want to learn or teach
to others, distributed through the cohort Facebook group (Figure 73). This reflects a sentiment that
arose in the cohort meeting that Mad Skillz Club had previously been “by the second years for the
second years” and that they want to host their own meetings instead, which reflected their
interests and needs. This feeling was not universal among the students, with Keisha reflecting that
she thought the interactions in the Mad Skillz Club meetings led by second years were collegial, but
she just couldn’t find the time to attend. Alexis mentioned that people seemed to be

communicating more after the meeting, which she saw as a positive step.
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File Edit View Insert Format Data Tools Help

s e ~ P s % 123-  Adal - 12 ~||B|lZ 5§ A .
ke

Fx Name

1 Whatlcan teach

3d modelling for real-time environments (Maya, 3ds Max, Mudbox,
Zbrush), Photoshop, lllustrator, Flash, Premiere, basic Lightroom, game
design & production (management), game Ul design, vfx production
(management), motion/performance capture theory, basics of animation,
basics of psychophysiology (biometrics), basic media psychology (though
it's been a while), basics of visual language for film (Al for T206 - Intro to
Design & Production), basic web design (Al for T284 - Intro to Interactive
Media Design), how to write an academic paper, how to get accepted as a
student volunteer at ACM SIGGRAPH, how to make a proper cuppa (pro
tip: milk, no sugar)
Photoshop, lllustrator, InDesign, Premiere, After effects, Audition,
Dreamweaver, Acrobat, Captivate, Camtasia, Programming concepts,
Python, Perl, Pen tool, audio recording equipment and techniques,
Efficient Production and graphics workflow, Really any kind of workflow,
video formats, time management, public speaking, presenting,
pedagogical techniques, storytelling, cooking. | am always available to
anyone in the program who needs help, but with my life, | will need people
to schedule time with me. Always feel free to ask me for anything.
3d modeling (maya), Photoshop, Flash, lllustrator, Guitar, Music theory,
Programming (Python, Java, Processing, Arduino, ActionScript3), Bio-
4 inspired computing (fractals, ant-clustering, genetic algorithms, flocking
algorithms, boolean networks), sketching objects from life, Ballroom
Dance (waltz tango foxtrot chacha rumba samba efc...)

Swimming, Running skill, Machine learning, Processing, Computer
maintaining, Windows 8 APP development, cooking(East Asian food),
mending a bike
driving, irony, basic Jeet Kune Do, piano, axure, Age of Empires,
6 basketball, football, soccer, baseball, cycling, lifting, python, pixel art,
pokemon, American culture, American history
Sketching/storyboarding, written communication, user research, time
7 management/Getting Things Done, how to make an improper cuppa (pro
tip: so much milk and sugar)
Watercolor painting, pencil sketching, basic DSLR techniques, C++,
s  Python, After Effects, lllustrator, Beijing opera, beginner guitar, Chinese
culture and cuisine
HTMLS5, CSS, Javascript, PHP/Mysql, Adobe Photoshop, Adobe
9 lllustrator, Adobe After Effects, Adobe Flash (Not an expertin any of these,
but will try my best to help people out), Indian cuisine
Programming: C, C++, C#, Java, Html+css, unity, action script
Maya, flash, motion builder
Painting

Last edit was made on December 5, 2013 by anonymous

. B-Bd-

=

=N

HBMY = -

What | want to learn

more InDesign, more graphic design, better presenting, storytelling, more design
tools/methodologies/philosophies, Arduino, Processing, prototyping, better sketching
techniques

more programming, sketching, Arduino

html5, javascript

American culture, better storytelling,presenting skill, quick sketching, cooking
(American, Italian, Mexican food), makeup, martial art, driving, recognizing
constellation and plants, telling jokes(which can be understood by native
speaker...lol), driving

Writing, Character development, how to use a mac, javascript, HTMLS5, to draw better,
Chinese culture, British culture, Indian culture, painting, presentation skills, dancing,
arduino

Everything

html5, javascript, processing, driving, dancing

Design/creative thinking

Figure 73. Google spreadsheet documenting first year students’ interest in teaching and learning a

variety of concepts.

Alec felt that there were naysayers at the meeting, and that these individuals “could be

really good if they were more onboard [with the

program].” He mentioned that Sanjiv

recommended that the students look more into how the second years work—Ilike Sanjiv had been

doing, and shared in the meeting—but met resistance from some students who saw this as a

furthering of the comparisons between cohorts, which they felt “was getting old” (Alec, Interview,

12032013). Anusha acknowledged some gains made during the town hall meeting, but didn’t feel

like anything happened based on the meeting, largely because there was not enough time with the

press of projects at the end of the semester. She mentioned during our interview that she had seen
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students sharing and doing reading groups, which is a positive move based on the goals set in the
meeting; implicitly, the second years “set a standard” that they, as first years, are not currently
meeting, but “I'm not too worried about it.” Ultimately, Anusha still felt troubled by the
comparison, and it was unclear whether the comparison itself was at issue, or a latent feeling that
they were not doing enough to improve their performance as designers: “Maybe we're not
reaching out enough—if the cohort is failing, maybe we're not reaching out enough. | don’t know,
stop comparing us to the second years, | guess” (Anusha, Interview, 12102013).

Summary and Implications

Underneath this process of organizing and executing a cohort meeting, several important
issues are raised to the foreground. While the conversation about the need for a meeting was
instigated by Marty and developed by first years, the second year students also contributed to a
climate where students felt as if they were behind in important ways. In addition to an environment
that allows for a meeting like this to emerge, the issue of cohort leadership and composition, and
legitimation of informal learning and student governance also raise important concerns about how
students picture their role in relation to the formal pedagogy.

In addressing how a cohort develops over time, there was a felt need on the part of the
second year cohort for students to look like them—or at least how they imagined they looked—at
the same stage. This lack of met expectations on the part of second years was compounded by
Marty explicitly telling first year students that they were “behind.” Two main questions stem from
this comparison-oriented environment: 1) how does personality shape what a cohort looks like
from the outside?; and 2) what happens when the leaders in the cohort aren’t loud, white
Americans—when students are more shy and contemplative; more unsure; less bold? While the
second year students were vulnerable and less self-assured during their first year, they consistently
had a set of dynamic leaders that led them, more or less, in a confident manner. The 2014 cohort

overall could be described as outgoing and assertive. The 2015 cohort, however, came across in my
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interactions as much more shy and uncertain, with many of the emergent leaders—such as those
targeted by Marty in the planning process—much more tentative and introverted than their second
year counterparts. It is unclear whether the program, led in many ways by Marty’s expectations for
the group, are bound to a specific cohort “personality,” and if this variance in personality caused
this perception of being behind.

Another substantial issue that | feel this vignette raises is the role of professors in the
everyday affairs of students. Marty showed disappoint with the cohort in a public, classroom
setting, and was the main individual that promoted negative comparisons between first and second
year students. However, Marty’s actions “behind the scenes” were qualitatively different; he
seemed to want to give the students tools to counteract these same comparisons and make a
change in their cohort in a more guerilla-like fashion. This is consistent with Marty’s overall
approach, privileging informal student community, as with his encouragement of the student panel
during orientation. Any full accounting of the pedagogical experience must include not only the
formal messaging found in the classroom, but also the back channel communications, informing
the creation of a student-directed space where an alternate message could be heard. In this division
of formal and experience pedagogy, we can also see a furthering of the division between the
academic community and the proto-professional community; the former, where the comparisons
between cohorts resided in a formal classroom setting; and the latter, where students led their own
informal education to better themselves individually and collectively as designers, first and

foremost.
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CHAPTER 8: Discussion and Implications

In this chapter, | will attempt to draw together the complex, layered narrative accounts of
student experience in the fall and spring semesters from chapters five and six and the more detailed
reconstructions of several pivotal events during these two semesters in chapter seven, identifying
more clearly the system relations underlying these actions. In particular, | will focus on how
students build an identity for themselves, often distinct from the circumscribed reality represented
by the program faculty and curriculum.

The concept of content inference fields (Zhang & Carspecken, 2013) is used to discuss some
of these relations, demonstrating the overlapping of and disjuncture between the scholarly
discourse—oriented towards standards of academic “rightness” and often situated in a student
role—and the practice discourse—oriented towards a situational pragmatism centered on a market
context, and generally situated in a designer/practitioner role. To explore these fields further, | will
elaborate system relations through Carspecken’s (1996) phases four and five, which focus on the
system relations which lie underneath communicative interaction in a given context, and how those
system relations can be understood as part of a larger social system. The system here represents the
entity which allows for the coordination and reproduction of actions across multiple contexts and
actors; system structures relate to the system, and are claimed through communicative acts,
thereby reproducing or introducing variation into the system.

Phases one and three are discussed comprehensively in chapter three, and focus on building
a primary record through engagement with the ethnographic context and extending that record
through dialogical data generation. Phase two is introduced in chapter three, and then extended
through reconstructive analysis of five vignettes in chapter seven. The work presented below is a
primarily analytical contribution based on the data collection and analysis in phases one, two, and
three, answering the third research question: What structures exist and are propogated by

students, and how do these structures relate to the assumed structures of the formal pedagogy?
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Phase Four: System Relations

The system relations focused on in this study are an outcome of Carspecken’s (1996) phase
four of critical analysis, orienting the findings of this critical ethnography toward existing theoretical
knowledge about studio pedagogy and studio culture in emergent design disciplines. First, | will
discuss some of the structure-system relations that have emerged in this study, based on the
narrative and analytic accounts provided in the last three chapters. | will then use these structures
to create a more holistic rendering of how the system reproduces over time, explaining, to some
degree, how this program relates to the professional practice community, and participates in the
education of future designers.
Structure-System Relations

The structure-system relations discussed here are indicative of the student and faculty
experience of this program, in that these relations shaped what kinds of actions could take place,
and, through a variety of structures, culturally legitimated and reproduced these actions over time.
The system does not determine action, but does help to explain how the illocutionary settings of
the program are related to larger system forces. In particular, | will address the structure-system
relations as they relate to two dimensions: 1) the temporal dimension—what happens in the formal
education years versus what happens once the student joins the practice community, or the
student years versus the career years; and 2) the spatial dimension, which deals with the context of
action, as students move from the university environment into professional practice.
Formal and Informal Education

Students immersed themselves in the formal pedagogy, but just as quickly, they created
opportunities for informally educating each other. They saw this as a way to ensure they would get
a good job, by engaging in consistent upskilling, both internally (e.g., Mad Skillz Club, critiques,
design challenges) and externally (e.g., professional conferences, IXDA meetups, alumni functions).

Because of this constantly building skillset, with tool knowledge largely developed outside of the
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classroom, they have a skillset that is in demand, and they are able to communicate that skillset
through project work, which stems primarily from the formal curriculum. The formal curriculum
provides a vocabulary and shared set of experiences for students to relate to one another (e.g.,
introductory design course, core methods, theory), but it is largely the students that extended that
vocabulary and set of experiences to be relevant to professional practice. In this HCI/d program, the
faculty were generally aware of these out-of-class activities, but did not rely on them in required
course activities. Many of the activities referenced above constituted additional practice and
acquisition of skills not directly taught in the program, which, regardless of their disconnection
from the formal pedagogy, nevertheless produced student work that was more nuanced and
technologically aware than work that only relied on formally taught skills. Temporally, students did
not distinguish between the kinds of learning they would need to undertake to be a good student
or a competent professional. Similarly, the forms of interaction perpetuated by students in the
studio space were not spatially bound, with informal educational endeavors located in the studio
bearing substantial similarity to those found in the context of local IXDA chapter meetings and
other alumni functions.
Internship

Beyond the formal pedagogy, students were encouraged to locate a summer internship,
even though the vast majority of students did not take it for academic credit. Students used this
opportunity to try out the things they had learned in an authentic context, often being challenged
along the way (Gray, 2014) to justify or defend their identity as a designer, building an
understanding of the value of the formal pedagogy, and where they were still lacking in skills and
theoretical knowledge. Often, this internship reminded students that they needed more
education—more theory, more practice—before taking on a full-time position. This internship also
had the benefit of constantly bringing back new and current experiences to the next cohort and

program faculty—and where legitimated (see below), allowing for changes in the pedagogy to
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meet the evolving demands of practice. The internship was located in a spatial sense almost
completely in professional practice, with only the necessity of returning for a second year of
education reminding the students of their academic role. While the students were completing their
internships, however, there was a powerful recognition that the internship experience inculcated a
desire for more formal education; thus, in a temporal sense, the internship reminded the students
of their student role, and their need for additional knowledge, which ES and Marty relied on in
their second year courses.

Cohort and Community

The cohort system provides a shared internal network among students that is maintained,
to varying degrees, after graduation. Although this cohort is self-referencing to the other cohort
that is residentially co-located, it also extends through digital space to other cohorts as well,
mediated through a shared culture, vocabulary, and set of experiences that has been propagated
by the formal pedagogy, faculty, and students. The curriculum has been relatively stable in the last
5-7 years with many practicing students from those years forming a core that have built out the
alumni network in a variety of companies; the cohort size has also gradually increased over time
(from 351in 2012 to 42 in 2014), so this core is also quite substantial. This network is informed and
in some sense “birthed” from the formal curriculum/program, but takes on a life of its own after
graduation as a force in its own right. The alumni and current students talk frequently about taking
on this responsibility—both as a way to tangibly give back to the program, and to justify and
ensure the quality of the degree they hold, ensuring its reputation for cohorts to come.

Related to building an alumni network, students are able get good jobs because alumni
have good jobs, professional connections, and a deep understanding of the industry. The
reputation of the program—uwith that valuation coming from a composite of graduates—is what
gets people jobs, not necessarily the content of the program in a direct way, although the formal

pedagogy formed the core knowledge and shared vocabulary that made this core of alumni
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possible. These bonds are reinforced during several events each year, including the HCl/d Connect
recruiting event in the spring semester, where students vie for internships and full-time positions,
alongside more informal “alumni weekends” and visits from alumni throughout the year.

The cohort system, then, relies on numerous structures that maintain and reproduce the
system, including the building of a shared vocabulary and culture, and the continuation of
communication after graduation through communicative structures like the Facebook groups. The
system supports functions that include getting new graduates good jobs, informing the formal
curriculum, and ensuring the reputation of the program at large by upskilling themselves. The
cohort system formed an organizing metaphor that, while altered once the students moved into
professional practice, nevertheless was responsible for much of the sense of community that
students relied on once they graduated from the program. In this way, as the spatial dimension of
the system changed—from collocated students in a residential program to distributed designers
throughout the world—methods of communication socialized through the system altered to meet
the new temporal realities. Throughout the educational experience, students had relied on the
student-led Facebook groups to communicate with their cohort; but in professional practice, many
alumni used the All Years group as a lifeline to connect with the program—~both to their former
experience as a student, and their current role as a design professional.

Mentoring

The mentoring system embedded in the introductory design course, and led by Marty,
forces interaction between students of differing levels. Marty’s rapid design course similarly forces
interactions between second year students and alumni, where the alumni play a professional role,
not as personal as in the Facebook group. This constant cycle of mentoring through two courses,
one required and the other highly attended, creates a cycle of mentorship and sharing of processes,
resources, and tools that is replicated as students go out to work in professional practice. While

second year students are still in the program, they bring back a culture of authentic design practice
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from their internships, which is legitimated and brought into the classroom in a direct way by Marty
in the introductory design course. As Marty explains, this mentoring works because students are
much closer to their own introductory design experience, and learn almost as much from the
experience by mentoring students in the naive state they inhabited only a year previously. The
mentoring relations built into the system by this one professor substantially relates to the
development of cohort and community, referenced above. While the temporal qualities of these
relations, in an immediate sense, are quite limited (lasting only one semester), the long term
implications of the mentoring subsystem, or set of relations, feed back into a variety of other
system components. For instance, mentoring provides a legitimated place for second year students
to pass on their expertise (e.g., informal education) in an academic context; but over time, this
mentoring role taken on by students is transformed into a focus on design leadership as the
student moves into professional practice. This translation of skills and behaviors appears to be both
spatially and temporally integrated, reproducing desirable student behaviors in the academic
context, and informing the student’s eventual approach to leading as a design professional.
Authentic Interaction with the Practice Community

Regular attempts are made in several portions of the formal curriculum and related events
to motivate interactions with alumni and other UX practitioners. Marty engages students in
authentic projects with professional UX designers out in the field through his rapid design course—
spanning a wide range of companies, design problems, and personalities. While the lead contacts
are generally alumni, they are often accompanied—in problem framing, presentation, question
answering, and critique—by designers and/or managers who did not graduate from the program,
thus encouraging communication with designers and other individuals that may not share the same
vocabulary and core competencies. Students also engage with the practice community during the
annual student-led HCI/d Connect event in a more informal way. This is a recruiting event, but with

a designerly twist; students participate in design challenges so the company representatives can see
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them and their work in action; and professional portfolios and resumes are created to market the
individual and create opportunities for conversation around their individual approach to design and
HCI. These regular interactions with the practice community serve as vital links between spatial and
temporal dimensions of the system, relating students to their future professional role while they are
still located in the academic context. The connections between students and design professionals
also serves to strengthen the cohort and community bond, reminding the students that, as they
move from their student role to a professional role, there is a constant presence of students that
will need them on the other side. Marty described this relation as a call to “give back” to the
academic program once students graduated and joined the practice community, and can be seen
as a formal link between the academic and professional spatial contexts.
Other Structure-System Relations

In addition to the other structure-system relations listed above, faculty also engage in
research, often informed by the practice community. This is especially the case with ES and Marty,
who have been engaged in a grant to study the use of methods in professional practice, and the
implication of this use for design pedagogy. This research has the potential to inform an evolution
of thinking about the role of design education, and directly impact the way a pedagogy is carried
out; ES and Marty explicitly mention using this form of research to inform discussions and to adapt
their pedagogical approaches in the classroom over time.
Embedded Roles and Typifications

There are two main roles that | found to be evident in the program experience (Figure 74)—
that of student and that of early practitioner or proto-professional designer. The former role is
generally the one expected of someone in an academic program, along with the typifications and
norms that generally come along with it. When outside of the formal pedagogy and in the studio
with peers, students are able to take on a proto-professional role, especially in relation to first-year

students or others in the design community. This new role brings with it a new set of typifications
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and norms—with an orientation towards practice and their identity as a designer and less focus on
traditional student concerns such as grades or meeting classroom expectations. For instance, while
a student taking on a student role engaged primarily or exclusively in summative critique—a
standard typification found in the classroom experience of this program—that same student, while
taking on a proto-professional role engaged primarily in formative critique or critique as a natural
form of designerly communication—a very different typification than the classroom mode, which
cast critique as primarily evaluative. The proto-professional role seems to generally subsume the
student role, with any issues of quality or rigor heightened; proto-professionals do not merely
desire to meet expectations outlined in the project brief, but satisfy their desire for quality as a
professional designer might. Ultimately, project work was repackaged and repurposed for the
students’ professional portfolios, so the blending of these roles is not unexpected. However,
students appeared to be more flexible in switching fluidly between roles, while professors and

associate instructors seemed more fixed in the academic mode.
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Figure 74. System relations between the alumni, student, and faculty communities.

In this enactment of varying static and fluid roles, there is also a potential for roles to come
into conflict, if and when they are played out in contexts that are inappropriate. For instance,

tensions emerged in cases where the norms of the classroom conflicted with the proto-professional
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role a student was attempting to live out. In Figure 75, | expand the purple area from Figure 74
referencing the formal and experienced academic program in order to demonstrate how students
took on different roles as students while enrolled in the academic program. While this switching of
roles was relatively infrequent in a classroom setting, there were several occasions in which
students wanted to understand and justify the pedagogical decisions being made within the
framing of practice, while associate instructors and faculty often oriented their responses toward a

student role, rather than that of a proto-professional designer.
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Figure 75. Detailed view of the formal and experienced pedagogy, locating potential student roles

in the program.

Students Reproducing the Studio Culture

Students reproduced the studio culture that they worked within on an ongoing basis, using
elements of the formal pedagogy as a baseline with which to experience the program, but also
building on this pedagogy in ad hoc, student-led ways. Some of the main ways students
encouraged the reproduction of student culture included: immersion in professional design activity

through internships and professionally-oriented conferences; developing methods of informal
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education to raise skill and tool knowledge across all students; and mentoring students and
encouraging communication about design in the studio.
Through Immersion in Professional Design

Unlike the conferences and methods of dissemination common in the formal pedagogy—
with papers drawn from formal venues like ACM literature and design challenges done for the CHI
student design competition—students located venues that were perceived to be more appropriate
for an aspiring professional designer. Students researched conferences and got suggestions from
alumni through the research groups, all of which resulted in their attendance at mainline
professional design conferences such as IXDA, SXSW, and Interactions. Students also used these
conferences as a way to develop additional design projects, with submissions to TEI, Interactions,
and the Microsoft Imagine Cup. Virtually none of these venues were rigorous in the ways that were
appropriate for scholarship, and mirrored by professors in the department. But students saw a
pragmatic value in attending professional design conferences that they did not find in the
mainstream conferences like CHI encouraged by the program.
Through Active Upskilling and Informal Education

Students built out multiple avenues for discussing the development of skills and tool
knowledge, often running directly parallel to the program requirements. During the first semester,
students became known for certain areas of expertise—either in computer software, or more
holistic disciplinary knowledge. This knowledge was then brought to bear on a recurring basis
through informal conversations in the studio, the formation of project teams with varying levels of
expertise, and semi-formal student-led events like Mad Skillz Club and design challenges at HCl/d
Connect. The majority of knowledge sharing among students was oriented towards more general
knowledge about design activity, focusing on tool specific knowledge (e.g., wireframing tools,

photography or layout tools) that was not the focus of instruction in the formal pedagogy.
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Through Mentoring

The mentoring structure, mentioned above, also encouraged the reproduction of a design
sensibility among the students. Mentors reinforced norms of behavior in working with first year
students in design teams, encouraging the propagation of appropriate norms of interaction in the
studio (e.g., informal communication, overhearing, formative critique). These mentors were also
mentored the previous year, and thus formed an unbroken line of students that engaged in design
activities in a specific way; mentors were engaged in translating the formal pedagogy into informal
norms of interaction in a more proto-professional space.
Professors Creating a Baseline Experience Through the Formal Pedagogy

Professors continually worked to update and evolve the HCI program, creating new courses
and adapting old ones as needed to allow graduates to meet the challenges of professional design
practice. These changes occurred primarily as a result of professor interactions with alumni of the
program, or through research on practice that often included data collection with alumni. These
linkages between professors and alumni not only informed the ongoing evolution of the program,
but also validated the alumni’s role and position in being able to provide relevant feedback.
Through Varied Approaches to Studio in the Classroom

This program enacted the concept of studio in two important, complementary ways. First,
the curriculum allowed for enactment of studio pedagogy in a limited, yet highly varied, way in
classroom instruction, with multiple classes taking on portions of the studio model. In the Fall 2013
semester, | observed: Mei’s prototyping course, with a focus on a studio model of education, with
little direct instruction and a substantial focus on making/crafting activities individually and in
groups; ES’s design theory course, where longer class sessions were often used for group
collaboration, group critiques, desk crits, and other formative project activities; and Marty’s rapid
design course, where class sessions were used for team-to-team peer critique of projects.

Interestingly, Marty’s introductory design course taken by first year students featured the fewest
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explicit studio elements, dominated by direct instruction, formal presentations, and summative
critique. Second, the informal studio space took on much of the role of a traditional studio, but
with classroom instruction and the formal presence of faculty largely absent. Students were left to
shape their own studio culture, defining acceptable norms of interaction, and enacting portions of
the formal pedagogy in ways that they determined to be appropriate. The formal pedagogy shaped
this studio space through the kinds of projects that were assigned in required courses, the styles of
collaboration that students were required to work within, and the methods and underlying theory
that pervaded the curriculum, but ultimately, the studio culture adjacent to the classroom studios
was constructed by and for students, as they took on a proto-professional designer role.
Through Adaptation Based on Alumni Feedback

Feedback from alumni working in professional practice informed the development and
adaptation of courses within the formal pedagogy. David told students in his readings course early
in the semester that “this class is here because a graduate of the program had never heard of
affordances...so here you are; I'm sorry” (David, 09162013, 1542). In addition, Marty allowed
alumni of the program to write project briefs for the rapid design course he managed, injecting real
world projects into the curriculum. In IDP, Marty also made significant changes over time, adding a
semester long project focusing on wireframing when he heard from the field that students were
not getting enough experience in this technique in the formal pedagogy. Mei also engaged with
the alumni community, focusing more on including projects that she could see long-term benefit
for in certain sectors of the professional design space—in emergent spaces such as tangible and
ubiquitous computing.
Through Validation of Alumni Network

The alumni were validated as part of the development of the program pedagogy using
many of the interactions mentioned above. But more importantly, perhaps, alumni wanted to be

involved in the pedagogy; their legitimation as expert designers was formalized through
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interactions in Marty’s course, and their role in HCI/d Connect on a yearly basis supported
recruiting of current students. This connection was made even more explicit in interactions through
the student-created Facebook groups; professors occasionally responded to alumni posts,
encouraging the connecting of alumni through portfolio critiques, collaborative discussion of
emerging design tools, and sharing of design precedent.
Content Inference Fields

As demonstrated above, students interact in and experience the pedagogy in two different
contexts: the first context defined by the academic community and characterized by scholarship
and normative professor-student relations; and the second context defined by professional practice,
or a projection of the practice community in a proto-professional role, characterized by designerly
identity and design activity, structured within designer-client relations or designer-professional
community relations. | propose that these two contexts form distinct content inference fields,
characterized by different locutionary and illocutionary content and related structures. While | do
not attempt to fully map each of these fields in this section, | do wish to highlight some of the
features of these fields (Table 16), and how students and professors navigate between them and
communicate through them. In addition, | draw some connections between the language of
Shaffer (2003) and Brandt et al. (2013) and this terminology, with the intention of providing a
preliminary framework for future work in exploring and documenting this field phenomenon in a

design education context.

Table 16. Comparison of Education and Practice Fields by Structural Features

Education/Scholarly Field Practice Field

Roles Professor Student (acting as an early practitioner)
Student Practitioner/Alumnae
Mentor/Al Scholar/Researcher

PhD Student/Scholar
Practitioner/Alumni
Scholar/Researcher

Typifications Classroom instruction Critique as designerly communication
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Mentoring

Academic advising

Critique as evaluation
Design activity/collaboration

Norms o

Formal Rules

Professors should present a
reasonable argument to be
respected / acknowledged.
Students can have better ideas
than professors.

Students should defer to/respect
professors.

Professors grant you entrance into
the academic program.

Professors assign you a grade for
your work/performance.
Professors decide whether or not
you get to graduate / receive a
degree.

Upskilling/informal education
Design activity/collaboration

Everyone should present a
reasonable argument to be
respected / acknowledged.
Students should defer to / respect
practitioners with more experience
than they have.

Student interactions with
practitioners can affect their ability
to get a job.

Student Interaction Within Fields

As demonstrated in chapter seven, students frequently developed systems, tools, and norms

outside of the formal pedagogy, with the intent of learning how to enact a proto-professional

designer role. The field of proto-professional emerges early in the first semester as students interact

with mentors, who also see themselves as part of a projected professional community of designers.

While professors interact with the professional field to some degree, it is generally as a researcher

and professor, not as a practicing design professional. This dramatically different way of interacting

with fields on the part of students and professors creates a distance—both in illocutionary

structures, and in how these illocutionary structures shape the communicative acts that can occur

(and what meaning is conveyed). In the studio interactions | observed, students most frequently

took on roles within the proto-professional field, occasionally bringing the assumptions of this field

into the classroom, which was dominated by the academic field, and the normative assumptions

that are included in that field. Professors reacted to this employment of a proto-professional field

with varying approaches; some, like Marty and ES seemed to create space in their pedagogy for

change based on the students’ proto-professional field in a direct way, asking them to share their
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professional experiences in class (e.g., internships, previous business experience), while others
operated more strictly within the academic field.

The crossing between fields seemed to be relatively fluid for most students—especially
those who most readily adopted the proto-professional field. Other students, often the ones least
frequently seen in the studio, only seemed to accept the academic field as valid, ignoring or
seemingly blind to the presence of the proto-professional field. Professors seemed aware of both
fields to some degree, but with varying implications for their scholarship and pedagogical
implementation.

Linking Vocabulary

The professional community of practice, while linked to the academic community of
practice and studio bridge in some absolute sense in Brandt et al.’s (2013) rendering, appears to be
more disjointed than that initial model suggests. The concept of fields—with each field as a
relatively impermeable structure—brings with it a set of defined roles, norms, and typifications.
While the Brandt et al. model of overlapping communities of practice represents a potential for
interaction between practice and academic fields, it does not take into account the conflict that
these two overlapping fields represents. Using the language of fields, we can look more carefully
into the locutionary and illocutionary structures of appropriate communicative acts in each field,
and then see how they combine and conflict in a design studio context. For instance, a student
acting within the proto-professional role and related professional field may reject the evaluation
structures of the classroom as inauthentic; in return, the student may not be rejecting evaluation
through critique, but rather expanding the notion of being critical to all of their designerly
communication. A professor unaware of this shift of field on the part of the student may conclude,
within the academic field, that the student is rejecting the idea of evaluation entirely. Similar

conflicts may occur along the typifications addressed in Table 16; for the majority of typifications

260



where no direct equivalent is available across both fields, the potential for conflict and tension may
exist.

The system relations described above elucidate some of these potential conflicts,
highlighting the differences in norms, roles, and typifications between the academic and proto-
professional fields. Additional work could be done to further describe the interactions between the
professional and proto-professional fields, although the illocutionary structures between these two
fields are likely much more closely linked and permeable than the proto-professional and academic
fields. During data collection in the Summer of 2013, there were strong interactions between this
professional field and proto-professional role as students took internships and professional design
positions; these professional positions promoted a co-construction of identity between the
individual student or early professional and their place of work, mediated by previous academic
experiences of design and the student’s philosophy of design (Gray, 2014).

Many of these same issues can be seen when decomposing Shaffer’s (2003) theoretical
model of the design studio to take into account the felt student experience. When that model is
separated out to create a designed and experienced dimension, in addition to a classroom and
student-created studio, many of these same potential conflicts of illocutionary structures are
foregrounded once again. In the process of creating and reproducing the structures of the proto-
professional community, many of the distinctives of the academic community are thematized by
students and evaluated on an epistemological level. Students are encouraged by the formal
pedagogy to discover their design philosophy, and in doing so, many of the baseline
epistemological values of the program—of human-centeredness, teamwork, knowledge of the
user—become foregrounded as concepts in the academic field, and then embedded in a proto-
professional context, situated in design activity enacted by the student/proto-professional.

Each of these theoretical models of the studio will be discussed in more detail below,

including opportunities to extend the models to represent more fully this field phenomenon.
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Ultimately, the recognition of the agency of the individual learner in enacting and constructing their
own experience leads to a fuller explication of how these fields relate in the educational process.
The language of content inference fields, while not fully developed here, provides a jumping-off
point to theorize the learner, and the illocutionary structures in which the learner develops skills
and a sense of designerly identity—in academia, and in relation to professional practice.
Discussion

In this section, | will synthesize the system relations of this specific design program with a
broader view of how students and professors interact within the academic and practice fields,
reinterpreting and broadening the theoretical constructs of the studio and studio pedagogy set out
by Brandt et al. (2013) and Shaffer (2003). Through this discussion, | will also explore opportunities
for applying the concept of content inference fields to foreground the student experience of the
formal pedagogy and the students’ creation of a proto-professional field for development of their
designerly identity.
Location and Evolution of Identity

Students in this study rapidly shifted from identifying as “students” in an academic field to
identifying as designers, in a proto-professional sense. They choose this positioning because of their
personal commitment to both be and become a designer (Nelson & Stolterman, 2012) in the
broader HCI community, a choice mediated by the individual student’s agency outside of the
academic context. This choice to identify as a designer was not made because the pedagogy
coerced them to take on this identity, but rather because the pedagogy scaffolded the decision to
take on a designerly identity, providing the necessary concepts and metacognitive space to build
this identity. Two of the faculty talked directly about developing a designerly identity in a variety of
ways, through topics that included: design philosophy, finding your core, mapping out your own
“whole game,” articulating your “this | believe.” These appeared to be scaffolds for students to

begin their own internal conversation about their identity—both who they currently are, and who
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they want to become. This ongoing quest for greater design expertise was expanded on by the ten
HCI/d students who participated in the summer study on competence (Gray, 2014) used as a
secondary data source in this dissertation study, as they actively had to address how they currently
“ranked”, and how they intended to improve their competence as a designer over time.

As the students located and altered their identity, there seemed to be several systemic
forces or structures at work. These included: the cohort model, the mentoring approach to
instruction, the active presence of individual identity construction (and the tools to do this
construction work), the presence of an markedly active alumni network, and a strong internal
commitment on the part of students to expand their skills/fcompetence outside of the classroom.
Without any one of these elements of the overall system, much of the identity of the student that
comes out of this educational program would presumably be substantively altered, although
additional research would be needed to definitely identify the relevant causal relationships.

Professors are largely “stuck” in only the academic space, with their productivity measured
in terms of research output rather than real-world design. Students recognized this quickly, both
through their interactions with alumni on Facebook, and in discussions with the second years.
Mentors served as leaders in a cohort system that used academic status as a primary identifying
characteristic. These same mentors reiterated lessons from alumni and their own experiences in
professional internship settings, and they promoted a curated view of the overall curriculum with
an eye towards practice. Additional informal learning opportunities naturally sprung from
interactions like these, where everyone has something to teach and everyone has something to
learn; mainstays of student life like HCI/d Connect and Mad Skillz Club were created at some point
in the past by students, and had been reproduced over time in varying ways, but with the same
goal in mind. On the personal identity level, multiple tools were made available for students to
reflect on their own self, and the presence of mentors and alumni provided a multiplicity of

templates for who these students might be. It is through this discursive and dialectical identity
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construction—aided by the formal curriculum in establishing habits of reflection and a baseline of
vocabulary—that students created spaces to actively enact/perform their identities, shaping others’
identities while they themselves were shaped.
Relationship of Pedagogy to Practice Community

This element of agency and student-directedness within studio pedagogy is never addressed
explicitly in the existing literature. The vision of the “studio bridge” (Brandt et al., 2013) addresses
the issue of communities of practice in relation to learning and professional practice, but privileges
the academic version of events in a hegemonic way. The communities of practice, which | propose
could be expanded through a discussion of these communities as content inference fields, overlap
in the way the extant literature might suggest they do, reflecting how professors designed or
imagined them to overlap. This assumption of the location of the studio bridge (Figure 76, top)
assumes that the professors are the sole or primary constructors of the academic field; but this
construction does not address the student’s construction of their own field, which in this case, is
much more substantively oriented in practice than in the academic orientation assumed by the

professors (Figure 76, bottom).
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Figure 76. Designed studio bridge oriented towards the academic community (top); and the studio

bridge experienced and constructed by students oriented towards professional practice (bottom).

This construction of fields is present even when students are only given the tools to succeed
in the academic discourse—through traditional modes of scholarship, conferences that promote
scholarly inquiry, and a restricted set of tools. Students quickly move outside of this constructed
academic field and create their own standards of rigor, sets of tools, and places for professional
conversations to take place. With this field phenomenon taken into account, the studio can be seen
in different ways depending on which subject position is taken (Figure 77). The studio space, as
envisioned by professors or the formal pedagogy, might be described as an academic proving
ground, with design activity as a means for students to learn to be an experienced designer, as
defined by the academic discourse. Students operating in the proto-professional field may imagine
the studio—in both physical and digital forms—as a place to practice design in a broader sense, as
a means to enact their designerly identity. This understanding is not altogether different from what
a student might report in a studio culture within a traditional design discipline, but because this
program operated under a substantively different implementation of studio—both in classroom and

non-classroom settings—this finding is significant.
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Figure 77. Comparison of an academically-foregrounded (top) and a professionally-foregrounded

(bottom) view of the studio bridge.

The specific relations between content inference fields, including the limits of each field, the
mechanisms for up-leveling and down-leveling, and how the fields intersect with illocutionary
structures have not yet been fully explored. Any design activity, seen as having a distinct and
coherent locutionary content, regardless of illocutionary setting, might be thought of as being
contained within a single content inference field. For instance, design activity as a student might be
seen as roughly equivalent to design as a practitioner, albeit with different constraints and
pressures. The definition of what might be constituted within the design content inference field
becomes more difficult when taking into account the complexity of the research community. |
would posit that certain forms of design that are often lumped together, ontologically and
epistemologically, in the research community actually represent a different content inference field
than design as presented above. The shift in the last decade towards design as a form of scientific
knowledge production can be seen within the research community, operationalized through

methods such as design-based research and research through design. | posit that this pursuit of
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design, first and foremost as a method by which one might create propositional knowledge, is
distinguishable from design activity as it is traditionally understand as intentional change in the
context of creative production.

In this study, these two understandings of design are frequently blended and synthesized,
owing to the tier one research status of the university in which the program was situated. Faculty
members are hired and tenured on the basis of their research production, not their creative
production. And in this sense, some of the faculty—especially Mei, David, and Dwight—employ
their understanding of design primarily within the academic mode, in a content inference field that
is circumscribed by the scientifically-focused outputs of design rather than design activity itself.
These faculty members see the ways in which this view of design as a means of scientific
knowledge production is related to design activity as a distinct way of knowing (Cross, 2001), and
frequently synthesize this understanding in their academic writing. But while these professors do
not intentionally conflate design and design as research, practically speaking, | have seen that the
conflated view is what comes across to the students. Meanwhile, Marty and ES communicate
almost completely in the design field, where the content inference field of design taught in the
classroom has a rough equivalency to that of practice. While the content inference field in this case
is characteristic of design rather than academia, there exist some areas of intentional or
unintentional repression, related to the differences in the illocutionary settings of academic and
practice; for instance, the realities of doing design in a classroom setting rather than a professional
setting may foreground certain qualities of the design field, and background others.

Additional analysis will be needed to understand more completely the relation of these two
fields, including how the faculty and students repeatedly claim and reproduce these fields through
communicative acts. In particular, identification of the awareness faculty and students have of
these fields and how they are able to transcend these fields through this awareness would reveal

additional information about the interactions that each field allows to be foregrounded, and how
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the qualities of these interactions can be up-leveled or down-leveled in relation to a given
illocutionary setting or discourse.
Construction of Experience

Through the students’ construction of an individual identity in relation to the academic
program and to professional practice, we can also discuss the role of the felt aesthetic experience
(Parrish, 2005; Parrish, Wilson & Dunlap, 2011) from an instructional design perspective, which
contains elements of learning. | did not see an experience circumscribed or even primarily defined
by the educational program, but rather a set of individual experiences (e.g., sketching the “whole
game,” writing your design philosophy, working in teams) that encouraged the construction of an
aesthetic experience—integrating one’s lived experience, specific educational opportunities, and
future professional goals. In this way, the constructed experience was informed by the educational
imperative, but the enacted or felt experience was much larger than any designed curricular
experience. In fact, students frequently used experiences outside of the formal curriculum as a
“stake in the ground” to guide their own sense of what the experience meant, in some cases
rejecting the thrust of the formal program, and in others, augmenting it or contextualizing it
through the lens of professional practice. It is precisely this flexibility in the construction and
enactment of experience that appeared so easy for students to do once they learned how—while
respecting and being able to thematize both sides. But the role switching that appeared easy for
students during the Spring 2013 semester proved to be quite traumatic and stressful in the Fall
2013 semester, when those behaviors were still being learned—through growing tensions between
what they were learning in the formal curriculum, and how they were being encouraged to interact
with other students and design professionals in other contexts. For faculty, however, position-
taking on the part of the student or projected professional became much more difficult, because
their locus of identity was most tightly bound to the constructed experience, and their scholarly

understanding of how it is or should be enacted. While faculty members in a professor of practice
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position in a teaching university may not experience this disconnect from the realities of
professional practice, the faculty members in this program were hired and tenured because of their
ability to perform research in the academic HCI community, not because of their professional
credentials as designers. These faculty members commonly used examples found in academic HCl,
including relevant standards of rigor, definitions, and ways of producing knowledge; these were
presented in sharp contrast to the resources that second year students and alumni most commonly
used.
Layers of the Studio

Shaffer’s (2003) theoretical model of the studio—comprised of surface, pedagogical, and
epistemological layers—foregrounds the physicality and materiality of the studio and the pedagogy
that takes place within that context. Each level, as in the Brandt et al. model (2013), privileges the
curricular and professor voices, ignoring or deemphasizing the impact of these structures on the
felt student experience. This is similar to the disjuncture between intention and experience outlined
above in regard to the practice community, where tensions arose in cases where students were
taking on a different role than the faculty expected. Likewise, each “layer” of structures’ in the
Shaffer (2003) model might productively be seen from not only a professor standpoint, but also
from the perspective of the student, as tentatively outlined for this program in Table 17. A
productive tension also exists between the varying expectations and perspectives of the faculty in
the program; through the very existence of the two discourses mapped in chapter five between
Marty and David, students were faced with a choice of which perspective to adopt. And in most
cases, students adopted neither perspective as a monolithic unit, but rather integrated both
perspectives into their overall understanding of their evolving designerly identity and philosophy.
These tensions between faculty present a less consistent and clear message than might be indicated

in the system-level view offered by Shaffer (2003); but it is in the dismantling of the structures and

’ | am using the language of Shaffer (2003) to discuss the three layers of his theorization of the studio as “structures.”
However, the use of structures in this way is not directly parallel to the larger concepts of structure and structuration used
elsewhere in this study in a more typical critical or structuralist framing.
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locating differences of opinion across multiple subject positions that many productive insights may

be found.

Table 17. Comparison of Shaffer’s (2003) Structures of the Studio By Type and Role

Non-Classroom Studio
as Designed

Non-Classroom Studio as

Experienced by Student

Classroom Studio as
Experienced by Student

Duration /
Permanence

Surface
Structures

Pedagogical
Structures

Epistemological
Structures

Semi-permanent
(by faculty involvement)

¢ Whiteboard surfaces
e Work tables
¢ Collaboration tables

None explicitly defined; no
courses offered in the
space

* Collaboration

* Team-based designing

* Ephemeral
representation of design
activity

Semi-permanent
(by cohort or year)

Whiteboard surfaces
Work tables
Collaboration tables
Facebook groups
Subject matter experts

Mad Skillz Club

HCI/d Connect
Professional blogs/sites
Professional conferences
Wireframing, creative,
and collaborative tools
(wide range)

Formative and
summative critique
Designerly talk

Professional competence
Group > Individual
Everyone has something
to teach and learn

Transient (as enacted by a
professor)

Whiteboard surfaces
Work tables
(Making/building
supplies)

Lecture

Learning through making
Presentation and critique
Academic readings
Academic conferences
Wireframing and creative
tools (limited selection)
Summative critique

Individual design
philosophy
Grounding in HCI theory

Using Shaffer’s (2003) model as a starting point, | propose extending the theorization of the

studio to its designed and experienced manifestations as accessible through student and professor

subject positions; and in this case, also exploring the role of classroom-based studio instruction and

the non-classroom studio space used and generally controlled by students. Additional research,

mapping the interleaving of designed (what was intended to be experienced) and experienced

(what was actually experienced) features between professor and student subject positions and the

interfacing of classroom and non-classroom studio spaces, is needed to fully extend this theoretical
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model to take into account the field phenomena projected in the earlier discussion. It is probable
that epistemological structures experienced in the classroom are thematized and foregrounded
through student interactions, then imbued into pedagogical structures constructed by students, for
students. For instance, the students’ need for a heightened sense of visual literacy was exposed
through deficiencies in courses early in the curriculum. When students realized their need for
additional visual literacy skills, they reconciled this deficiency outside of the classroom through
student-to-student interactions. Students with professional graphic design knowledge were sought
out in a variety of contexts, including a series of Mad Skillz Club events on typography, Adobe
InDesign, and Adobe Photoshop. Similarly, a focus on developing a personal design philosophy in
ES and Marty’s courses informed the student’s development of professional portfolio sites, which
was then exposed during the student-led HCI/d Connect recruiting event. This are just two cases in
which students appropriated formal pedagogical and epistemological elements from the academic
field, reconstructing them to suit their own purposes in the proto-professional field.
Phase Five: The Social System

Any efforts to link the interactions between these students and the formal pedagogy are
necessarily limited to the individual program level. However, results from this study, taken along
with the prevailing theoretical models of the studio and professional design education, are highly
suggestive of how students relate and interact simultaneously to their academic program of study
and their future professional design community. In traditional design disciplines, this separation has
not been as substantial; professors in these design programs (e.g., visual design, industrial design,
architectural design) often continue to practice in their specific design discipline, either in a
commercial sense, or in the production of design artifacts in order to gain tenure. Students are
absorbed into a culture that is oriented towards professional practice, with many academic
structures similarly linked to professional practice. These traditional design disciplines might be

described in Brandt et al.’s (2013) diagram as ideally oriented equally toward the professional
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community of practice and academic community of practice. But it is important to note that

traditional design fields, such as industrial design, which is addressed in the original diagram, have
an academic community whose character is quite similar to professional practice, including tenure
requirements for faculty that are often more indicative of design capability than research expertise.

However, these same assumptions of professors being trained and enculturated into a
specific design discipline, perpetuated through an ongoing practice of design, cannot be made in
more emergent design disciplines. These emergent disciplines, which could often be described as
dominated by “scientised” views of design in Nigel Cross’s (2001) language, are subject to
different rules and methods of operation as compared to their traditional design discipline
counterparts. The tenure system in these emergent disciplines is still based firmly in traditional
forms of scholarship—not the creation of designed artifacts—and this academic thrust is felt by
professors in these fields, particularly in research-intensive universities, like the university where this
study was carried out. Additionally, many of these professors have not been formally trained as
designers within the discipline where they teach—none of the primary professors in the program
under study received their training in HCI or design—thus, there is less perpetuation of a known
and defined design culture, as would be typical in traditional design disciplines.

The lack of grounding in traditional design in non-traditional or emergent design disciplines
surfaces the issue of shifting identities from scientific fields with traditional academic structures to
more designerly ways of thinking, knowing, and acting; this is a challenge not only for professors,
but also for students trained in a scientific mode. The shift of identity—from the scientific to design
tradition—is a violent, and often difficult process to experience as a student (Gray, 2013c; Siegel &
Stolterman, 2008), and possibly even more so to direct as a professor. The students in this study
felt a strong connection to their professional community, even as the professors perpetuated more
scholarly forms of engagement; the conferences attended, modes and media for expression, and

creative or professional tools all differed substantially between these two groups by the end of the
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two-year program. As professional design education rises in prominence in these new, emergent
disciplines (Boling & Smith, 2014, Faiola, 2007), and as traditional design disciplines gradually move
toward a more scientific mode of scholarship (Frayling, 1993; Zimmerman, Forlizzi, & Evenson,
2007)—through the proliferation of multi-disciplinary design programs and a shift to awarding
PhDs in design (Durling, 2002; Margolin, 2010)—these issues of professional versus academic
communities will continue surface. Taking into account the larger forces at work in the creative
community, and training individuals for these professions, while also justifying these decisions
within a traditional, research-dominated academic framing will likely become increasingly
challenging. As the creative class increases, we must confront the very present reality of shifting
understandings of what education is intended for in a design context, and the responsibilities of

students, professors, and the larger professional field for these outcomes.
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CHAPTER 9: Conclusion

In this dissertation study, | have documented informal interactions outside of the formal
pedagogy, and engaged in reconstructive analysis to locate the system relations and structures that
reproduce these interactions over time. This understanding of informal interactions and features of
the underlying system informs a preliminary mapping of how these expressive acts link to the
experienced surface, pedagogical, and epistemological structures of the studio (Shaffer, 2003) and
how students interact fluidly between academic and professional fields (Brandt et al., 2013). To
summarize the findings and impact of this study, | bring the conversation back from the analysis
and discussion of specific data to the broader research questions | set out to answer. These first
sections of the conclusion will also serve as a brief description of the findings relevant to each
research question, leading to the implications of this study, related limitations, and potential
avenues for future research.

Summary of Research Questions and Findings

In this section, | review the research questions | set out in chapter one and contextualize the
findings that relate to each question. Themes from the narrative chapters (chapters five and six) and
deeper analysis of pivotal events in chapter seven are used to support my assertions, which are
formalized in a discussion of system structures and relations in chapter eight.

What kinds of informal interactions are occurring outside of the formal pedagogy
between students (primarily in the physical studio space)?

Informal interactions outside of the formal pedagogy are rich and varied. While many of
these interactions were shaped in some way by the educational superstructure, students quickly
learned to create and extend the studio on their own terms, through informal educational ventures
like Mad Skillz Club; alumni connections through Facebook groups and HCI/d Connect; mentoring,
collaboration, and critique; making activities; and participation in professional conferences. While

there was a substantial amount of informal critique between students, especially during the Spring
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2013 semester, a greater portion of interaction was taken up in designerly talk (Gray & Howard,
2014), where students engaged in a higher level of discourse than everyday social conversation
around topics that have relevance to design, while not orienting their conversation toward a
specific project in a directional or evaluative manner, as in traditional critique.

How do these informal interactions outside of the formal pedagogy relate to existing
knowledge about critique as a signature type of studio interaction?

As discussed in a fuller analysis of an encounter between two students surrounding a
design project in the previous chapter, informal critique took on a different character from what
the literature currently suggests in relation to formal or classroom-based critique. Many of the
statements did not fit neatly into the largely evaluative framing suggested through the current
structures of critique; there was a loose connection between talk about design and the application
of that conversation to a given project, with more focus on “trying out” professional modes of
communication, often in a critical stance, than on evaluating a project in a formal sense, as they
engaged in during a class session. This suggests a need to broaden our understanding of what
critique and talk in a critical mode looks like in @ more social than classroom framing, especially as
students orient this designerly talk primarily towards a proto-professional field.

What structures exist and are propagated by students, and how do these structures relate
to the assumed structures of the formal pedagogy?

A number of structures identified in the system relations section of the previous chapter
have a substantive basis in student interactions, many of which are directly enabled by student-to-
student communication about design in a distinct social context, with student-defined norms and
priorities. While many of these structures—mentoring and the cohort model in particular—emerge
from the formal pedagogy, the students quickly established the parameters of these structures,
defining appropriate norms, reproducing norms from previous years, or creating new ones. All of

these norms were enacted and reproduced in a variety of roles and typifications, many of which
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were not directly indicated by the formal pedagogy, and were more closely connected with the
proto-professional field than the academic field. Beyond the formal structures, students created
and sustained several important structures on their own, frequently reproducing structures from
previous years, but also shaping and rethinking these structures in the current cohort environment.
These structures and system relations were claimed and reproduced through two distinct content
inference fields, with students effectively living in the two worlds of academia and professional
design practice, situating and contexualizing their interactions pointing towards a proto-
professional role and the professional design community. Structures and relations such as informal
education, internships, and community are “owned” by students in some sense, and it is their
responsibility to determine how these structures affect their own experience on an ongoing basis.
All of these elements are highly dependent on the construction of the cohort, the leaders within a
given cohort, and the legitimation of their activities by professors and others that are considered to
have authority.
Implications

This study cuts across two primary areas of literature, both of which have developed largely
separate from each other: 1) instructional design and technology; and 2) design pedagogy and
studio education. The analysis of data in this study has provided me with a basis to consider
implications about the nature of the student experience within a design pedagogy, extending the
limited amount of work in this space (Dutton, 1991; Willenbrock, 1991). These implications are
powerful, not only for the process and constraints of designing for experience in an instructional
design framing, but also in a recognition of how the studio mode may operate when released from
its historic role as defined in traditional design disciplines and redefined through various
implementations in emergent design disciplines. Before addressing implications in relation to
instructional design and technology and teaching in the studio mode, | wish to call out three

dominant themes that cut across both sets of literature: 1) the student experience of the program
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extended far beyond the formal curriculum, and even the conception of a “studio” space,
transcending the classroom experience, and suggesting that we should broaden our focus when
designing for such immersive pedagogical experiences; 2) the studio is substantially larger and more
complex than our current theorizations (e.g., Brandt et al, 2013; Shaffer, 2003), indicating that we
need better approaches to explain the systemic forces at work in a complex educational system,
particularly in representing the learner in relation to the formal pedagogy; and 3) students oriented
their identity towards professional practice even when the formal pedagogy did not, implying the
need for a stronger connection between academic and practice communities, particularly in
professional disciplines.
For Instructional Design Theory

The instructional design community has historically been interested in discussing the design
of instruction in relatively deterministic ways, representing design as a systematic process with a
linear thrust, focused on problem-solving, and reified in models (Smith & Boling, 2009; Smith,
2008). In confronting a live, active pedagogy like the one represented in this study, this view of a
static, designed pedagogy fails to explain many of the interactions that occurred. While some
scholars have made more recent attempts to address the active construction of experience in
Deweyan terms (Parrish, 2005, 2008; Parrish, Wilson, & Dunlap, 2011), these efforts have largely
been oriented towards modifying the practices of instructional designers in a principal way (Parrish,
2009, 2014). As such, these efforts have not yet given scholars the tools to deconstruct
experiences, both in their designed form, and in how they are experienced by learners with agency
and a sophisticated sense of identity.

These concerns of the learner and the context they construct and experience are not
encompassed within principles, process, procedures, or concepts (Reigeluth, 1999), and are not
bound up wholly in traditional conceptions of learning objectives, but nevertheless represent critical

parts of the instructional design that we have not historically focused on, to our detriment. Parrish
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(2005, 2014) has addressed the failure of traditional instructional design language to encompass
the aesthetic dimensions of a learning experience, encouraging a shift of focus from learning
objectives to learning activities—from a granular matching of objectives and content to an
understanding of how the activities of learning are experienced. But this study indicates an even
more substantial shift; to more fully account for the lived experience of interacting and living within
a designed educational environment—both in a physical and curricular sense—designers must
increase the nuance with which they envision learners and the roles they will take on, and take care
to understand how the formal and informal educational experiences may intersect or diverge over
time in a systemic, socially-bound way.

This study provides a first step towards this goal, building on early theorizations of the
studio by Brandt et al. (2013) and Shaffer (2003) within this experiential mode—not just privileging
a curriculum-centric professor subject position, but also including the felt experience of the learner.
| address three main implications for these theorizations in the following sections, which are
relevant for the practice and understanding of instructional design: 1) a re-imagination of student
roles and capabilities made possible by viewing learner roles as non-deterministic, 2) a new framing
of how students in professional programs build and enact their identity, projecting their future
professional role in relation to academic and professional communities of practice, and 3) how
instructional designers and implementers of pedagogy (e.g., professors) can legitimate student roles
in powerful ways that encourage the building of a professional identity, not just subsuming their
efforts within the traditional student role. These implications are relevant both for the teaching of
instructional design in the studio mode and more broadly for teaching in the studio mode,
regardless of discipline.

Non-Deterministic Student Roles
Now | speak as an instructional designer to other instructional designers. We cannot

assume that the roles we project for students will be the roles that they inhabit. In this program, |
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frequently observed students taking on proto-professional roles that they had constructed for
themselves, often building on a composite picture of what a professional designer might look
like—from alumni interactions in Facebook groups, classroom instruction, academic readings, and
professional design experience through an internship. These sorts of roles might be predicted, to
some degree, from a curriculum or instructional design perspective, if a deep enough
understanding of who the learner might be exists. But this objectivation of roles requires an
instructional designer to accept a softer determinism—where learners are not restricted to the roles
we create for them, and do not always experience the curriculum in the way we might envision
(Parrish, 2014)—than is currently indicated by understandings of learner analysis in the instructional
design literature.

Rather than students inhabiting a static learner role, both first and second year students in
this study acted in a variety of roles in a remarkably fluid manner. In many cases, they rejected the
student role for that of a proto-professional as they constructed their designerly identity—Iliving
effectively in the academic field within a student role, but centering their designerly identity within
the field of professional practice in a proto-professional role. Most students readily took on a
designerly identity during the first year of the program, with their identity formation around being
and becoming a designer often preceding their actual expertise as a designer. While by the end of
the program, most students had reached a level of expertise indicated by the third level of the
Dreyfus model—"competent”—those same students had often already assumed an equivalent set
of identity claims to this level of expertise by the middle of their first year, with skill acquisition
lagging behind their designerly identity. The assumed determinism of roles students should play on
the part of faculty resulted in some tension during portions of the planned curriculum, where some
professors ascribed or assumed a learner role. The faculty assumption that students would play a
student role was to be expected, since faculty were the gatekeepers for grading and evaluation

purposes; but this assumed student role did not account for interactions where students were
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taking on a proto-professional role, judging themselves and their design work by a projected set of
professional standards, rather than the evaluation structures of the classroom. For instance, in Mei’s
class, some second year students became frustrated when the associate instructor, a PhD student in
the HCI/d program, assumed their probing questions regarding an assignment in class were
motivated by laziness, rather than the students’ desire to understand how this project work could
be more strongly related to their future practice.

The proto-professional role these students took on—in relation to their future professional
practice, using the advice of second years and alumni of the program—was substantively informed
by the history of the formal program. At the time this study took place, the program had been in
place for over a decade, and was, at its conception, a pioneering design-focused HCI program. The
ecology constructed and sustained by faculty in the program produced the critical mass of alumni
that was in place to inform the generations of students | observed. Similarly, the physical spaces
available to these cohorts of students had been justified and acquired through the growing
enrollment and reputation of the program over time. Understanding of the ecology of learning in a
situated sense is also a critical insight for instructional designers, who have historically not had the
tools or methods to take into account the temporal and contextual dimensions of learning
experience. A fuller accounting for the ecology of learning allows instructional designers to more
directly relate learning goals for students to the larger educational and professional systems in
which learning will take place, taking into account the unique logistical arrangements of academic
programs, and the relationship of the academic program to the larger professional space.
Projected Community of Practice

There seems to be a strong teleological shift on the part of students while completing a
professional academic program from an academically focused student role to one that is focused in

professional practice. This seems to be especially true in professional disciplines of design like HCI,
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where students orient to their future position in that professional discipline, rather than to the
academic manifestation of that discipline.

Students in this study were relatively savvy in understanding what elements of the learning
experience had pragmatic value, and actively explored what these learning experiences meant in
terms of their future professional life. Especially in tightly coupled communities or cohorts, like |
found in this study, alumni that are successful seem to serve as a stronger motivation and source of
professional knowledge than the program faculty, no matter how expert and well regarded the
faculty might be in an academic context. Starting in the first semester, students began to reconcile
their ambitions and selection of tools around professional standards, guided somewhat by
standards from classroom experiences, but quickly surpassing that and treating it as a baseline.
Faculty grew to assume this baseline as well, often assuming that students could learn new
technological tools without explicit instruction, or that students could effectively learn from each
other and share their specialized knowledge in computer science, graphic design, or other fields in
which students brought expertise. In creating this proto-professional community of practice,
students learned to rely on each other for informal learning and upskilling, both through
established mechanisms like Mad Skillz Club and more informal critique and designerly talk
surrounding project work.

From a critical pedagogy perspective, we might consider the implications of these informal
learning communities, especially relating to the students’ desire for specific kinds of skill acquisition.
While the skills they would need were hinted at in the formal classroom experience, students led
the process of deconstructing the hidden curriculum they were being taught, comparing it to their
understanding of professional practice, and then prioritizing certain types of learning to improve
their professional standing. In this way, the students explicitly removed themselves from the
modified atelier model practiced in this program in important ways, drawing on other forms of

instruction outside of the formal educational experience, and interrogating what they were learning
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in relation to professional practice. Other more explicit forms of immanent critique or
conscientization (Freire, 2000) might be considered in this framing to allow students to further
explore their rationale for building learning spaces outside of the curriculum, including their
perceived structural relationship to the formal pedagogy, and how they converge with or diverge
from the hidden curriculum of that pedagogy.

As referenced in more detail in chapter eight, the relationship of the professional world to
the academic space foregrounded key issues of designerly identity, including appropriate
relationships of the student to future practice, and the responsibilities or sense of obligation on the
part of alumni for the ongoing success of the program they graduated from. Instructional designers
engage with a significantly larger social system when designing for professional higher education
programs; they must not only account for the core learning goals in an educational framing, but
also the socialization of these skills and knowledge in the space in which they will be applied.
Accounting for the immediate, academically-bound social system, the social system of professional
practice, and the relationships between these two systems are not currently addressed at a
sufficient level through traditional instructional design methods such as “context analysis.” This
traditional ID understanding of context is relatively static in nature, not accounting for situational
variation in either the learning context or temporal dimension of learning experience, failing to
directly account for the hidden curriculum and its implications for the learning experience at large.
Addressing the social context of learning is a substantial challenge in a rapidly changing field such
as HCl, but must be taken on by the instructional designer to ensure the present and future success
and reputation of the program.

Legitimation of Informal Learning Communities

Instead of assuming that the instructional design must prescribe all learning activities and

opportunities in a uni-directional way, there must be an attempt to investigate the construction of

experience from the student perspective, and legitimate student activities where they intersect with
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the overall learning outcomes that professors target through the formal curriculum. While more
recent scholarship on the qualities of aesthetic experience has foregrounded the relationship of a
learner to designed activities (e.g., Parrish, 2014), the focus has still been primarily on designing
activities for experience, not in addressing how these experiences are enacted and encountered by
learners. In the Fall 2013 semester, professors relied on several defined activities to produce a
desired learning experience, but at least two professors—Marty and ES—mentioned that they
actively considered the progress of the cohort, reorganizing learning activities or creating new
activities as needed. This kind of reactive pedagogy required a close relationship with students as
informants, open lines of communication and trust, and a willingness to flexibly shift the formal
pedagogy to suit the broader learning goals determined by the professor(s). In several cases during
the Fall 2013 semester, this legitimation extended far beyond the classroom to a larger community
dimension, such as when Marty worked “behind the scenes” to encourage first year students to
hold their own cohort meeting.

This is an ideal case of legitimating informal learning communities, where the backchannel
encouragement on the part of faculty was valued and accepted by students. In cases where trust
between faculty and students does not exist, these same actions may have been interpreted as
meddling rather than legitimation, which indicates the overall importance of creating a cohesive
community for student and faculty voices to be valued. A true bi-directional accounting of learning
must be considered, especially as learning experiences are conceived and enacted in a constructivist
paradigm; and a true accounting for learner agency must be at the center of this model, as an
interactive, non-replicable experience.

For Teaching in the Studio Mode

| posit that the studio is not what is designed or constructed to be experienced; more

accurately, the studio is what is experienced. This presents substantial implications for how we

conceive of the studio in the literature, and how the cultural traditions of the studio are

283



experienced—even in their appropriated forms, such as those in this HCI studio—by learners. This
design program represents an interesting variation of the traditional studio mode as is common in
art and design education, which perhaps provides scholars with a new context to evaluate how the
studio mode is interpreted and enacted. The development of several unique studio experiences, as
was found in this program in various classroom studios and the student-led non-classroom studio,
may be an indicator of the diversity that can develop around the studio mode, even without an
academic or cultural history on the part of the academic discipline, faculty, or students. The
experiences in this program imply that it is the studio mode—in all of its variations— that bridged
classroom instruction with informal interaction, bringing together academic preparation and
creative production in a variety of contexts, with students playing a range of roles. In this way, | feel
it is productive to think of the studio both as a physical location—with spatial and temporal
relations—and as a container for relevant pedagogical approaches that are experienced by learners
in culturally significant ways.

One of the most substantial implications of this study in terms of teaching in the studio
mode is that this design-based program was quite successful, even as it departed in substantial
ways from what might be termed “traditional” studio. This indicates that studio is quite malleable
as a collection of pedagogical experiences and approaches, and even though it is devoid of a rich
visual culture characterized by readily available precedent (Vyas & Nijholt, 2012), and even though
faculty members primarily engaged in research rather than creative production, many of the
cultural imperatives of the studio were still preserved through a combination of classroom
integration, faculty legitimation, and student community and socialization. So while someone like
myself with a background in multiple studio contexts could find some sense of resonance with
studio as it was interpreted and constructed in this program, this was also a recognizably unique
instantiation of studio—without direct correspondence to other studio cultures (e.g., HCl as

informed by architecture in Cennamo & Brandt, 2012).
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Just because the studio culture of this program is working in its current form does not
indicate that further inquiry is useless. While substantial portions of studio pedagogy were intact in
this program, the ways in which the normative framework of the studio was implemented and
reproduced over time presents hints at implications for how we view learner and faculty roles, and
what system relations and structures are ultimately responsible for the creation of an adaptable, yet
recognizable studio culture. Parts of the studio experience that are present in traditional studios
due to the professional orientation of the discipline (e.g., construction of physical models in
architecture, designerly communication surrounding framing of design problems) were also present
in this studio environment; in both cases, the normative fabric of the culture is perpetuated by the
students who travel through the program, although students in this ethnography bore more of the
weight of reproduction, since the faculty members, by and large, were not practicing designers
themselves, and lacked the rich experience of being educated in a studio context. This actually
represents a fascinating turnabout: traditional studio has often been thoughtlessly reproduced by
design-students-turned-faculty, who continue the same cultural traditions of the studio because
they experienced them as a student, without a clear understanding of why those traditions or
structures are successful (e.g., Anthony, 1991).

This implies that while there are likely some core elements that constitute a “studio,” in this
case, removing a classroom-bound studio as the primary student experience still resulted in many of
the same studio-like behaviors being reproduced through student-led interactions. The most critical
element of the studio seems to be the designerly orientation of the discipline in which the studio
pedagogy is carried out; it appears that studio, as culturally reproduced by students in this
program, succeeded because there was an underlying understanding of what constituted design
activity, and the relationship of that design activity to the core distinctives of HCI. Other disciplines

with less ties to traditional understandings of design (e.g., computer science) that take on the
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studio mode might be less likely to reproduce a design school-like culture, but the studio may
evolve yet again in different directions.
Limitations

The goal of a critical ethnography like this is not to comprehensively analyze and present all
data collected. This would be virtually impossible with a large dataset, such as | have gathered here.
Instead, my goal has been to present the rich, complex, and often overlaid range of interpretations
and meaning making that may exist in this specific design program. Since the power of critical
research within this framing is exploring the underlying structures and system relations that allow
for communication to take place, this study is highly suggestive for future research, theorization of
studio pedagogical approaches, and instructional design practice. But care must be taken not to
overgeneralize these findings, within this specific research site, or more broadly in design
pedagogies of any form.

This study is limited to a single site and single program across a single year, so there are
limitations to generalizing across other design programs in HCl, other HCI programs in general, or
to design education programs at large. What | am able to demonstrate through this study,
however, is the complexity of the felt student experience in relation to the planned or formal
pedagogy; within this framing, generalization is not a concern.

| was limited as a human instrument in the ethnographic process—by the sheer number of
interactions and diversity of interactions | was able to capture, the participants that | was able to
develop relationships with and subsequently with whom to gain insider status, the voices | was able
to represent, and the kinds of analysis | was able to perform. These are all inherent limitations of
the method, and | have attempted to present my method for selecting relevant and salient
interactions as clearly as possible in chapter three. There is a strong element of personality that
shapes the process of being an ethnographer in an environment like a design studio. For example, |

was unable to gain insider status into many of the stories and experiences of non-native speakers;
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while | attempted to collect data from these individuals wherever possible, and recruited a
substantial number of non-native speakers for interviews, | cannot claim to have fully captured their
story as much as | might have the dominant Caucasian Midwestern male persona. | did attempt to
represent the dominant voices, roles, and typifications in the studio, which were largely dominated
by native-speaking students, and often unintentionally, yet implicitly, silenced non-native speakers.

In terms of analytic method, | chose pivotal events to analyze in greater depth through
reconstructive analysis. | selected interactions that appeared most salient and representative of the
overall narrative | had constructed, but there are hundreds of hours of audio, thousands of photos,
and many pages of field notes that have not been scrutinized as closely as the events selected and
presented in chapter seven. While the narrative that is presented in chapters five and six represents
the dominant themes from multiple sources of data, other narratives and voices likely exist and are
underrepresented in this recounting of the student experience. The narrative | constructed presents
a broad overview of the program experience, drawing on multiple voices to represent the
complexity and variety of interpretation surrounding some of the main events. Because | had insider
status in each of these groups, | feel | was able to render a relatively comprehensive picture of the
overall experience, even if | have failed to capture every critical event. Many volumes would be
needed to expand the precise experience for even one semester’s worth of data. Reconstructions
were performed based on my knowledge of multiple communities within the program, and | have
attempted to reconcile and present as broad a range as possible. | brought a range of lived
experiences as mentor, student, and researcher in this space; and my peer debriefer similarly
brought experiences as associate instructor, mentor, Master’s student, and PhD student.

Future Research

The edges of the studio are much more diffuse than previously theorized by Brandt et al.

(2013) and Shaffer (2003). Rather than merely rendering the structures and relationships from a

viewpoint that privileges the curricular or professor perspective, our theoretical model of the studio

287



must expand, being informed by the student perspective, opening up a discussion about idealized
and real relationships between research and practice communities as students move from the role
of learner to that of designer.

While the studio bridge may be strongly influenced in one direction or another from a
curricular standpoint, this does not mean that the student also experiences that bridge in the same
way. When refocusing the conversation to locate the locus of identity—in Brandt et al.’s (2013)
rendering of a community of practice—students may identify in very different ways from the
program at large. In this study, | have demonstrated the dominant and privileged discourse of HCI
as relating to an academic and scholarly community, with participation in ACM, attendance at the
SIGCHI conference, and the reading of related literature. | have also demonstrated the student
tendency towards privileging a practice-oriented discourse of HCI, including participation in more
mainstream conferences like IXDA, Interactions, and SxSW, with a pragmatic view towards
resources, methods, and tools that inform their practice.

Future work in this area can extend in many directions, including a focus on: the informal
studio, the student experience of formal pedagogy, the legitimation of informal practices by
professors, or the creation of a design studio or critique culture. While this study maps some of
these relationships in a limited way in a single design program, more work is needed across
multiple signature pedagogies—design and traditional instructional modes among them—to
understand the dynamic roles of professor, student, and proto-professional.

Specific opportunities for research include work in three broad categories: 1) descriptive
and critical research on the integration and appropriation of the studio method in emergent design
disciplines; 2) exploration of student and proto-professional roles in professionalized Master’s
programs, particularly in design disciplines; and 3) the potential relationships between identity
construction of individual design students and the formation and legitimation of informal student

communities. Each of these areas of research is highly complex, and this study provides only a
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tentative starting point with which to proceed; however, as design education, and professional
education at large, continues to grow, a clearer understanding of how students create and enact
roles in relation to the informal and formal pedagogy, directed towards their future professional
identity, is of utmost importance. If, as this study indicates, attention is paid not only to the formal
pedagogy, but also to how that pedagogy is experienced by learners, each of whom bring their
own dynamic sense of professional and designerly identity, this knowledge will not only further our
understanding of how to produce more effective educational experiences, but also enhance our

knowledge of design competency, development of expertise, and professional design activity.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A:

Literature on Critique Categorized by Critique Type, Educational Context, and Design Field
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°Professor 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 8/25/2013)
Dear HCl/d Master’s student,
| 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. | will be observing activities in the design studio during the spring and fall
2013 semesters as part of my dissertation study.
| 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],
| 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 | have observed in the design studio space, | 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
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Faculty Recruitment Email
Dear [Faculty Member Name],

| 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:

e 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:

Participant Observation Log

Spring 2013

ID Date Location Start Time  End Time Day of Week Duration  Position
1.1 1/30/13 Studio 1:57 PM 3:40 PM Wednesday 1:43:00 SW
1.2 1/31/13 Studio 1:34 PM 3:42 PM Thursday 2:08:00 NE
1.3 2/5/13 Studio 9:29 AM 12:30 PM  Tuesday 3:01:00 E
1.4 2/6/13 Studio 10:35 AM  3:35PM Wednesday 5:00:00 NE
1.5 2/7/13 Studio 1:00 PM 3:32 PM Thursday 2:32:00 NE
1.6 2/13/13 Studio 8:57 AM 12:07 PM  Wednesday 3:10:00 E
1.7 2/13/13 Studio 2:03 PM 3:42 PM Wednesday 1:39:00 NW
1.8 2/14/13 Studio 8:31 AM 11:26 AM  Thursday 2:55:00 NE
1.9 2/18/13 Studio 9:04 AM 11:04 AM  Monday 2:00:00 NE
1.10 2/18/13 Studio 4:30 PM 5:22 PM Monday 0:52:00 SE
1.11 2/19/13 Studio 9:55 AM 12:15 PM  Tuesday 2:20:.00 W
1.12 2/20/13 Studio 8:44 AM 11:00 AM  Wednesday 2:16:00 NE
1.13 2/20/13 Studio 2:22 PM 3:30 PM Wednesday 1:08:00 NE
1.14 2/21/13 Studio 11:58 AM  2:51 PM Thursday 2:53:00 NW
1.15 2/21/13 Studio 5:02 PM 6:12 PM Thursday 1:10:00 E
1.16 2/23/13 Studio 511 PM 7:32 PM Saturday 2:21:00 NE
1.17 2/25/13 Studio 8:37 AM 10:09 AM  Monday 1:32:.00 E
1.18 2/25/13 Studio 3:33 PM 6:01 PM Monday 2:28:00  NE/NW
1.19 2/26/13 Studio 8:30 AM 12:00 PM  Tuesday 3:30:00 W
1.20 2/26/13 Studio 4:02 PM 4:14 PM Tuesday 0:12:00 NE
1.21 2/27/13 Studio 11:18 AM  1:26 PM Wednesday 2:08:00 NW
1.22 2/27/13 Studio 2:15 PM 2:51 PM Wednesday 0:36:00 SW
1.23 2/28/13 Studio 8:27 AM 10:47 AM  Thursday 2:20:00 E
1.24 2/28/13 Studio 12:53 PM 3:50 PM Thursday 2:57:00 NW
1.25 3/3/13 Studio 12:20 PM  2:00 PM Sunday 1:40:00 E
1.26 3/4/13 Studio 9:08 AM 11:45 AM  Monday 2:37:00 NW
1.27 3/5/13 Studio 9:57 AM 12:15 PM  Tuesday 2:18:00 NE
1.28 3/5/13 Studio 4:05 PM 5:15 PM Tuesday 1:10:00  SE
1.29 3/6/13 Studio 9:38 AM 11:00 AM  Wednesday 1:22:00 NW
1.30 3/6/13 Studio 1:00 PM 3:30 PM Wednesday  2:30:00  SE
1.31 3/7/13 Studio 8:35 AM 11:30 AM  Thursday 2:55:00 W
1.32 3/7/13 Studio 3:52 PM 5:10 PM Thursday 1:18:00 SW
1.33 3/20/13 Studio 11:56 AM  2:59 PM Wednesday 3:03:00 SW
1.34 3/21/13 Studio 9:55 AM 11:40 AM  Thursday 1:45:00 E
1.35 3/21/13 Studio 1:40 PM 2:47 PM Thursday 1:07:00 W
1.36 3/21/13 Studio 4:14 PM 6:30 PM Thursday 2:16:00 NwW
1.37 3/22/13 Studio 1:40 PM 3:20 PM Friday 1:40:00 W
1.38 3/23/13 Studio 2:26 PM 5:00 PM Saturday 2:34:00 E
1.39 3/25/13 Studio 3:36 PM 6:50 PM Monday 3:14:00 W
1.40 3/26/13 Studio 8:41 AM 12:06 PM  Tuesday 3:25:00 NE
1.41 3/27/13 Studio 1210 PM  3:32 PM Wednesday 3:22:00  SE
1.42 3/28/13 Studio 3:38 PM 6:30 PM Thursday 2:52:00 E
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ID Date Location Start Time  End Time Day of Week Duration  Position
1.43 3/29/13 Studio 1:18 PM 3:20 PM Friday 2:02:00 NE
1.44 4/1/2013 Studio 4:30 PM 6:25 PM Monday 1:55:00 NE
1.45 4/2/2013 Studio 9:13 AM 12:21 PM  Tuesday 3:08:00 E
1.46 4/2/2013 Studio 4:24 PM 6:30 PM Tuesday 2:06:00  SE
1.47 4/3/2013 Studio 12:29 PM  3:30PM Wednesday 3:01:00 NW
1.48 4/4/2013 Studio 2:38 PM 5:23 PM Thursday 2:45:00 W
1.49 4/5/2013 Studio 12:23 PM 2:30 PM Friday 2:07:00 NW
1.50 4/9/2013 Studio 9:15 AM 12:12 PM  Tuesday 2:57:00 NE
1.51 4/9/2013 Studio 4:07 PM 5:32 PM Tuesday 1:25:00 W
1.52 4/10/2013 Studio 8:59 AM 11:48 AM  Wednesday 2:49:00 E
1.53 4/11/2013 Studio 2:32 PM 5:40 PM Thursday 3:08:00 W
1.54 4/12/2013 Studio 1:50 PM 4:25 PM Friday 2:35:00  --/NW
1.55 4/15/2013 Studio 3:12 PM 5:42 PM Monday 2:30:00 NwW
1.56 4/16/2013 Studio 4:02 PM 6:00 PM Tuesday 1:58:00 SE
1.57 4/17/2013 Studio 1:58 PM 3:45 PM Wednesday 1:47:00 W
1.58 4/18/2013 Studio 12:08 PM  2:40 PM Thursday 2:32:00 E
1.59 4/18/2013 Studio 5:01 PM 5:53 PM Thursday 0:52:00 --
1.60 4/18/2013 Studio 5:56 PM 8:09 PM Thursday 2:13:00 --
1.61 4/19/2013 Studio 1220 PM  2:30 PM Friday 2:10:00 NE
1.62 4/22/2013 Studio 2:08 PM 4:08 PM Monday 2:00:00 SW
1.63 4/22/2013 Studio 5:27 PM 7:05 PM Monday 1:38:00 -
1.64 4/23/2013 Studio 9:41 AM 12:00 PM  Tuesday 2:19:00  SE
1.65 4/24/2013 Studio 10:54 AM  1:00 PM Wednesday 2:06:00 E
1.66 4/25/2013 Studio 1:03 PM 3:00 PM Thursday 1:57:00 NE
1.67 4/26/2013 Studio 9:40 AM 12:00 PM  Friday 2:20:00 NW
TOTAL 150:26:00
Fall 2013
ID Date Location Start Time End Time Day of Duration Position
Week

2.1 8/21/2013 Orientation 8:40 AM 1:17 PM Wednesday 4:37:00  SE
2.2 8/25/2013 Mentor Mtg.  7:51 PM 9:58 PM Sunday 2:07:.00 -
2.3 8/26/2013 1541 8:55 AM 10:58 AM  Monday 2:03:00 NE
2.4 8/26/2013 Studio 11:01 AM  12:06 PM Monday 1:05:00 W
2.5 8/26/2013 1542 2:27 PM 3:46 PM Monday 1:19:00  SE
2.6 8/26/2013 Prototyping 3:47 PM 4:55 PM Monday 1:08:00 SE
2.7 8/27/2013 Studio 12:53 PM  3:00 PM Tuesday 2:07:00 E
2.8 8/28/2013 Studio 12:40 PM  2:50 PM Wednesday 2:10:00  SE
2.9 8/29/2013 1541 8:25 AM 11:00 AM  Thursday 2:35:00 NW
2.10 8/29/2013 Studio 11:04 AM  12:45PM  Thursday 1:41:00 SW
2.1 8/29/2013 RDSC 5:41 PM 7:15 PM Thursday 1:34:00 NW
2.12 8/29/2013 Therapy 7:18 PM 9:00 PM Thursday 1:42:00 NW
2.13 9/2/2013 Studio 12:27 PM 2:45 PM Monday 2:18:00 SE
2.14 9/5/2013 1541 8:45 AM 10:59 AM  Thursday 2:14:00 N
2.15 9/5/2013 Studio 11:16 AM  11:40 AM  Thursday 0:24:00 E
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ID Date Location Start Time End Time Day of Duration Position
Week
2.16 9/5/2013 RDSC 5:39 PM 7:17 PM Thursday 1:38:00 NE
2.17 9/5/2013 Therapy 7:27 PM 9:05 PM Thursday 1:38:00 NE
2.18 9/5/2013 Mentor Mtg. 9:16 PM 9:45 PM Thursday 0:29:00 N
2.19 9/6/2013 Studio 10:20 AM  12:31 PM  Friday 2:11:00 NE
2.20 9/7/2013 Studio 7:02 PM 9:12 PM Saturday 2:10:00 NW
2.21 9/8/2013 Studio 12:14 PM 2:18 PM Sunday 2:04:00 W
2.22 9/9/2013 1541 8:48 AM 11:00 AM  Monday 2:12:00  NW
2.23 9/9/2013 Studio 11:01 AM  12:22 PM Monday 1:21:00 SW
2.24 9/9/2013 1604 1:07 PM 2:18 PM Monday 1:11:00 SW
2.25 9/9/2013 Prototyping 2:25 PM 5:00 PM Monday 2:35:00 NW
2.26 9/10/2013 Studio 2:55 PM 5:30 PM Tuesday 2:35:00 E
2.27 9/10/2013 RDSC 5:33 PM 7:15 PM Tuesday 1:42:00
2.28 9/11/2013 Studio 11:52 AM  2:22 PM Wednesday 2:30:00 NW
2.29 9/11/2013 1542 2:30 PM 3:45 PM Wednesday 1:15:00  SE
2.30 9/12/2013 1541 8:50 AM 11:00 AM  Thursday 2:10:.00 S
2.31 9/12/2013 Therapy 7:24 PM 9:00 PM Thursday 1:36:00 N
2.32 9/13/2013 Studio 12:41 PM 3:00 PM Friday 2:19:00  SE/E
2.33 9/14/2013 Studio 1:12 PM 2:15 PM Saturday 1:03:00 W
2.34 9/15/2013 Studio 2:45 PM 4:04 PM Sunday 1:19:00 SW
2.35 9/16/2013 Studio 10:42 AM  1:15PM Monday 2:33:00 W
2.36 9/16/2013 1542 2:30 PM 3:49 PM Monday 1:19:00  SE
2.37 9/17/2013 Studio 3:47 PM 5:25 PM Tuesday 1:38:00 NW
2.38 9/18/2013 1604 1:13 PM 2:14 PM Wednesday 1:01:00 SW
2.39 9/18/2013 1542 2:30 PM 3:51 PM Wednesday  1:21:00 E
2.40 9/19/2013 1541 9:00 AM 11:01 AM  Thursday 2:01:00 NW
2.41 9/19/2013 Therapy 7:31 PM 9:00 PM Thursday 1:29:00 N
2.42 9/24/2013 Studio 1:10 PM 4:01 PM Tuesday 2:51:00 NW
2.43 9/24/2013 Studio 5:04 PM 5:35 PM Tuesday 0:31:00 W
2.44 9/24/2013 RDSC 5:42 PM 7:21 PM Tuesday 1:39:00 NE
2.45 9/26/2013 1541 8:58 AM 11:01 AM  Thursday 2:03:00 W
2.46 9/26/2013 Studio 11:03 AM  12:03PM  Thursday 1:00:00 NE
2.47 9/26/2013 Therapy 7:27 PM 8:58 PM Thursday 1:31:00 NE
2.48 9/26/2013 Yogi's 9:15 PM 11:59 PM  Thursday 2:44:00 -
2.49 9/27/2013 Studio 1:04 PM 2:08 PM Friday 1:04:00 NE
2.50 9/28/2013 Studio 6:54 PM 8:30 PM Saturday 1:36:00  SE
2.51 9/30/2013 1541 8:55 AM 11:01 AM  Monday 2:06:00 SE
2.52 9/30/2013 Studio 11:03 AM  11:58 AM  Monday 0:55:00 W
2.53 9/30/2013 1604 1:15 PM 2:19 PM Monday 1:04:00 SE
2.54 9/30/2013 Prototyping 2:26 PM 4:10 PM Monday 1:44:00 N
2.55 9/30/2013 Studio 4:15 PM 5:39 PM Monday 1:24:00 NE
2.56 10/1/2013 Studio 4:35 PM 5:28 PM Tuesday 0:53:00 SW
2.57 10/1/2013 RDSC 5:35 PM 7:18 PM Tuesday 1:43:00 SW
2.58 10/2/2013 Studio 12:07 PM  2:24 PM Wednesday 2:17:00  SE
2.59 10/2/2013 Mentor Mtg. 7:41 PM 9:47 PM Wednesday 2:06:00  W/S
2.60 10/3/2013 1541 8:56 AM 11:00 AM  Thursday 2:04:00 SW
2.61 10/3/2013 Studio 11:02 AM  12:15PM  Thursday 1:13:00  NW
2.62 10/3/2013 Therapy 7:23 PM 9:00 PM Thursday 1:37:.00 N
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ID Date Location Start Time End Time Day of Duration Position
Week
2.63 10/3/2013 Yogi's 9:15 PM 10:35PM  Thursday 1:20:00 S
2.64 10/7/2013 1541 8:56 AM 10:57 AM  Monday 2:01:00 NW
2.65 10/7/2013 Studio 12.05PM  2:20 PM Monday 2:15:00 W
2.66 10/7/2013 Prototyping 2:23 PM 5:04 PM Monday 2:41:00 N
2.67 10/8/2013 Studio 1:45 PM 4:00 PM Tuesday 2:15:00 SW
2.68 10/9/2013 Studio 11:35AM  1:12 PM Wednesday  1:37:00 NE
2.69 10/9/2013 1604 1:12 PM 2:20 PM Wednesday 1:08:00 E
2.70 10/9/2013 1542 2:25 PM 3:40 PM Wednesday 1:15:00  SE
2.71 10/9/2013 Studio 3:45 PM 5:40 PM Wednesday  1:55:00 S/W
2.72 10/10/2013 1541 8:55 AM 11:00 AM  Thursday 2:05:00 SE
2.73 10/10/2013  Studio 11:00 AM  1:01 PM Thursday 2:01:00 SE
2.74 10/10/2013  Studio 5:45 PM 7:22 PM Thursday 1:37.00 W
2.75 10/10/2013  Therapy 7:30 PM 9:00 PM Thursday 1:30:00 NW
2.76 10/14/2013 1541 8:51 AM 10:14 AM  Monday 1:23:00 NE
2.77 10/14/2013  Studio 10:16 AM  11:39 AM  Monday 1:23:00 SE
2.78 10/14/2013  Studio 12:37 PM 1:10 PM Monday 0:33:00 SE
2.79 10/14/2013 1604 1:13 PM 2:18 PM Monday 1:05:00 SW
2.80 10/14/2013 1542 2:30 PM 3:45 PM Monday 1:15:00 E
2.81 10/14/2013  Prototyping 3:45 PM 5:01 PM Monday 1:16:00 NE
2.82 10/16/2013  Studio 9:56 AM 12:05PM  Wednesday 2:09:00 E
2.83 10/16/2013  Studio 1:32 PM 4:43 PM Wednesday 3:11:00 NW
2.84 10/17/2013 1541 8:40 AM 10:57 AM  Thursday 2:17:00 NW
2.85 10/17/2013  Studio 10:58 AM  1:54 PM Thursday 2:56:00 W
2.86 10/17/2013  Therapy 7:21 PM 9:07 PM Thursday 1:46:00 N
2.87 10/17/2013  Yogi's 9:15 PM 11:20 PM  Thursday 2:05.00 --
2.88 10/18/2013  Studio 3:15 PM 5:45 PM Friday 2:30:00 SW
2.89 10/19/2013  Studio 1:12 PM 3:45 PM Saturday 2:33:00 NW
2.90 10/21/2013 1541 8:53 AM 9:50 AM Monday 0:57:.00 S
2.91 10/21/2013  Studio 9:52 AM 12:55 PM Monday 3:03:00 NW
2.92 10/21/2013  Studio 1:40 PM 2:06 PM Monday 0:26:00  S/SW
2.93 10/21/2013  Prototyping 2:26 PM 9:00 PM Monday 6:34:00 S
2.94 10/22/2013  Studio 3:15 PM 5:20 PM Tuesday 2:05:00 SW
2.95 10/23/2013  Studio 11:28 AM  12:25PM  Wednesday 0:57:00 SE
2.96 10/23/2013 1604 1:00 PM 2:27 PM Wednesday 1:27:00 S
2.97 10/23/2013 1542 2:28 PM 3:49 PM Wednesday  1:21:00 E
2.98 10/23/2013  Studio 8:02 PM 9:58 PM Wednesday  1:56:00  NW
2.99 10/24/2013 1541 8:48 AM 11:01 AM  Thursday 2:13:00  NW
2.100  10/25/2013  Studio 12:26 PM 2:50 PM Friday 2:24:.00 W
2.101 10/27/2013  Studio 4:18 PM 7:50 PM Sunday 3:32.00 W
2.102  10/28/2013 1541 8:52 AM 11:04 AM  Monday 2:12:00 N
2.103 11/4/2013 1541 8:49 AM 10:58 AM  Monday 2:09:00
2.104  11/4/2013 Studio 4:00 PM 5:15 PM Monday 1:15:00  --
2.105  11/5/2013 Studio 1:05 PM 3:41 PM Tuesday 2:36:00 NE
2.106  11/6/2013 Studio 11:32 AM  1:08 PM Wednesday 1:36:00  SE
2.107  11/6/2013 1604 1:15 PM 2:30 PM Wednesday 1:15:00 S
2.108 11/6/2013 1542 2:30 PM 3:45 PM Wednesday 1:15:00 E
2.109  11/6/2013 Studio 3:50 PM 4:10 PM Wednesday 0:20:00  --
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ID Date Location Start Time End Time Day of Duration Position
Week
2.110 11/7/2013 1541 8:55 AM 10:53 AM  Thursday 1:58:00 SE
2.111 11/7/2013 Studio 2:05 PM 3:46 PM Thursday 1:41:00 SE
2.112  11/9/2013 Studio 7:05 PM 9:20 PM Saturday 2:15:00 W
2.113  11/10/2013  Studio 2:41 PM 3:50 PM Sunday 1:09:00 SW
2.114 11/11/2013 1541 8:56 AM 11:01 AM  Monday 2:05:00 NW
2.115  11/11/2013  Studio 11:15AM  1:38 PM Monday 2:23:00 NE
2.116  11/12/2013  Studio 3:05 PM 5:40 PM Tuesday 2:35:00 SE
2.117 11/12/2013  RDSC 5:41 PM 7:34 PM Tuesday 1:53:00 NW
2.118  11/13/2013  Studio 11:35AM  1:10 PM Wednesday 1:35:00 SW
2.119  11/13/2013 1604 1:10 PM 2:20 PM Wednesday 1:10:00 S
2.120  11/13/2013 1542 2:20 PM 3:55 PM Wednesday 1:35:00 N
2.121 11/13/2013  Studio 3:55 PM 4:45 PM Thursday 0:50:00 NE
2.122 11/14/2013 1541 8:55 AM 11:00 AM  Thursday 2:05:00 S
2.123  11/14/2013  Studio 11:00 AM  1:20 PM Thursday 2:20:00  NW
2.124  11/14/2013  Studio 2:01 PM 2:55 PM Thursday 0:54:00 NW
2.125 11/18/2013 1541 8:55 AM 11:03 AM  Monday 2:08:00 NE
2.126  11/18/2013  Studio 11:25AM  1:00 PM Monday 1:35:00 W
2.127 11/18/2013 1604 1:10 PM 2:18 PM Monday 1:08:00 S
2.128 11/18/2013  Prototyping 2:20 PM 5:00 PM Monday 2:40:00 N
2.129  11/19/2013  Studio 3:20 PM 5:35 PM Tuesday 2:15:00  SWI/E
2.130  11/19/2013 RDSC 5:35 PM 6:50 PM Tuesday 1:15:00 SE
2.131 11/20/2013  Studio 9:25 AM 10:35 AM  Wednesday 1:10:00 NW
2.132  11/20/2013  Studio 12:38 PM 2:15 PM Wednesday 1:37:00 W
2.133  11/20/2013 1542 2:20 PM 3:33 PM Wednesday  1:13:00 E
2.134  11/20/2013  Studio 4:41 PM 5:06 PM Wednesday 0:25:00  --
2.135  11/21/2013 1541 8:52 AM 11:00 AM  Thursday 2:08:00 N
2.136  11/21/2013  Studio 11:03 AM  11:50 AM  Thursday 0:47:00 SW
2.137  11/21/2013 RDSC 5:38 PM 7:24 PM Thursday 1:46:00  SE
2.138  11/21/2013  Therapy 7:24 PM 9:09 PM Thursday 1:45:00 SE
2.139  11/22/2013  Studio 1:02 PM 2:40 PM Friday 1:38:00 SE
2.140 12/2/2013 1541 8:50 AM 11:04 AM  Monday 2:14:00 N
2.141 12/2/2013 Studio 11:09 AM  12:35PM Monday 1:26:00 W
2.142  12/3/2013 Studio 9:32 AM 10:50 AM  Tuesday 1:18:00 SW
2.143  12/3/2013 Studio 12:38 PM 2:00 PM Tuesday 1:22:00 SE
2.144  12/4/2013 Studio 11:10 AM  1:10 PM Wednesday 2:00:00 W
2.145  12/4/2013 1604 1:10 PM 2:25 PM Wednesday 1:15:00 S
2.146 12/4/2013 1542 2:25 PM 3:53 PM Wednesday  1:28:00 E
2.147  12/5/2013 1541 8:38 AM 11:01 AM  Thursday 2:23:00 NW
2.148  12/5/2013 Studio 11:01 AM  1:03 PM Thursday 2:02:00  NW
2.149  12/5/2013 RDSC 5:45 PM 7:13 PM Thursday 1:28:00 SW
2.150  12/5/2013 Therapy 7:15 PM 9:07 PM Thursday 1:52:00 SW
2.151 12/6/2013 Studio 1:28 PM 3:10 PM Friday 1:42:00 SW
2.152  12/7/2013 Studio 2:35 PM 4:20 PM Saturday 1:45:00 SE
2.153  12/9/2013 1541 8:57 AM 11:03 AM  Monday 2:06:00 NE
2.154  12/9/2013 Studio 11:03 AM  1:07 PM Monday 2:04:00 W
2.155  12/9/2013 1604 1:07 PM 2:23 PM Monday 1:16:00 S
2.156  12/9/2013 Prototyping 2:23 PM 4:50 PM Monday 2:27:00 N
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ID Date Location Start Time End Time Day of Duration Position
Week
2.157  12/10/2013  Studio 9:35 AM 10:30 AM  Tuesday 0:55:00 NE
2.158  12/10/2013 RDSC 5:45 PM 7:15 PM Tuesday 1:30:00 SE
2.159  12/11/2013  Studio 10:15AM  2:25 PM Wednesday 4:10:00  NE/NW
2.160  12/11/2013 1542 2:25 PM 3:00 PM Wednesday 0:35:00 E
2.161 12/11/2013  Studio 4:35 PM 5:00 PM Wednesday 0:25:00 S
2.162 12/12/2013 1541 8:55 AM 10:55 AM  Thursday 2:00:00 NE
2.163  12/12/2013  Studio 10:55 AM  1:00 PM Thursday 2:05:00 SW
2.164  12/12/2013  Studio 5:05 PM 5:42 PM Thursday 0:37:00 SE
2.165 12/12/2013 RDSC 5:42 PM 7:28 PM Thursday 1:46:00 N
2.166  12/12/2013 Therapy 7:28 PM 9:08 PM Thursday 1:40:00 N
2.167  12/13/2013  Studio 1:45 PM 6:42 PM Friday 4:57:00 SW
2.168  12/15/2013  Party 7:00 PM 9:24 PM Sunday 2:24:00 -
TOTAL 301:14:00

319



Appendix D:

Faculty Reflection Protocol

These questions were answered via email, or a 15-minute interview with the participant.

1. What are the learning goals you wanted your students to achieve in the last two weeks of [class
name]?

2. 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?
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Appendix E:

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], | 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 F:

Interview Log

Interview Date Participant Name Classification
3/6/2013 Omar PhD

3/7/2013 Nathan Masters (2014 cohort)
4/10/2013 Isabella Masters (2014 cohort)
4/11/2013 Liz Masters (2014 cohort)
4/12/2013 Megan Masters (2013 cohort)
4/13/2013 Samuel Masters (2013 cohort)
4/17/2013 Stephen Masters (2014 cohort)
4/18/2013 Emily Masters (2014 cohort)
4/24/2013 RM Masters (2013 cohort)
4/26/2013 Ashleigh Masters (2015 cohort)
4/27/2013 Avani Masters (2013 cohort)
5/29/2013 Adam Masters (2014 cohort)
7/17/2013 Marcus PhD

11/20/2013 Sonya Masters (2015 cohort)
11/21/2013 Naresh PhD

11/21/2013 Adam Masters (2014 cohort)
12/3/2013 Alec Masters (2015 cohort)
12/3/2013 Stephen Masters (2014 cohort)
12/4/2013 Emily Masters (2014 cohort)
12/5/2013 Keisha Masters (2015 cohort)
12/6/2013 Sanjiv Masters (2015 cohort)
12/7/2013 Lulu Masters (2015 cohort)
12/9/2013 Feng Masters (2015 cohort)
12/10/2013 Valerie Masters (2014 cohort)
12/10/2013 Corrie Masters (2015 cohort)
12/10/2013 Anusha Masters (2015 cohort)
12/11/2013 Danielle Masters (2015 cohort)
12/11/2013 Camerson Masters (2015 cohort)
12/13/2013 Brad Masters (2015 cohort)
12/17/2013 Alexis Masters (2015 cohort)

Note. Participants are identified by a pseudonym chosen by the researcher or participant, or a variation of their given
name, if chosen by the participant.
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Appendix G:
Privacy and Anonymization Form
A Google Form was distributed student-created Facebook groups in February and March
2014. A sample message sent to these groups is included below, along with the form where they

could specify how they wanted to be recognized in the final report.

.~

ks Colin Gray

)
o 4

[
e =

Greetings! Hopefully this will be my last request from you prior
to completing my dissertation. (&)

If you worked in the HCl/d design studio at Indiana University
from January 30, 2013 - December 15, 2013, or took a course
in the HCl/d curriculum during the Fall 2013 semester, | request
that you fill out this brief form as part of study #1301010440.
This form will allow you to tell me if you consent to have images
with your identifiable features used in research reports, and
how you prefer to be identified (e.g., pseudonym).

http:/ /tinyurl.com/hcidstudy

Identification in Dissertation Study
docs.google.com

If you worked in the HCI/d design studio at Indiana
University from January 30, 2013 - December 15,
2013, or took a course in the HCI/d curriculum...

Like - Comment - Share - February 6 at 10:08am
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Identification in Dissertation Study

If you worked in the HCI/d design studio at Indiana University from January 30, 2013 - December
15, 2013, or took a course in the HCI/d curriculum during the Fall 2013 semester, | request that you
fill out this brief form as part of study #1301010440.

Thank you so much for your contribution to my study.

-colin gray
comgray@indiana.edu

* Required

Your Name *

Email Address *

Use of Photos

| have collected a wide variety of photos (and some videos) in my fieldwork, including activities in
both the studio and classroom spaces. | plan to use some subset of this media in research reports,
and need your approval to use photos with any of your identifiable features.

In general, photos will be used to display typical activities in these environments (e.g., team
meetings, sketching, prototyping, presentations, critique).

Do you give your permission for photos taken in the studio space or classroom that contain
your identifiable features to be published in research reports? *

() Yes, and | understand my identifiable features may be linked to my pseudonym
() Yes, but do not use identifiable features in relation to my pseudonym

) No, please anonymize any photos of me

| Other:

Your Name and Identity

While you may choose to keep your identity in research reports and as anonymous as possible by
using a pseudonym. You are also able to keep your public identity intact if you wish.

Your chosen method of identification will be used for all mentions of your activity in the design studio
or classroom, including any interview data | collected from you (if applicable).
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How do you wish to be identified in research reports? *

If you wish to be identified by a pseudonym and have a preference for this identity, please provide it
in the "Other" answer field. | attempt to maintain as much authenticity in final research reports and
presentations, so if you choose your own pseudonym, it would be helpful for you to choose a name
that reflects your cultural and/or ethnic heritage

By my first name
By my initials
By a pseudonym chosen by the researcher

Other.

Notification

Do you wish to receive updates when portions of this research are published and/or
presented? *

() Yes

() No

Questions

If you have any questions, comments, or concerns about any of the questions above, or your
role in the overall study, please provide a description of your concerns here. | will get back to
you by email as soon as possible.

Z
| Submit |
Never submit passwords through Google Forms.
Powered by This form was created inside of Indiana University.
‘ COOSIC Drive Report Abuse - Terms of Service - Additional Terms

326



Colin Michael Gray

comgray@indiana.edu

Education
June 2014

May 2010

Jun 2008

May 2005

Indiana University—Bloomington, IN
Ph.D. Instructional Systems Technology
Minor: Informatics, Human-Computer Interaction design

University of South Carolina—Columbia, SC
M.Ed. Educational Technology

Savannah College of Art and Design—Savannah, GA
M.A. Graphic Design

Bob Jones University—Greenville, SC
B.S. Graphic Design

Professional Experience

2012—2014

1998—present

2011—2012
2007—2010
Teaching

2009—2014

Graduate Assistant, Indiana University
Research assistant for Elizabeth Boling
Assistant Editor of the International Journal of Designs for Learning

Principal, graydesign

Web design & development; Custom theme development
Branding and visual strategy; print & interactive development
Interaction design and instructional strategy

Graduate Assistant, Indiana University
Support distance adjunct instructors in Instructional Systems Technology
Manage updates and news on the department web site

Art Director, Think Up Consulting

Art direction of all organizational activities; oversight of graphic production
Visual integration of instructional design, development, and implementation
processes

Management of a team of desktop publishers and graphic designers
Creation and sustainment of an internship program

Facilitator, Apollo Group—Phoenix, AZ
WEB404: Web Design & Development | (5 sections)
WEB435: Web Commercialization Il (21 sections)



2011-2012 Volunteer Associate Instructor/Mentor
INFO-1541: Interaction Design Practice (2 sections)
EDUC-R341: Multimedia in Instructional Technology (1 section)
Indiana University—Bloomington, IN

Journal Publications

Peer Reviewed

Boling, E., Gray, C. M., Modell, M. G., Altuwaijri, A., & Jung, J. (in press). Learners Interpreting
Instructional Images: Meaning-making and decision-making strategies. Journal of Visual
Literacy, 33(2).

Gray, C. M. & Howard, C. D. (in press). Designerly Talk in Non-Pedagogical Social Spaces. Journal of
Learning Design, 7(1).

Gray, C. M. (2013). Factors That Shape Design Thinking. Design and Technology Education, 18(3),
8-20.

Gray, C. M., Jung, J., Watson, C., Jia, X., & Frick, T. W. (2012). Models and Design Judgment:
Conflicting Perspectives on Redesigning a Doctoral Readings Course. International Journal
of Designs for Learning 3(1), 27-38.

Modell, M. G., Gray, C. M. (2011). Searching for Personal Territory in a Human-Computer
Interaction Design Studio. Journal for Education in the Built Environment 6(2), 54-78.

Juried

Gray, C. M. (in press). Informal Peer Critique and the Negotiation of Habitus in a Design
Studio. Art, Design and Communication in Higher Education special issue from DRS //
Cumulus 2013.

Gray, C. M. & Siegel, M. A. (in press). Sketching Design Thinking: Representations of Design in
Education and Practice. Design and Technology Education special issue from DRS //
Cumulus 2013.

Conference Proceedings

Peer Reviewed

Gray, C. M., Stolterman, E., & Siegel, M. A. (in press). Reprioritizing the Relationship Between HCI
Research and Practice: Bubble-Up and Trickle-Down Effects. In DIS’14: Proceedings of the
2014 CHI Conference on Designing Interactive Systems. New York, NY: ACM Press.
(Awarded Best Paper, top 1%).

Gray, C. M. (in press). Locating the Emerging Design Identity of Students Through Visual and
Textual Reflection. In Proceedings of the Design Research Society. Umea, Sweden.

Gray, C. M. (2014, April). Evolution of Design Competence in UX Practice. In CHI’14: Proceedings
of the 2014 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 1645-1654).
New York, NY: ACM Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2556288.2557264

Gray, C. M. (2013, November). Emergent Critique in Informal Design Talk: Reflections of
Pedagogical and Epistemological Features in an HCI Studio. Critique 2013: An International
Conference Reflecting On Creative Practice in Art, Architecture, and Design, Adelaide,
South Australia, 341-355.



Gray, C. M. & Howard, C. D. (2013, November). Expectations of Reciprocity? An Analysis of
Critique in Facebook Posts by Student Designers. Critique 2013: An International
Conference Reflecting On Creative Practice in Art, Architecture, and Design, Adelaide,
South Australia, 381-395.

Gray, C. M. (2013). Discursive Structures of Informal Critique in an HCI Design Studio. Nordes
2013: Experiments in Design Research, Copenhagen, Denmark/Malmé&, Sweden, 110-118.

Gray, C. M. (2013). Informal Peer Critique and the Negotiation of Habitus in a Design Studio. DRS //
CUMULUS 2013: 2nd International Conference for Design Education Researchers, Oslo,
Norway, 702-714.

Gray, C. M. & Siegel, M. A. (2013). Sketching Design Thinking: Representations of Design in
Education and Practice. DRS // CUMULUS 2013: 2nd International Conference for Design
Education Researchers, Oslo, Norway, 2007-2031.

Juried

Gray, C. M., Jia, X., Watson, C., Wang, Y., Jung, J., & Frick, T. W. (2011). Frameworks for
Facilitating Research Thinking: Redesigning a Residential Course for Online Use in Higher
Education. Association for Educational Communications and Technology Conference
Proceedings, Jacksonville, Florida.

Refereed Presentations & Workshops

Gray, C. M. (April 2014). Accounting for Learner Agency in an Aesthetic Learning Experience.
Research Study Session at IST Conference 2014, Bloomington, IN.

Harris, M., Gray, C. M., Boling, E., Dagli, C., Demiral-Uzan, M., Ergulec, F., Gyabak, K., Kizilboga,
R., Tan, V., & Tomita, K. (April 2014). Design Judgments in Instructional Design Practice.
Research Study Session at IST Conference 2014, Bloomington, IN.

Boling, E., Gray, C. M., & Tan, V. (April 2014). Instructional Design In Action: Observing the
Judgments of ID Practitioners. Paper Session at AERA Annual Meeting 2014, Philadelphia,
PA.

Gray, C. M. & Howard, C. D. (November 2013). Expectations of Reciprocity? An Analysis of Critique
in Facebook Posts by Student Designers. Critique 2013: An International Conference
Reflecting On Creative Practice in Art, Architecture, and Design, Adelaide, South Australia.

Gray, C. M. (November 2013). Emergent Critique in Informal Design Talk: Reflections of
Pedagogical and Epistemological Features in an HCI Studio. Critique 2013: An International
Conference Reflecting On Creative Practice in Art, Architecture, and Design, Adelaide,
South Australia.

Gray, C. M. (November 2013). Informal Peer Critique and the Negotiation of Habitus in a Design
Studio. Concurrent Session as part of the ECT Foundation Qualitative Inquiry Award at
AECT International Convention 2013, Anaheim, CA.

Gray, C. M. (November 2013). The Hidden Curriculum of the Design Studio: Student Engagement
in Informal Critique. Concurrent Session at AECT International Convention 2013, Anaheim,
CA.

Gray, C. M. (November 2013). Classroom Reflection as a Tool to Externalize Conceptions of
Design. Poster Session at AECT International Convention 2013, Anaheim, CA.



Boling, E., Gray, C. M., & Howard, C. D. (October 2013). Design Case Workshop: International
Journal of Designs for Learning. AECT International Convention 2013, Anaheim, CA.

Gray, C. M. (March 2013). Informal Peer Critique and the Negotiation of Habitus in a Design
Studio. Indiana University Bloomington. Research Paper Session at IST Conference 2013,
Bloomington, IN.

Gray, C. M. & Siegel, M. A. (March 2013). Sketching Design Thinking: Representations of Design in
Education and Practice. Indiana University Bloomington. Research Paper Session at IST
Conference 2013, Bloomington, IN.

Boling, E., Altuwaijri, A., Jung, J., Gray, C. M., Yildirim, C., Modell, M. G., Howard, C., Ergulec, F.,
& Demiral, M. (November 2012). Learners’ Strategies for Interpreting Instructional
Images. Concurrent Session at AECT International Convention 2012, Louisville, KY.

Boling, E., Smith, K. M., Howard, C., & Gray, C. (November 2012). Prospective Authors’ Workshop:
Design Cases and the International Journal of Designs for Learning. AECT International
Convention 2012, Louisville, KY.

Gray, C. M. (November 2012). Design Thinking in a Graduate Design Studio: Personal and
Pedagogical Factors. Concurrent Session at AECT International Convention 2012, Louisville,
KY.

Gray, C. M. (November 2012). Verbalization of Design Thinking through Informal Peer
Critique. Concurrent Session at AECT International Convention 2012, Louisville, KY.

Boling, E., Altuwaijri, A., Jung, J., Yildirim, C., Gray, C., Modell, M., & Howard, C. (March
2012). Strategies for Interpreting Instructional Images Used to Support Language
Learning. Indiana University Bloomington. Research Paper Session at IST Conference 2012,
Bloomington, IN.

Gray, C. M. (March 2012). The Role of Personal and Pedagogical Factors in Graduate Design
Education. Indiana University Bloomington. Research Paper Session at IST Conference 2012,
Bloomington, IN.

Jung, J., Gray, C., Howard, C., Kwon, S., Modell, M., & Boling, E. (November 2011). Preparation of
Visual Materials to Study How EFL Learners Use Images in the Learning Process. Roundtable
Discussion at AECT International Convention 2011, Jacksonville, FL.

Watson, C., Gray, C., Jia, K., Jung, J., & Wang, Y. (November 2011). A Case Study in Designing
Online Instruction Using van Merriénboer’s Ten Steps to Complex Learning. Concurrent
Session at AECT International Convention 2011, Jacksonville, FL.

Altinay, B., Altuwaijri, A., Callison, M., Gray, C., Jung, E., Jung, J., & Yildirim, C. (February 2011). A
Needs Assessment of Distance Education in the School of Education at Indiana University
Bloomington. Poster Session at IST Conference 2011, Bloomington, IN.

Boling, E., Howard, C., Altuwaijri, A., Caldwell, K., Gray, C., Jung, J., Kwon, S., Modell, M.,
Whiting, J., Wu, T., & Yildirim, C. (February 2011). Visuals for Learning. Roundtable
Discussion at IST Conference 2011, Bloomington, IN.

Watson, C., Gray, C., Jia, K., Jung, J., Wang, Y., & Frick, T. (February 2011). A Case Study in
Designing Online Instruction using van Merriénboer’s 4C/ID model. Roundtable Discussion
at IST Conference 2011, Bloomington, IN.

Gray, C. M. (2009). Rapid e-learning: How do we get from here to there? Upstate Technology
Conference 2010, Greenville, SC.



Invited Talks

2014, January 30. Developing a Designerly Identity: Implications for Design Education and Practice.
Invited Address, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN.
2013, November 13. Guest Lecturer, INFO-1542, Foundations of Human-Computer Interaction.

Visual Aesthetics and Psychological Approaches to HCI.

2012, November 28. Student Workshop, Graduates in Instructional Systems Technology (GIST)
Professional Development Series. Dossier Development Workshop.

2012, October 10. Connecting Research and Practice in Human-Computer Interaction. Discussion
with practitioner Christian Beck.

2012, February 9. Guest Lecturer, R341: Multimedia in Instructional Technology. Using Adobe
Photoshop for Web Production.

2011, February 8. Guest Lecturer, R341: Multimedia in Instructional Technology. Strategies for
Visual Integration on the Web.

Professional Service

Leadership & Committees

2013-2014. Design & Development Board Associate, Association for Educational Communications
and Technology (AECT).

2013-2014. Research, Development, External Partnerships Committee. Indiana University School of
Education.

2013-2014. Departmental Representative, Graduate and Professional Student Organization (GPSO),
Indiana University.

2012-2014. President/Past-President, Graduates in Instructional Systems Technology (GIST).

2014. Selection Committee Chair, IST Conference, Indiana University.

2012-2013. Graduate Student Assembly (GSA) Design & Development Board Representative,
Association for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT).

2012-2013. Faculty Search Committee: Instructional Systems Technology, Indiana University.

Reviewing

2011-present. Reviewer for the International Journal of Designs for Learning.

2013-2014. Reviewer for ACM SIGCH]I: CHI, DIS.

2012-2014. Reviewer for AECT International Convention, Design & Development Division.
2012-2014. Reviewer for IST Conference.

2013. Reviewer for AERA Annual Meeting.

2013. Journal of Learning Design.

2013. Reviewer for Nordes Conference.

2013. Journal of Online Learning and Teaching

Design & Development

2013. Graphic Designer, AECT Design & Development Division Logo.
2011, 2012. Graphic Designer, IST Conference, Indiana University.
2011. Graphic Designer, AECT Graduate Student Assembly Logo.



2010. Web and Graphic Designer, Redesign of Indiana University EDUC-F401 homepage and
promotional materials.

Community Service

2012-present. Board Member, BJUnity, a group that promotes advocacy and support for LGBT
individuals.

2010. Martin Luther King Design Competition Judge, Indiana University.

Professional Affiliations

Association for Computing Machinery (ACM)

Association for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT)
American Educational Research Association (AERA)

Design Research Society (DRS)

Awards

Best Paper Award, ACM SIGCHI Conference on Designing Interactive Systems, 2014.
ECT Foundation Qualitative Inquiry Award, 2013.

NSF Early Career Symposium Attendee, AECT International Convention, 2013.

Jerrold E. Kemp Instructional Systems Technology Fellowship, Indiana University, 2013.

L. C. Larson Award Recipient, Indiana University, 2013.

Best Research Paper Award, Instructional Systems Technology 13th Annual Conference, Indiana
University, 2013.

Presidential Service Award, Design & Development Division, AECT, 2012.

Proffitt Doctoral Fellowship, Indiana University, 2010-2011.

Combined Honors Fellowship, Savannah College of Art and Design, 2005-2006.



