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ABSTRACT

Thisthesis explores the use of criticism in the landscape architecturd design
dudio. Criticismisavery ussful tool in the communication of ideas and the evauation
of designs, yet its gpplication in design sudios has not reached itsfull potentid in the
discipline of landscape architecture.

To develop an understanding of criticism as a pedagogica toal in the desgn
gtudio, dong with faculty and students expectations of criticiam, this thesis uses atwo-
step gpproach. The first step explores the intentions of critique used by design ingtructors
during desk crits and juries. The second step explores the students' perceptions of the
criticiam they receive during desk critsand juries. The findings from both the faculty and
students will be compared to discover both the faculty and sudents' expectations and the
redity of the design studio critique.

Although very little literature exists on the theories of landscape architecture
criticism and its use in the design studio, the firgt portion of thisthess will explore
theories of criticism borrowed from art, literature, and architecture; landscape
architecturd criticiam; history of the design studio; and the use of criticiam during desk
critsand juriesin the design studio. This thesiswill then combine this research with the
qudlitative and quantitetive data collected from design ingtructors and students, in order
to gain an undergtanding of their expectations of criticism as a pedagogicd tool, and the

redity of its usein the design studio.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Criticism as gpplied to landscape architecture was chosen for the topic of this
thesis based upon an opportunity | had to study written design critique. Inspired by a
classtaught at Lincoln Univerdity in New Zealand by professor Jacky Bowring, | decided
to apply what | learned about written critique to critiques given in the design sudio. A
potentid exigtsto apply the theories of art, architectural, and literary criticism to criticism
given to students during landscape architecture sudios. A more thorough investigation
of the available information on landscape architecturd criticism was needed to determine
if these theories would be useful in the learning Situations that are found in sudios. By
asking teachers and students their thoughts on the subject, | hoped to learn how, through
this research, | could provide information that would complement or improve the learning
experience occurring in design studios for both teachers and students.

The students of landscape architecture acquire their education in a studio setting
a aunivergty. In alandscape architecture sudio each student has hisher own areaiin the
dudio that conssts of a drafting table instead of adesk. The design studio is a different
learning environment than atypica lecture classsoom. During alecture, sudentslisten to
the professor talk about information that is relevant to the subject maiter. Inadesgn
studio, students work on design projects at their drafting tables, where problem-solving
skillsare required to ded with Stuation where there may be no precedents to follow. The
relationship between the students and the teacher is Smilar to a master-apprentice
relationship. The design ingructor gives private tutorids and congructive criticiam to
each student dependent upon each situation that confronts the sudent. Criticism given at

the student’ s desk while working on a project is referred to as adesk crit. Criticism given



to astudent a the completion of a project is given during adesign jury. During ajury the
student presents his’her project in front of the ingtructor and other sudents in the studio
and then receives feedback.

| remember my first desk crit as alandscape architecture student. | was so proud
of thework | had produced. ‘Thiswas good’, | was thinking to mysalf. My professor
didn't exactly agree. My intentions were questioned. Feedback was given to me on how |
could change my work in order to take my ideas to the next level. It took afew minutes
to get over my bruised ego and absorb the criticism that | was given before | could
continue working on my project. Now that | think about it, | was looking for approva.
Insteed, | received my first spoonful of criticism.

| remember how intimidated | was during my first design jury. | remember a
classroom full of eyes on my project and myself. | was unprepared and | didn’t know
how to prepare because | didn’t know what to expect. | hadn’t dept the night before
because | was up al night working frantically on my project. Honestly, | don’t remember
the grade | received on that project, or the feedback that was given to me during my jury.
| do remember being relieved it was over, because | could go home and deep and forget
about the whole experience.

My undergraduate degree was in biology. | memorized facts and recited them for
tests. Right and wrong answers existed. Biology labs conssted of experiments that had
been conducted many times before, and the expected outcome was known. The
professors had taught the labs long enough to know what the students did wrong if the

outcome of the experiment produced unexpected results.



| admit | have biases about how criticism is utilized in landscape architecture
gudios. | don't think students entering into landscape architecture are given an adequate
orientation into the sudio culture, which is very different from many learning Stuations
mogt students have beenin. | think juries can be intimidating and confusing for sudents.
It took me afull semester as alandscape architecture student before | learned how to
accept and respond to criticism. Now that | have been ateaching assistant for two years,
| have been on both the receiving and giving end of criticism. This has made me question
how | mysdlf can give effective criticism. It has dso made me question why students
sometimes react the way they do to criticism. After studying theories of criticiam, |
believe criticism can be utilized in a very pogitive way as ateaching method in studios.

| am ill astudent of landscape architecture, athough it has been afew years
snce my firg jury and desk crit. One of the most valuable lessons | have learned as a
sudent | learned while writing thisthess. The chairman of my thes's committee hed
returned a rough draft to me with scribbles up and down the margins. “No,” one of the
notes shouted to me, “this suggests a bias on your part and is unnecessary!” | sat and
thought about the written comments. why could | not separate my own biases from this
paper? And thenit struck me. | am writing acritique. Thisthessisa critique of how
criticismisused in adesign sudio. As| have discovered from the research that follows
this introduction, criticiam is more about the critic than the object being criticized
(Attoe, 8). One cannot separate your own biases from a critique because criticismisa
behavior in which individuas express their own perceptions of an object or an ideg, in the
“interest of a more adequate perception” (Dewey, 299). In thisthesis| am describing,

interpreting, and evaduating critiques in design studios according to my own perceptions.



What | believed a firgt to be a misunderstanding between mysdf and my
professor on the topic of voicing my biasesin my thes's, wasin redity both of us
exercigng the subject matter of thisthess, criticism. | findly redized that both of us had
our own ideas and perceptions of criticism asit isused in the design sudio. Thisthesisis
awritten critique of criticiam in the sudio. The scribbles in the margin of my rough draft
were a critique of my critique. We were both trying to put into written and verba forms
our perceptions of our ideas of this subject in order to inform each other. Criticism
should inform and enhance other’ s perception and gppreciation of the object being
criticized. In thisinterchange of ideas between my professor and mysdlf | understood his
perceptions, and in doing so | better perceived my own.

Criticism has the potentia to be a powerful pedagogica tool in landscape
architecture education. Criticism is a behavior in which individuas express their own
perceptions of aphysica place, an object, or ideasin the hope of communicating their
ideasto others. However, criticism is sometimes perceived to have a negative
connotation because of its sense of passing ajudgment upon a physical place or object.

The am of thisthessisto create a greater awareness of the possihilities of how
criticism can be integrated into adesign studio setting. Much of what is presented here is
based upon written theories of criticism. Another god of thisthesisisto foster aclearer
understanding between students and instructors as to the purpose of criticism as
employed during desk critsand juries. Informed use of criticism as a teaching method
has the potentid to foster a culture in the design tudio that is open to discussion of ideas
and to teach sudents the critica thinking skills necessary to reflect upon their own design

decisons and their consequences.



PROBLEM STATEMENT

The prevadence of criticiam being viewed as a negative judgment, instead of an
integra behavior used during the design process, is problematic because critiqueisthe
core educationd tool used in the design studio. Design ingtructors are often not trained as
educators, but as practioners, and have “ difficulty deding with education in any other
terms that those they have experienced” (Maecha, 74). It isimportant for landscape
architecture educators to reevauate and better understand criticism in the classroom
toward cregting a critica culture in the studio that is open to didogue and a
communication of idess.

The purpose of thisthessistwo-fold: to exploreif theories of criticism are
employed by in the landscape architecturd design studio; and discover both the
ingtructors and students' perceptions of criticism in the design sudio. Both would
require an understanding of the existing theories of criticiam, design instructors' purpose
and godswhile utilizing criticism in desk crits and juries, and students perceptions of
the criticism they are recipients of during studio crits and juries.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Criticism in the fields of art and literature is well established and respected.
Landscape architecture criticiam, however, both in the written and verba forms has not
received its due amount of attention as an important part of our discipline. There exigsa
plethora of literature on theories of criticism that can be adapted for use in the field of
landscape architecture. Where art and literary criticism is used to inform and advance
these fidds, criticism as currently applied in alandscape architectural design sudiois

lessundersood. There exists aneed to further devel op the understanding of criticism,



particularly as a main feature of the studio setting, to attempt to contribute to student’s
understanding of the physical environment and their responsestoit. Followingisa
literature review covering severd topics reating to criticism. Thisreview provides an
overview of criticism as effectively practiced in other arts that could apply to landscape
architecture education. Thisliterature review topic has been divided into four categories.
theories of criticiam; landscape architectura criticiam; the history of the design tudio;
and methods that utilize criticism in a design studio, desk crits and the jury.
Theoriesof Criticism

According to John Dewey, a 20™" century American philosopher, criticism is
judgment. He defines judgment as an “act of intelligence performed upon the matter of
direct perception in the interest of a more adequate perception” (Dewey, 299); in other
words, judgment is an inquiry into an aesthetic experience, which is an experience of a
physical object or place, which leads to the enhancement of perception and appreciation.
Acknowledging that our “perceptions supply judgment with its materia” (Dewey, 298), it
is, therefore, essentid to understanding criticism. The fact that people have different
experiences with the physica environment, which leads to unique perceptions, isthe
bass for avariety of judgments that defy imitation. Understanding this leads one to
reason that criticism is not only about the object but the critic aswell.

The word judgment lends itsdlf towards many connotations, which leads to
different theories of criticiam. In Art as Experience, Dewey describes two types of
commonly used criticism: judicia and impressonigtic. He describes these theories to

exemplify the misconceptions people have about the function of criticism. Inthe



following paragraphs, both judicia and impressionidtic criticism will be discussed,
concluding with Dewey’ s theory regarding the functions thet criticism should perform.
Dewey makesit clear that the word ‘judgment’ can have an authoritative
connotation as if acritic passes averdict upon an object. Criticisminthissense, “is
thought of asif its business were not explication of the content of an object asto
substance and form, but a process of acquittal or condemnation on the basis of merits and
demerits...keyed to the note of praise and blame, exculpation and disapprova”
(Dewey, 299). Thistype of criticiam, termed judicid criticiam, uses precedents and
persond authoritative status of the critic in place of an acute perception of an aesthetic
experience.  Inaphysca and spiritud environment that constantly changes, people
continue to have new interactions with their surroundings, which require “new forms of
expresson” and atype of criticism that is open to new idess.
Unlike judicid criticiam, which is based upon the use of precedents for judgment,

Dewey a0 discussesimpressonidtic criticism, in which judgment is replaced by a
description of imagery and the impressions an aesthetic object evokes. This theory
proposes that criticism does not go beyond defining an impression that is made on usby a
work of art. Dewey disagrees with impressonigtic criticism because criticism extends
beyond our first recorded impressions, as he states:

Impressions, total qualitative unanayzed effects that things and events

make upon us, are the antecedents and beginnings of dl judgments. The

beginning of a new ides, terminating perhgps in an eaborate judgment

following upon extensive inquiry, is an impression, even in the case of a

scientific man or philosopher. But to define an impression isto andyzeit,

and andysis can proceed only by going beyond the impression, by

referring it to the grounds on which it rests and the consegquences which it
entails. And this procedureis judgment” (305).



Judicid and impressonigtic criticiam do not satisfy Dewey’ s definition of
criticism as an inquiry into an aesthetic experience in order to gain perceptions to inform
judgment. According to Dewey, dl criticism has a specific function to perform. These
functions are discrimination and unification, which should ultimately leed to an
awareness of perception—"adifficult process, of learning to see and hear” (Dewey, 324).
Judgment should dlicit alucid awvareness of dl of the parts (discrimination) and discover
how the parts are “related to form awhol€’ (unification) (Dewey, 310). Discrimingtion,
aso cdled andlysis, isto determine what isimportant and each part’s respective
contribution. Unification, aso caled synthes's, isthe unifying of partsinto an integra
experience for others, “The critic shal seize upon some strain or strand that is actudly
there, and bring it forth with such clearness that the reader has anew clue and guide in
his own experience” (Dewey, 314). In closing, Dewey states that the critic’s experience
of an object has the ability of degpening other’s experience aswdll, “The materid out of
which judgment grows is the work, the object, but it is this object asit entersinto the
experience of the critic by interaction with his own sengtivity and his knowledge and
funded store from past experiences’ (310).

Dewey emphasizes criticism being an inquiry into an aesthetic experience in order
to gain perceptions to inform judgment. 1n agreement with Dewey’ stheory of criticism
are views in Joseph Daracott’ s book, Art Criticism: A User’s Guide. Daracott’s book on
criticism bridges the gap of Dewey’ s theory and how to formulate one' s perceptions into
criticism. According to Daracott, criticism is our perception of our physica environment
and our attempt to transfer what we see into awritten or spoken dialogue to explain how

we see things. He borrows from James Ackerman, an architectural scholar, to reiterate his



views on criticism as a dialogue, “What awork of art communicates can be described
only in terms of an interaction between an object and a subject; it communicates nothing
a dl unless someoneisthereto look at it. In other words, there are no aesthetic objects,
only physical objects, which, when observed, are capable of simulating an aesthetic
event” (Daracott, 10).

In his explanation of criticism, Daracott then describes how to go beyond the
theoreticd basis of Dewey into actudly formulating one' s perceptionsinto criticiam.
Criticiamisformed in three generd sages. description, interpretation, and evauation.
Description is defined as a verba account of awork and the critic's response to the work.
Three things affect how a critic describes an object: the critic's own perception, different
ways of describing, and the sharing of different aesthetic experiences. Interpretation
helps to explain the meaning of the work, which may be smple or complex, and have
varying interpretations from different cultures based upon a cultures myths, history, and
recognizable symbols. Evauation is “asumming up which places the work in the
experience of the critic” in order to ascertain avalue or worth to awork of art, and help
othersto form an opinion. (Daracott, 11).

In Architecture and Critical Imagination, Wayne Attoe stresses the importance
and prevadence of criticism in the field of architecture, ranging from: critics columnsin
newspapers, journas, and magazines; teacher remarks in the design studio setting;
between architect and client; architect and contractor; architects and policy mekers, and
between architects. His opinions of criticism come from his experiences as both a
Student and a teacher and he observes that, “Too often when criticism starts, excuses

begin, and so defengveness gets in the way of good, responsive work” (Attoe, 2). Since



criticismis prevaent in design fields, Attoe strives to bring a better understanding of the
methods of criticiam, “so that instead of threstening and intimidating, criticism can be
used asatool for generating better work” (2).

Attoe dso reiterates the behavior of criticism includes the three categories of
description, interpretation, and evauation. He aso identifies that criticism fals under
three basic groups. normative criticism, interpretative criticism, and descriptive
criicdism. Bdow isasummary of Attoe' s categorization of criticism, which will be
followed by an explanation of the different types of criticiam.

1. Normative criticism:
Doctrind criticism
Syslematic criticiam
Typd criticdam
Mesasured criticism

2. Interpretative criticiam
Advocatory criticism
Evocative criticiam
Impressonidtic criticiam

3. Descriptive criticiam
Depictive criticiam
Biologicd criticiam
Contextud criticism

Thefirg category of criticiam is normative criticiam, which is grounded in the
belief that there is “amodd, pattern, tandard, or principle againgt which its quaity or
success may be assessed” (Attoe, 11).  In the category of normative criticism fdls
doctrind, systemdtic, typa, and measured criticism. Doctrind criticiam has asitsbasis a
doctrine, such as; form follows function, and tends towards “the belief thet thereisa
single approach for accomplishing our purposes and a single standard for measuring our

achievements’ (Attoe, 13). Systemdtic criticiam is an “dternative to the single

10



doctrine...[it] is an interwoven assemblage of principles or factors, a system for judging”
(Attoe, 21). Typd criticism is based upon structurd, functional, and form types. Findly,
measured criticism assgns numerica standards to provide the norms agang which
something isjudged. For example, criticism of a public square may take into
consderation the proportion of the Size of the square in comparison to the height of the
buildings surrounding it.

The second category of criticism, interpretative criticiam, is highly persond. As
Attoe explains, “the interpretative critic seeks to mould others vison to make them see
ashedoes’ (49). Thethree techniques of interpretative criticism include: advoceatory,
evocative, and impressonidtic criticism. Advocatory criticiam is employed by acritic
who is an advocate of abuilding or place and is, “concerned primarily with engendering
gppreciation, not with passing judgment” (Attoe, 49). Evocative criticism “ uses whatever
means are needed to arouse amilar fedingsin the reader/viewer. The evocdive critique
is not right or wrong, but a surrogete experience’ (Attoe, 61). Finaly, impressonistic
criticism “uses the work of art or building as afoundation on which the critic then
congtructs his own work of art” (Attoe, 74).

Thethird category of criticism is descriptive criticism, “more than the other forms
of criticism, descriptive criticism seeksto be factud...it does not seek to judge nor even
to interpret, but to help us see what is actudly there” (Attoe, 85). Descriptive criticism
includes depictive, biographical, and contextud criticism. Depictive criticism does not
judge, but merely depicts what exigts; such as, how people move through a space.
Biographicd criticism provides others with and understanding of the artist in order to

dlow abetter understanding of their intentions. Finaly, contextud criticism provides
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information about the socid, palitica, and economic context in which something was
designed.

Theidess of criticism and critica theory of John Dewey, Joseph Daracott, and
Wayne Attoe suggest arich understanding of atheoretica basis of criticism and the many
formsit may take. All of these theories have one thing in common; criticism is not only
about the object being criticized but more importantly the critic. Our individua
perceptions of the world around us inevitably cause usto have inherent biases. Itis
recognizing that each critic does not produce afina judgment about an aesthetic
experience but rather, “oncethe biasin a critic’ s assessment or position is recognized,
those who are the objects of criticism are freed of the burden of fina judgment and can
drop defenses and learn from the frank encounter with the other whose life has been
touched” (Attoe, 8).

L andscape Ar chitectural Criticism

The preceding theories of criticism have been directed specificaly towards art or
architecture. The basic components of description, interpretation, and evaluation can be
gpplied to criticisam as a pedagogica method in landscape architecture educeation.
Landscape architecturd criticiam, however, does vary considerably from art criticism
because of two factors that are present in alandscape, time and place. Thefollowingisa
summary of notable landscape architects and their views on the Sate of criticismin the
discipline of landscape architecture.

Elizabeth Meyer views criticiam of landscape architecture as expanding “the
world of the designed landscape object through interpretation, through the explication of

content and context of the work. She finds meaning not only in the complete forms and
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gpaces of the designer’s marking on the paper and the land, but in the relationship
between those marks and the context. . .through this contextudization, the landscapeis
transformed from an autonomous designed object into textural work that isinterwoven
and intermingled with the world” (Meyer, Reflections, 18). Since landscape has a
relaionship to itstime and place, it is insgparable from debates about the place of manin
nature. However, Meyer argues that landscape architecture criticism lacks
communication about pressing issues concerned with our environment and instead, “we
are congtrained by conceiving of our work through hackneyed phrases (forma and
informal, hardscape and softscape, man-made and naturd) instead of through engagement
with the tensons of our time’ (Meyer, 21).

Landscape architect John Hopkins believes that the primary aim of criticism is“to
enlighten and to inform....it should aso lead to judgment” (Hopkins, 25). He goeson to
discuss aframework for criticism that would move criticism beyond persond preference
and the“| likethig/l don't likethis” subjective statements. His framework begins with an
gopraisa of the desgner’ sintentions and then andyzes. “culturd, historical and physica
context; ecology; macro- and micro- economics, legd and planning issues; functiond
aspects; structure and technology; philosophical grounding; and artistic and aesthetic
congderations’ (Hopkins, 25). He then examines the geniusloci of the Site, which he
terms the intuitive and emotiona response a person might have being in agte. Thelast
component of his framework borrows heavily from ideas of Dewey which he cdlsthe
intellectua response. The critic analyzes the form of the design in terms of separate

elements and “a means of understanding how those disparate e ements have become a
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cohesive whole where each reinforces the other in support of an over-arching concept”
(Hopkins, 25).

Hopkins suggests that once a critic congders the content and context, the intuitive
and emotiona response, and the intellectud response- dl aspects should be “synthesized
into a holigtic response. . .when this unification provides profound insght, criticiam itsalf
becomes an art” (25) Thisingght then not only helps to guide others through the
experience, “but to the designer aswell- and artist is never fully aware of what shelheis
doing” (Hopkins, 25).

At the 1990 Council of Educators in Landscape Architecture (CELA) conference,
educators discussed what istherole acritical inquiry in the education and practice of
landscape architecture. Those who participated include Margaret McAvin, Elizabeth
Meyer, James Corner, Hamid Shirvani, Kenneth Helphand, Robert Riley, and Robert
Scarfo. This conference set the tone for the current views of therole of criticismin
landscape architecture, the following isa summary of the proceedings of the conference.

Elizabeth Meyer, aprofessor a University of Virginia, views landscape
architectural design itsdf asacritica inquiry that “can be an investigation through the
formd language of design into the meaning of work relative to its Stuation or context”
(Meyer, 157). She believes that employing criticiam in practice has three important
contributions to the discipline of landscape architecture. First of dl, it helpsto foster a
precison of design language. Through describing, comparing, and use of terminology,
criticiam narrows the possibility for ambiguous interpretations.  Second, criticism creates
new ways to think and evdluate. By employing existing theories, which reflect past

vaues, new vaues and ideas are likely to emerge. Thus, practice as criticism can lead to
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new directions for approaching design. According to Meyer, the third contribution
criticiam can have for the discipline isto agitate for change. Criticism has the ghility to
“exagperde, to increase the unease of adiscipline. Thisuneaseis frequently afunction of
not commenting on what was done, but on what was not done or said, on the silences
within aproject that bespesk much about Stuationd or worldly meaning” (Tafuri gtd. in
Meyer, 157)

At the same conference, James Corner, a professor of landscape architecture at
Universty of Pennsylvania, began by stating that our culture has been dominated by
technocratic thinking for the past two hundred years. This scientific way of thinking is
concerned with means and ends, and is not concerned with spiritual questions of our
exigence. Corner clamsthat critica thinking is an dternative to the technocratic way of
thinking, “asit srives to unite art with life and that, asfar asthis pertains to the design
and habitation of lived environments, thisis of utmost sgnificance to landscape
architecture” (159). Modern criticism started in 17" century Europe. Modern criticism
was born in coffeehouses attended by an educated bourgeoisie who was seeking
individua freedom from the rule of an authoritarian state. In this case, criticism had a
very socid function of exchanging ideas and opinions.

Corner then discusses what he believes to be four foundations for aform of
criticd thinking, which is influenced by bourgeoise criticiam. The first foundation is
that “critical thinking beginswith skepticism, particularly with regard to authority, rules,
and conventions that have long gone unquestioned.  Although much skepticism may
often be subversive, it is neither cynica nor destructive, but rather emerges from a

discontentment, an unfulfillment. Wonder and amazement are expressed through a
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hedlthy and inquisitive questioning” (Corner, 160). The second foundation isreflection,
an analysis of the values and issuesinvolved. The third foundation is specul ative
contemplation, in which possible ways for future change or dternatives are consdered.
And the fourth foundation culminates criticism into an action, in which acritica position
is acted upon.

Throughout the literature on landscape architectura criticism some common ideas
emerge. Oneisthe potentia for written and verbd criticism to enlighten and inform
peoplein the field of landscape architecture of new ideas. Also, the most important theme
relating to landscape architecture educetion is that the discipline lacks an andytica
framework for criticism and a common theoretica basis, which would alow for
evauative gandards. The lack of agreed upon design theory and little written criticism is
aproblem that is* perhaps most pressing in design education itsdf, where criticism isthe
dominant pedagogica mode and capacity for criticism not only through but of one's own
work iswhat is ultimately taught. Many educators pay little explicit atention to
articulation of any theoretical basis for design criticism” (McAvin, 155).

TheHigtory of the Design Studio

The critique as an educationd tool in landscape architecture studios is borrowed
from the methods of teaching utilized in the Ecole des Beaux- Arts (School of Fine Arts).
Before the establishment of landscape architecture curriculum in universities, the earliest
recognized American landscape designers were educated in various fields, including
agriculture and horticulture. Thomas Jefferson, an American landscape designer of the

elghteenth century, was trained in the liberd arts and studied landscapes through travel in
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Europe. Frederick Law Olmsted, who is considered the Father of Landscape
Architecture, was atrained sailor, farmer, and journdigt.

Thefirgt course in landscape architecture was offered in 1868 at the
Massachusetts Agricultura College, just after the Civil War. Then in 1871, P.H. Elwood
a lowa State College taught a course in landscape architecture. Thefirst full curriculum
offered in landscape architecture was inaugurated by Harvard University in 1899
(Morrow, 100). The philosophy adapted by Harvard University was based upon the
traditiona Beaux- Arts gpproach utilized in the education of architects.

The Beaux-Arts system began in 1671 when Louis X1V founded the Academie
Royae d’ Architecture in France. This establishment disassociated architects from the
congtruction Site, and instead educated the architect at a school. Then with the Ecole des
Beaux- Arts flourishing in the 1800s, architects were taught to design * compositions
where the logic of two-dimensional paper aesthetics governs architecture” (Tschumi, 24).
The educationa system of the Beaux- Arts emphasized drawing and classic precedents.
Although other methods of teaching, such as the craft and production-oriented German
Bauhaus surfaced in the 1920s, have influenced the way design is taught, the traditions of
the Ecole des Beaux- Arts il structure and heavily influence the landscape architecture
studios of today.

The design studio is the centra learning place for students of landscape
architecture. The educationa concepts used in the studio are borrowed from the methods
fashioned at the Ecole des Beaux-Artsin Paris. The basis of the Beaux- Artstheory of
teaching is a private tutorial between a student and one who has mastered the art of

desgn. The sysem congsts of five main educationd practices. the divison of sudents
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into ‘adiers or sudios, the tradition of older students assisting the younger pupils, the
teaching of design by practitioners and the judgment of designs by atrained jury of
practitioners, the start of design education upon entering the studio, and findly the
system of ‘esquisse’ or the sketching of design solutions (Maecha, 1).

Criticism is the main pedagogical method used in the desgn studio. The studio
revolves around teacher demondrations, desk crits given to individua students by the
teacher, and juries of find design solutions. The definition in The American Heritage
Dictionary of criticismis “1. The act of making judgments and evduations. 2.
Censure; disapproval. 3. A review or article expressing the judgments of acritic” (165).
Upon close investigation of the etymology of the word * criticism’, the meaning implies
discernment and sifting through a matter, and not that which would lead to a negetive or
unfavorable judgment. The word criticism derives from the Greek verb, krinein, meaning
to make digtinctions, or to separate (Attoe, 4). The underlying sense of judgment
attached to criticism evolved from the Greek noun, kritos, or ajudge (Williams, 75). The
negetive undertone of criticiam is often seen in academic sudios, “too often when
criticism gtarts, excuses begin, and so defensiveness gets in the way of good, responsive
work...ingead of threstening and intimidating, criticism can be used as atool for
generating better work” (Attoe, 2).

In order for criticism to be used in adesign studio as a vauable tool, the methods
of critique must be employed in away to support understanding and should be based
upon, “clarity of intent and process...[to] reinforce the private tutoria aspects of the
gudio” (Maecha, 76). Criticismisaway of communicating design knowledge to the

student, and away to bridge the gap from theory to practice. Critiquesin the studio also
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help students develop their own criticd faculties by ingtilling the process of reflecting
and reacting to design intentions, which lead to their design decisions, and then reacting
to the consequences of each action.

Desk Crits

Asthisliterature review has previoudy discussed, there exists many theories of
criticism and its potentid for use in landscape architecture. Two potentia uses for
criticism in the design studio occur during different Stuations: the individua desk crit
and the jury. Asthe purpose of thisresearch isto define both teacher’ s and student’s
understanding of criticism employed in the design studio, it isimportant to describe both
the desk crit and the jury. By describing both we can better understand when and how
criticigmis used in the design studio. This thes's seeks to answer not only what the
purpose of the desk crit and jury are as understood by both faculty and students, but also
is effective criticiam what is occurring currently in these processes.

During studio time, students work on an assigned project at their individua
drafting tables. The studio professor vigits each student at hisher desk for what is caled
a“desk crit”. The process of the desk crit isquite smple. It usualy begins with the
professor listening to the student’s verbal description of ideas assisted by sketches and
models. Then the studio professor and the student embark upon a dialogue in which the
professor guides the student through the design process. The conversation is unique with
each student depending upon the student’ s ideas and progress. Desk critsare atime
during which the Beaux- Arts heritage of our education is evident. Desk crits exemplify
the master-apprentice relationship; the learn-by-doing style of teaching that landscape

architecture educationis based upon. One potentia problem of this heritage of landscape
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architecture education is that, “ The greatest obstacle to the development of design studio
indructiona methods is the design indructor who often has difficulty degling with
education in any other terms than those they have experienced” (Maecha, 74).
TheJury

The namejury isquiteintimidating. If one looks up theword ‘jury’ ina
dictionary, the definition states, “A body of persons summoned by law and sworn to hear
and hand down a verdict upon a case presented in court” (American Heritage, 378). One
may wonder if thisis the purpose of adesign jury.

A design jury is a Spontaneous conversation about a project in which the student
is alowed a short time to present hisher work in front of his’her classmates, instructors,
and sometimes outside interested parties, after which a pand of ‘jurors discussesthe
project. Thejurorsare usudly composed of faculty of landscape architecture or
architecture, teaching assstants, practitioners, and sometimes, public users, clients, or
government officids. Figure 1.1 isadrawing of atypicd design jury displaying where
the personsinvolved in adesign jury are Stuated.
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Figure 1.1. Typicd Layout of aDesign Jury (Doidge, 6).
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The jury system as used in landscape architecture education is borrowed from
nineteenth centuries ideas used in the Ecole des Beaux Arts. The purpose of juries was
exclusvely to evauate, “the sudents fate ultimately rested *in the hands of the gods —
that is, jury members—who decided whether they passed or failed” (Anthony, Design
Juries 9). At the Ecole des Beaux Arts the jury system was a closed system where the
jury aone, behind closed doors, evauated the work of the students. Not until the jury
concluded were students able to recelve feedback on their project, which took the form a
few written comments and a marked grade on their project.

The closed method of the jury was brought to the United States from France
through the American students who trained at the Ecole des Beaux Arts. About 500
students from America trained there between “ 1850 and 1968, when it closed” (Anthony,
Design Juries 10). By the early 1900s, the closed jury system was in place in America

Many of today’s older designer, trained in the 1930s and 1940s, recall
their sudent days when they smply submitted their completed projects for
review and their professors disappeared behind closed doors. Hours or
sometimes days later, their projects were returned with asmple letter
grade and, if they were lucky, afew stray marks or comments on their
drawings. The reasoning behind the grade was rarely discussed.
(Anthony, Design Juries 11).

The evolution from closed to open juriesis not clear. The change occurred
gradudly between 1940 and 1960. The new open jury format alowed studentsto
verbally present their work to faculty who discussed issues and eva uated the work
publicly in front of both students and colleagues. The shift from closed to open juries
possibly “reflected genera, widespread trends in education and grading in other fields,

moving from an emphasi's on respongveness to authority (a mere letter grade) to a greater
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emphasis on individudity (a grade with comments and discussion and increased
interaction between ingructors and students)” (Anthony, Design Juries 11). Although
juries may have partly evolved because of education trends, juries seem to work againgt
the educationa theory that encourages positive aspects of students work rather than
punishing students and focusing on failure and negetivity:
The dominant viewpoint in education today stresses the pedagogica
advantages of success and the disadvantages of failure. 1n short, our
schools are reward-oriented. Thus teachers are ingtructed to focus on the
good aspects of a student’ s behavior and to overlook the poor. Indesign
schoals, just the opposite usudly occurs. The research for this book bears
this out; students overwhelmingly report thet criticiam at juries, and to a
lesser extent at desk crits, is weighted heavily toward the negeative
(Anthony, Design Juries 13).

In aroundtable discusson in 1993 a Harvard University published in GSD News,
faculty of architecture, landscape architecture, and urban planning discussed the design
jury system. The faculty discussion debated the purpose of the jury, and whom the jury
should be directed towards. The following isasummary of the discussion.

The main topic the discusson focused upon was the purpose of the jury. The
faculty a Harvard agreed that the purpose is not to pass judgment on the students or to
evduate ther work. The educators viewed juries as an opportunity for discussons of
theory and idess to flourish, using the student’s work as a vehicle for the discusson. One
participant in the discusson, Alex Krieger a professor of urban planning stated, “The
differences of opinion between faculty and students seems to be about whether the juries
are primarily a means of evauating sudent work or a means of fodering discussions

among jurors, students, and the class as a whole...Maybe you don't agree, but it hardly

ever seems to be the key evauaive moment” (3). Another professor who agreed the
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purpose of the jury is discusson was Mark Scoggin, the Chairman of the Department of
Architecture:

Actudly, | think the students like the juries to evaduate their work. That's
redly what they want to have happen. They want the people to focus on
their project, on the issues that they are concerned with, and they want to
hear the reaction. And tha's dl about evduation...and quite frankly |
think that's the weakest pat of the jury sysem. For me, the jury is a
fantagtic time to establish a discourse or a debate within the schoal...and
the gudent's work is the medium which that discourse and debate can
center around...” (5).

From excerpts of the discusson in GSD News it becomes evident that the
ingructors at Harvard perceive the purpose of the jury differently from the students. One
of the pandligts tries to acommodate for both of the perceived needs, “What we seem to
be getting to is that the jury...has to be a least two things. One is evaudive...the
dudents want that. But dso it has a teaching role...[Juries define for the student what it
isthat they’ve done...[That] seemsto be key” (Dilnat, 7).

Martha Schwartz, alandscape architect and professor at Harvard states:

The find jury is dmost dways going to be anti-climatic. You've dready
done 90% of the learning during the design process. You've dready been
through your druggle, and it's over by the time you present. The red
learning process has dready happened. Students often think that they're
going to get this big kick at the end of dl this, but | think they’re looking
a juries in the wrong way...The jury’s job is not to tell students whether
or not their work is good or bad. Instead, their job is to raise issues and
make the student think (Schwartz gtd. in Anthony, Design Juries, 17).

Rather than evauaion, Schwartz's ideas of a jury include the purpose of discusson and

teaching students to be critical and congtantly question existing conventions, experiment,

and explore their design idess.
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The roundtable discussion aso focused on whom the review is directed towards.
In their discusson of the purpose of the jury, it was evident that the jurors discussed
issues among themselves, using the sudents work as a vehicle for discussion.
One pandligt addressed the issue by Stating:
What kind of learning experience are the students owed in a jury Stugion?
Seemingly, the juncture of red atention to ther work with the important
larger implications of that work. And so if you have a focus just on the
work, the students are disgppointed because the discusson doesn't seem to
have much mest, ad if you have a discusson just about the generd
societd issues or design theory, they fed ther efforts have been neglected
(Saunders, 8).
Y et the faculty participating in the roundtable discusson aso redized that when
the jurors find the discourse fascinating the discusson is only between the jurors and “the
sudents...didn’'t know what the hell was going on. It was entirely uninteresting to them”
(Robhins, 7). On the other hand, juries that gppear interesting to the students, seem
boring to jurors, “because it was going over things that may have been old hat to the
people on the review, but were new to the students. Remember, each year we have new
sudents. [It's] very hard to repest things year after year, but some things may need
repeating” (Robbins, 7).
As one can infer from the varying ideas of the purpose and structure of criticism
in the design studio, there exists a misunderstanding between students and teachers
intentions during ajury. The faculty roundtable discussed that teachers warted the
function to be a discourse of ideas, whereas the teachers perceived the students as

wanting the purpose to be an evauation of the individua projects being discussed during

juries.
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Resear ch Conducted on Design Juries

The leading researcher on the topic of design juriesis Kathryn H. Anthony, an
associate professor in the School of Architecture as well as an associated faculty with the
Department of Landscagpe Architecture at the University of Illinois a Urbana-
Champaign. Her book Design Jurieson Trial, aswell as her article, “Private Reactions
to Public Criticism; Students, Faculty, and Practicing Architects State Their Views on
Design Juriesin Architecture” provide the most rlevant information to the research
compiled thisthess. A summary of her research follows below.

Kathryn Anthony researched the effectiveness of design juriesin architecturd
education and how design students respond to the public criticism they receive during
juries. Her research combined data collected from behaviora observations of design
sudios, interviews, questionnaires, and diaries. Her participants included students,
faculty, and dumni in many design-based fields, including landscepe architecture.

The results of her research suggest that overdl, dl participantsin her research
believe that juries need improvement, “the vast mgority of those questioned believe that
today’ s architecturd jury system isinadequate and needs improvement” (Anthony,
Private Reactions 5). The results aso disprove her hypothesis that the students would be
most criticd of the jury system since they are the recaivers of the public criticisam given
during juries, “instead, it appears that. . .architecture faculty, students, and dumni are
about equaly critica of the system” (5). For thosein the study who believed the jury
systern needs improvement, suggestions for change were given directed towards both the
faculty and students. Suggestions for improving juries that were directed towards

students included, “ participate more actively, to be better prepared, more confident, to
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have a pogtive attitude, and to perceive the jury as alearning experience’ (5).
Suggestions for improving juries that were directed towards the faculty included, “to set
clearly the format and procedures, address issues specificaly and focus on problem
objective, and to schedule the jury after the project isdue’ (5).

Ancther mgor finding from Anthony’ s research is centered around how much
gudents learn from find and interim juries. The results differed substantialy between
faculty and students on how much seemed to be learned from each format, “generdly
gpesking, students think they learn less than faculty think they do” (Anthony, Private
Reactions 6). In her research, 63% of the faculty in the study believed students learned a
lot from interim juries, whereas only 29% of landscape architecture students agreed. On
the other hand, 19% of the faculty bdieved students learned ‘alot’ from find juries and
69% believed students only learned ‘some’ fromfina juries. Students agreed and 16% of
the landscape architecture students believed they learned *alot’ from find juries and 59%
believed they learned ‘some from find juries. (7). The difference between the views of
interim and find juries occurs because some students believe it isn't until thefind jury
that their project is complete enough to merit comments, whereas some view fina juries
as offering criticism that comes too late because they cannot act upon the advice given
and dter their project.

Another theme Anthony’ s research focused upon was how students responded to
the ora, spontaneous public criticism they receive during juries. Through her
observations of juries and student diaries, Anthony concluded “ design students are under
agresat ded of sressduring thejury. Unfortunately, this tendon interferes with their

ability to recdl correctly the criticism they are given about their own work”
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(Anthony, Private Reactions 7). By observing body language during design juries,
Anthony concluded that most students “display defensive and nervous behavior” (7).
Through the student diaries collected in her study, Anthony’ s research shows that the
range of emotions students have during juries were mostly negative, “the most commonly
fet emotions are anxiety, fear, frustration, anger, embarrassment, disappointment, guilt,
and disgust” (7). Some studentsthat did fed they had a positive jury experience felt
charged with mativation for working on latter projects, whereas sudents who receive a
negative jury fet depressed and crucified with little motivation to pursue their work.
Kathryn Anthony’ s research challenges some of the assumptions that are made
about the educationd vaue of design juries. The assumptionsinclude: thejury isa
learning experience for students, the jury improves design skills, and the jury teaches
sudentsto critically evauate their own work. Another magjor assumption about design
education isthat dl of the information students supposedly learnin juries, “idedly, hasa
cumuletive effect so that the design of subsequent work is at least partly influenced and
improved as aresult of the criticism they recelved on previous design projects’ (Anthony,
Private Reactions 8). The cumulative learning effect is caled “double-loop” learning, in
which “adeep level of understanding which alows one to reexamine values and
assumptions’ occurs (8). Anthony’ s research challenges these assumptions and proves
that the stress inflicted upon students in the design jury interferes with its effectiveness as
alearning tool. The dresslevel during the jury is so high thet it interferes with the
“gudents’ ahility to function normdly. It appears from al sources of information that the

‘idedl’ feedback cycle discussed earlier, is not working properly, largely because stress
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getsintheway. Similarly, ‘double-loop’ learning is not achieved, and what learning
does take place remains & ardatively low level” (10).

The preceding literature review discussed theories of criticism, landscape
architecturd criticiam, the history of the design studio, and criticism employed in the
design studio as desk critsand juries. All of the collected information will be utilized to
exploreif theories of criticiam are employed during desk crits and juries, aswdll as, to
compare both the teachers and students' goals and expectations during both desk crits

and juries.
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CHAPTER 2. STUDY METHOD

Thisthesisintends to explore if desk crits and juries employ theories of criticiam,
aswdl as, teachers and students perceptions of the goals, purpose, and effectiveness of
both desk critsand juries. This chapter outlines the method for a study to measure
teacher and student perceptions of criticiam in the design studio.

METHODOLOGY

The measurement strategy employed to collect datain this research was survey
questionnaire. In addition, persona interviews of design sudio instructors were
conducted. Firgt, aquditative study of professor intentions during critiques given in the
studio was conducted using interviews. Second, feedback received from the teacher
interviews was used to create a questionnaire to be distributed to landscape architecture
sudents. The questionnaire was used to determine student perspectives on criticismin
the design studio.

SCOPE

This research of student perception of studio critiquesis merdly a garting point in
exploring and understanding criticiam as the main pedagogica tool utilized in the desgn
gudio. Thisthessislimited to the perceptions of landscape architecture students and
faculty a Louisana State Univergty. The mgority of the sudentsin the program are
U.S. ditizenswith asmall percentage of internationd students. The study will include
both mae and female students in both the undergraduate and graduate programs.

This thess will employ a quditative approach to explore design studio
indructors perceptions of criticism employed in the studio. The results of the ingtructor

perceptions was used to inform and guide the student questionnaire which was devel oped
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after faculty interviews. The student questionnaire will employed a quantitative approach
with the results used to provide an indication of the effectiveness of the design
ingructors' intentions during desk critsand juries. For this reason, the research will be
presented in asummary format and is based primarily on a content andysis of the
questionnaire results and the interpretations of these results by the author.
INSTRUCTOR INTERVIEWS

Persond interviews were conducted with five desgn studio ingructors. Four out
of the five ingructors who were interviewed were mae. The scope of ingtructors
interviewed was limited to ingtructors teaching studio classes for the spring 2003
semester. The studios were limited to second, third, and fourth year undergraduate
studios; aswdll as, first and second year graduate studios. These studios were sdlected
because of the comparative skill levels between the graduate and undergraduate studios.

The interviews focused on both ways criticiam is employed in adesign sudio, the
desk crit and jury (See Appendix A for complete interview questions). Design ingtructors
were asked the following questions about both desk crits and juries. goals, purpose,
effectiveness, and student reactions. More specific questions were asked about juries,
such as, student participation, a framework for criticism, and changes for improvement.
In the creation of the interview questions as a survey research instrument, a concerted
effort was made to ask questions which were not biased. Thiswas achieved by asking
questions that did not lead or encourage the response given by ingructors. The
interviews were tape recorded and later transcribed by the author. The findings from the
interviews were used in order to develop a questionnaire to gauge the effectiveness of

criticism in the design studio and to vaidate ingructors' intentions.

30



STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES

Student questionnaires were distributed to five landscape architecture studios.
The studios included second, third, and fourth year undergraduates and first and second
year graduate students. In total, one hundred and two questionnaires were distributed to
students, seventy-seventy to undergraduates, and twenty-six to graduate students. The
participants who filled out and returned the questionnaire to the author included forty-
four totd students from Louisana State University, giving aforty-three percent return
rate. Of the participants, twenty-nine were undergraduates and fifteen were graduate
gudents. Of the undergraduate students, nineteen were male, and ten were femade. Of
the graduate students, seven were male and eight were femae. Participation in the
student questionnaire was voluntary and anonymous, aside from asking the gender of the
participants.

The items used to collect data in the sSudent questionnaires were based on the
answers received during the earlier phase of research, which utilized teacher interviews.
The questions in the questionnaire were adopted and followed the example of Kathyrn
Anthony’ s student questionnaire in her published research in her article, “Private
Reactions to Public Criticism; Students, Faculty, and Practicing Architects State Their
Views on Design Juriesin Architecturd Education”.

The questionnaire used for this research covered topics including; the purpose,
educational godls, effectiveness, and students' reactions to both desk crits and juries.
Also asked were questions relating directly towards the design jury including: a
framework for criticism, past successful and unsuccessful experiences, explanation of the

purpose of ajury to the class, whom the jury is directed towards, student participation in
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ajury, and changes for improvement (See Appendix B for complete student
questionnaire).

In the chosen survey research instrument of a questionnaire, an arduous effort was
made to ask questions which were not biased. This was achieved in the student
questionnaire by asking questions posed a scale of point between the end points of a
positive/negative continuum and by asking open-ended questions, which alowed the
students the respond in their own words.

ANALYSISOF DATA

The data collected from the teacher interviews was coded into common response
categories by the author. The results were andyzed in a quditative manner, and
implications of this andysis are discussed in Chapter Four.

The data collected from the student questionnaires was andyzed in both a
quditative and quantitative manner. The data collected from the student questionnaires
was calculated to find percentages of students who chose each of the given answers for
the close-ended questions. The datawas first calculated using dl forty-four student
responses. The data was then recal culated separating the undergraduate and graduate
responses, and further separated into male and female responses for both the
undergraduate and graduate sudents. The data collected from opentended questionson
the student questionnaire was aso coded into common response categories. The results
and implication of this andyss from the student questionnaire are discussed in Chapter

Five
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTSFROM INSTRUCTOR INTERVIEWS

Thefirgt portion of this research specifically addressed the perceptions design
studio ingtructors had of desk crits and design juries. The following data was collected
from interviews with the ingtructors. Altogether, atotd of five design ingtructors
participated in the study during the week of March 23, 2003. All responses to questions
were tape recorded and transcribed at alater date. The results were then andyzed to find
common categories of answers, and a brief summation of the range of answersto each
individua question was created. All results are discussed in a summary format because
of the quantitative method used to collect the data, and is based primarily on content
andysis and the interpretations these results by the author. The following results are
organized into sections, which correlate to the questions asked during each interview (See
Appendix A for complete interview questions).

Instructors Viewson the Purpose of a Desk Crit

All five of the ingtructorsinterviewed discussed that one of the most important
aspects of adesk crit isto listen to the student’ s design ideas in a one on one, personal
environment. This dose physcd disance dlows the ingtructors to establish trust with
the student. This safe, nurturing environment is established in order make the student
fed comfortable to ask questions and express their individua designidess. Itisduring a
desk crit that the instructor can interact with the student to give, “Immediate feedback on
the persond levd, the ingtructor immediately has the sense that the student is engaged
and iswhere they need to be as far as grasping the concept and principles that are being

goplied in the project” (persona interview).
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Along with listening to the student’ sidess, three out of the five ingtructors
interviewed discussed that an important aspect of adesk crit is aso to ask the student
guestions to get the students to think critically about design options. Frequently, the
student asks the ingtructor a question during a desk crit in search of the correct answer.
The ingtructors respond to the student, not with the right answer, but rather with a
guestion, as one ingtructor Stated:

You try to get them [the student] to get in touch with themsdaves and their own design
sense and to bring that out and be able to use that in a powerful way in adesign. It takes
along time and alot of trust and nurturing to help them dong, so | mostly ask questions.
They ask me aquestion, | ask them a question back most of the time (interview).

The importance of asking questions during a desk crit is to make the student think for
himsdf, “Theoreticdly, if you can ask the right questions at that time alight bulb goeson
and they will gart thinking” (interview).

During a desk crit, the importance of asking questionsis also away ingtructors
teach the students to become their own critic. One ingtructor stated:

At 3am in the morning when you'’ ve got to make a decision to draw aline
thisway or that way, the student needs to have interndized the teacher as
acritic. The purpose of the desk crit isfor it to be unnecessary, for the
student, not in a neggative way, to have an interna positive critic...so he or
she can move on through the design process done and independently.
That'sredly the key, that’s why it's so important that you can't be
negative, because that feeds into internd sdlf-criticiam. .. (interview).

Overdl, the ingtructors perceived the purpose of desk crits to be: a personal, one

on one environment in which the teacher ligens to the sudent’ s idess; atimeto

encourage idess; atime to give advice, guidance, and encouragement; and atime for the



ingructor to ask the student questions, which alows the student to learn critical thinking
skills and problem solving skills.

Instructors Objectives During a Desk Crit

Five of the five ingructors interviewed discussed that one of their objectives
during adesk crit focused on getting to know each student individually on a persond
level. Thiswas an important objective because it teaches the ingtructors how to approach
each student in a desk crit in the best way to encourage further development of their
design ideas and their design process.

Another objective discussed during the interviews by two ingructors was the
development of the student, not only asalogica problem solver, but to encourage the
development of credtivity, as one ingtructor stated:

Learn how to ded with the right and |eft Sde of the brain, try to put asde
the logicd sde alot and trust the cregtive Sde, trust the ingtincts, and be
inspired by things...to explore because it' s [the design process] not linear,
it'snot vertica, your mind is much more powerful thanthat. Sol try to
get them to get it touch with that and be comfortable doing that.
(interview).

Another design ingtructor agreed with this view by stating, “the desk critis
bringing the sudent dong in his’her own creetive journey in response to whatever it is
the project offers...someissue that is being explored, and see how students respond to
that” (interview). In summation, educationa objectives to achieve during desk crits
according to ingtructors include getting to know the students individualy on a persond
level, and encouraging each student’s own design process and credtivity.

Instructors Viewson How Students React to Desk Crits

Desgningructors overdl fed there isawide range of reactions students have to

desk crits. Some of the instructors commented that reactions could sometimes be
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attributed to the compatibility between the persondlities of the instructor and student.
Theresultsto this question ranged from very pogtive to negative.

If a student learns from the desk crit and he or she' sideas are expounded upon, a
very postive and excited reaction occurs from students. In the middle of the range are
student who reect indifferently to advice given and seem reluctant to even think about the
guidance they received in adesk crit. Although, the design ingtructors pointed out that
they don't ways intend the student to take the advice given, but the student should think
about what is said during adesk crit and develop their own ideas further. Design
ingtructors also noted negative reactions by students to desk crits. Some of the negative
reactions the instructors discussed included the students being discouraged, disappointed,
confused, or defendve. These negative reactions usualy stem from a student wanting to
be told how to solve a design problem, or to be given the ‘right answer’. Asone
instructor stated:

Initidly they [the students] get frustrated because they want me to give
them the answers. It’'s disconcerting for them to learn that there aren’t
any. They have to come up with the answer, they haveto find it in
themsdves, it isaprocess. It' s difficult because everywhere in school
prior to this you can find the answer in abook (interview).

Two of the five ingtructors interviewed also discussed the most undesirable
reaction to desk crits from studentsis when the student is trying to please the ingtructor.
Asone ingructor stated, “ The worst student is one who tries to please you, when you are

trying to reflect back to the student what you see in the student and the student has

nothing or is hiding what they think and instead trying to please you” (interview).
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Instructors Views on the Effectiveness of Desk Critsasa Learning Tool

Results to this question reveded thet five out of five ingructors interviewed
agreed that desk crits are an effective learning tool. The reasons they believe dek crits
are effective vary. Oneingructor offered that desk crits alow the ingtructor to gauge any
common problems the classis encountering that may need to be addressed. Another
ingtructor has had many good experiences with the outcomes of desk crits, stating, “1’ve
seen too many students do something wonderful with a crit not to believe that it could
work” (interview). If the outcomes of adesk crit are positive, it may be an indicator that
sudents are criticaly thinking about the design problem they are addressing, are listening
to advice given, and congdering possible design solutions.

As gtated in the introduction to this thes's, developing a studio culture that
fogters the language of criticism as a pedagogica tool may be chalenging because design
ingtructors are not trained specifically as educators. Rather, like a master-apprentice
relationship, knowledge is passed on to the design student by someone who has mastered
the trade in a hands-on environment (design studio). One design instructor when asked
how effective desk crits are as alearning tool replied, “1 don’'t know how elseto do it
[teach design]. That doesn’t mean there isn’'t another way. It's the way | was taught, and
itistheway I'vedoneit” (interview). Marvin Maechain his book, The Design Sudio,
discusses that developing tools for teaching in the studio setting may be problematic
because, “the greatest obstacle to the development of design studio instructiona methods
is the desgn indructor who often has difficulty deding with education in any other terms

than those they have experienced” (Maecha, 74).
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Another design ingtructor offered the opinion that desk crits are effective as a
learning toal in the context of passing on design knowledge and teaching the student how
to be higher own teacher, “1 don’t think you can teach design. But you can set up
Stuations where a student teaches himsdlf, such as projects. Critiques nudge the student
adong” (interview).

The only problems discussed about factors that directly relate to the effectiveness
of desk crits are class size and the number of instructors thet teach the studio. The size of
the studio and the amount of attention each student receives directly relatesto the
effectiveness of being able to administer desk crits to each student.

Instructors Views on the Purpose of a Design Jury

Fve out of the five ingtructors interviewed agreed that one of the purposes of a
design jury isto alow the student the chance to present his or her work in order to
receive feedback by avariety of people. Theideaiswidely held that ajury should bea
time when a student can present his intentions and design process and vdidate his design
solution by receiving feedback from others. As stated by an LSU ingtructor:

[A jury is] aspringboard of discussions, rdating a project to larger idess,
and adso areview of the process that the student went through. If a student
presents hisintentions, ‘thisiswhat | wastrying to do’, then you can give
acritique and judge how well that was done. | think that comes from the
Sudent- it hasto. Challenge the student to own what they did and why
they did it. That isthe true purpose of ajury (interview).

Instructors aso responded that one of the purposes of a design jury should be for
the students to have an opportunity to build their presentation skills, including their
verba and graphic communication skills. The purpose of ajury should beto, “build

presentation skills, to alow them to gain confidence and competence in explaining their

work, in describing the process they went through to be where they are” (interview).
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The data collected from landscape architecture design studio ingtructors at
Louisiana State University agree with research collected by Kathryn Anthony, aleading
researcher of thetopic. From her research, design instructors believed the purpose of a
jury to, “provide an opportunity for the student to present (communicate) the process and
solution to a design problem. ...the criticism should be consdered informative and both
positive and negative- providing the student with encouragement aswell as gimulusto
continue exploration” (Design Juries, 29).

Instructors Views of Juries Evaluating Students Work

Two of the five ingructors interviewed discussed that students want ajury to
specificaly evauate their work, and discuss what they did well or didn’t do well. The
ingtructors view was based upon their observations that students view the jury asan
evauation of their project, and the outcome of the jury determines the letter grade they
receive on a project, “juries have to be a part of the evauation process. Students want
juriesto directly relate to their grade” (interview). However, these ingtructors did not
view juries as the definitive evauation for a project because juries are fast-paced and
spontaneous. A proper evauation of a project requires more time to review the specifics
of each project in reation to the criteria Stated in a project statement, as well asthe
execution of each student’ s design intentions.

A different view on the purpose of adesign jury aso surfaced in the interviews
with ingructors. Three of the five indtructors stated that juries are more effective when
they not only partidly evduate individua student work, but when the jury dso becomes

adiscourse of ideas on broader issues that a project may present. This discussion seems
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to benefit the entire class, rather than only the student presenting a project. One
ingtructor responded by stating:
| see benefitsin the type [of jury] that evaluates sudent’ sindividua work
and gives feedback on what works and what doesn’'t work. But | aso see
more benefit asajury as didogue or discusson. And | think the best
juries, the one where the most number of students have light bulbs go off
on their heads, are the ones where they get engaged in the discusson
(interview).
Another ingtructor stated that too much emphasisis placed upon evauation during design
juries. Rather than dressing evauation during ajury, “the find evauation is done by the
Sudent after they leave the class. They ether retain and use what they learned or they
don't, that’ s the definitive evdluation. The grade isjust ancther sep and it is
overemphasized, less emphagisis placed on what happensinsde your head” (interview).
Unique to the jury system at LSU is the importance placed upon the student’s
individud intertion, as one LSU ingtructor stated:
Juries can both evaluate and be a discussion which arises from the
sudent’swork. But it dtill hasto be from the perspective from what their
concept was and what they were trying to do...you did thiswdl b/c thisis
what you said you were trying to do and | seeit carried out, not ‘I don't
like that concept’ (interview).
Marvin Mdechain his book, The Design Studio, wrote “methods of ingtruction besides
the jury can be used. Rather, methods developed upon clarity of intent and process may
reinforce the private tutoria aspects of the sudio” (76). Thistype of jury discussonis
evident in the studio culture a Louisana State Univergity and has the potentid to be
developed further.
Two of the indructors interviewed a LSU viewed eva uation an important part of
the jury because the students demand it. The other ingtructors interviewed discussed how

evauation was the least important part of ajury, and that discussion of ideas and the
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designer’ sintent should take precedence. These results both agree and disagree with
previous research, as will be discussed below.

According to Kathryn Anthony’ s research findings, “design faculty believe that
juries should provide an opportunity to evauate sudents design work with the assistance
of some outsde opinions from their colleagues.” (Design Juries, 30). Although, she
goes on to date that, “it isindeed ironic that while faculty rountinely advise sudentsto
identify godsfor their design projects, they themselves have rardy identified cleer,
obtainable godsfor the jury process’ (Design Juries, 30). Contrary to Anthony’s
research, are the beliefs held by some of the educators at Harvard University. Discussed
earlier in the literature review, during a roundtable discussion about juries at Harvard
Universty’s design schooal, a point was made among the faculty that athough students
want juries to evaluate their work, the educators should view juries as an opportunity for
discussons of theory and ideas to flourish, using the student’ swork as a vehicle for the
discussion. Mark Scoggin, the Chairman of the Department of Architecture stated:

Actudly, | think the students like the juriesto evaluate their work. Thet's
redlly what they want to have happen. They want the people to focus on
their project, on the issues that they are concerned with, and they want to
hear the reaction. And that's al about evauation...and quite frankly |
think that’s the weakest part of the jury system. For me, thejury isa
fantadtic time to establish a discourse or a debate within the schoal...and
the student’ swork is the medium which that debate can center around...”
(GSD, 5).

Since there exists no agreement between the ingtructors interviewed on the subject

of juries as evauation, landscape architecture students at LSU are exposed to differing

expectations during design juries.
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Ingtructors Objectives During a Jury

Theindructors objectives during ajury include listening to the student present a
design solution to his’her peers, which should lead to an understanding of the student’s
concept and ideas. After the presentation, ingtructors' objectives changed to discussing
with the student positive and negative aspects of the project, and any changes for
improvement that may affect future design decisons. Some ingtructors focused the
discussion on individua student projects, and others focused the discussion on comments
that would benefit the entire class.

Ingtructor’sUse of a Framework for Criticism During a Jury

None of the five indructors interviewed utilized aframework for criticism while
discussng students projectsin ajury stuation. Instructors relied on gpontaneous
comments ingtigated by each individud project. Thisfinding in the research isin
concurrence with research by Kathryn Anthony who noted in her research that, “ Methods
of ddivering criticiam at....univerdties questioned gppear to be smilar. Mogt criticiamis
ord and delivered in public, on-the-spot” (Private Reactions, 7).

As discussed in the literature review, criticism can be congtructed in different
ways, but the behaviors of description, interpretation, and evauation are the basic
components of criticism. One component aone, such as evaudtion, is not sufficient to be
criticiam. According to Andy Grundberg, a critic for the New York Times:

‘connoisseurs’, beit of wine, photography, or design, make proclamations
of ‘good’ or ‘bad’ based on their own particular tastes. The supporting
reasons for these proclamations are rarely given, and without the benefit of
explicit criteria, they are merely idiosyncratic, don't lend themselves
readily to discusson, and are not informative. Unfortunately, designers
often play therole of connoisseur while serving on juries. Relying

primarily on criticism based grictly on their own persond taste can create
chaos and confusion for sudents (qgtd. In Anthony, Design Juries, 105).
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Oneindructor admitted to discussing ‘glaring mistakes' that may be noticegble in
apresentation of aproject. Instructors overall aimed at giving sudents more postive
than negative criticism. Aswadll, one ingructor offered that aframework for criticism
during ajury might be useful to dlow dl students to receive specific comments on their
projects. This sentiment is echoed in Wayne Attoe s writing:

If critical processes are found frequently (studio, sdlf-criticiam,...), then
we should be aware of the methods of criticism employed and their uses
and abuses so that criticd activities can truly support our understanding of
the physicd environment and efforts to improve its usefulness and quaity
(Attoe, 2).

Based upon observations of the author as both a receiver and giver of feedback in
the design studio, athough design ingtructors do not follow a structure by which to give
criticism during ajury, studio criticism tends to be given to students by severd means,
including, citations of design theory, facts, references to well-known built works, and
rules-of thumb.

Instructors Viewson How Students React to Juries

A wide range of student reactions to juries was discussed in the interviews. It was
discussed that students who actively engage in desk crits and attend class regularly
seemed to gppreciate feedback given in juries. On the other hand, students with poor
attendance or those who did not seek out feedback in the studio reaected indifferently to
juries and did not engage in discussion. In this same category would be students who do
not engage in discussion because they are deep deprived from staying up the night before
ajury to work on their project. 1t was noted by design ingtructorsthat the leve of
engagement by students during design juriesis very low if thejury is given on the same

day the project is due because the students haven't dept.
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Two of the five desgn ingtructors discussed that some students tend to react
defensvely to the criticiam they receive. As one indructor Stated:

Some students want to argue, they are very defensive and sometimes I'll
be thinking it [their project] is redlly good, but | may mention ‘if you
would ve pushed it in this direction’, making a suggestion, thinking the
student would agree or disagree...but instead they get very defensive as if
| am attacking them. Some students can't separate their egos- who they
are from what they do, that’ s the biggest draw back in the whole jury
process (interview).

Another ingructor described how it can be frustrating for the teacher if the student acts
defengvdy during ajury:
Defending what you have doneis good up to a point, but then you have to
accept the criticism... ‘okay, | understand what you're saying and I'll
congder it next time'. Something that drops the point and shows the
sudent iswilling to listen and take some congtructive criticism or advice.
(interview).

Other reactions students have to juries that were noticed by ingtructors include
nervousness by the sudent presenting aproject.  Two of the five ingructors interviewed
discussed that students being nervous about presenting their project interferes with them
learning from other students' presentation because instead of listening and engaging in
the conversation they are worrying about their presentation. Just the opposite, one
ingructor noted that if students fed they received gpprova during their jury, they react
boastfully throughout the rest of the jury, thereby not feding the need to listen to other
sudents presentations. In Kathryn Anthony’ s research, her observations reveded that:

While receiving the jury’ s comments, most architecture students display
defensve and nervous behavior. Mogt of this behavior was non-verba.
Most common student behavior patterns observed were crossing arms and
legs, avoiding eye contact, and covering up the mouth and chin...Most

faculty behaved nervoudy too, as did some onlookers from the rest of the
class (Private Reactions, 7).



Two of the five ingructors dso discussed that udents' reactionsto juries revolve
around the notion of the jury as an evauation of their project. One ingdructor stated,
“They want to know: did they like it/did they not likeit...did | do okay/did | not do
okay?’ (interview). In summation, the ingructors viewed the students as having awide
range of reactionsto juries, from positive receptive learning experiences, to reactions of
nervous, defensive behavior.

Instructors Views on the Effectiveness of Juriesasa Learning Tool

Although dl of theingtructorsinterviewed agreed that desk crits are an effective
learning tool, when asked if juries are an effective learning tool, four of the five
ingructors interviewed discussed that the effectiveness of juries asalearning todl is
conditiona upon many factors. One ingtructor discussed that juries are effective, “if
students are offered good feedback. ..meaningful, informative, not subjective ‘I likeit/l
don't likeit'...that is the subjectivity, that' s fine you like it but why?” (interview).

Another ingtructor offered:
Whether they [students] learn that much. ..well, when | look around and
see people degping in the jury after the first few presentations. ..basicdly,
| find that most students want to hear about their own project and they are
not interested in the others. ..they would leave after their turn if they
could, they just want to know if they did okay and if they got and A or aB
(interview).

One of thefive indructors discussed that juries are not as an effective learning
tool as desk crits because desk crits focus on the sudents design process, “the student is
focused on the end result, and the teacher should be focused on how the student gets there
and what they learned dlong the way” (interview).

Research from Kathryn Anthony from interviews, questionnaires, observations,

and diaries of sudents, ingructors, and practioners, indicates overwhemingly thet, “the
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vast mgjority of those questioned believe that today’ s architectura jury systemis
inadequate and needs improvement” (Private Reactions, 5).

Instructors Views of Successful Design Juries

Successful design juries as viewed by ingtructors are those that engage the
gudentsin adiscusson of ideas, dlowing both the student presenting and the entire class
useful information that can be gpplied to future design decisons. One ingructor
discussed he is satisfied with juries when:

Students have been able to receive what I’ ve had to say. The ided jury is
one in which a student owns his own work, explainsit well, and ligensto
different points of view. The best jury would spark a discussion on larger
issues, but it rarely happens because our educeation system is focused on
the end result rather than the process by which we arrive there. The
landscape is not an end result and something thet is definitive, which is of
course what the students are looking for, is doing a disservice to the
students and the landscape (interview).

Theidea of criticism having the ability to instigate a discussion of differing idess
during juries, ingtead of being an evauation of afinished product, would continue to
bregthe life into the student’ s design even after completion by sharing with otherson€e's
perceptions and reactions to the work. As Arthur Danto states on hisidea of criticism:

A work of art iscomposed of amateria object given life by a structure of
thought, much as a human person may be regarded as a body animated by
asoul. Criticiam, inits highest vocation, identifies the thoughts that give
lifeto awork or set of works (Danto gtd. in Meyer, Reflections, 18).
Other specific jury Stuations that were considered successful by three ingtructors

werejuries that include outside jurors that are involved in ared Ste who can offer

sudents redigtic advice on the feaghility of thelr idess.
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Frequency of Instructor Explanation to Students About the Purpose of a
Jury

Three out of the five ingtructors interviewed stated that they do not discuss the
purpose of ajury with students while teaching adesign studio. The other two instructors
who did discuss juries with their students revolved the discussion around reassurance that
juries aren’t intended to be destructive, as well as explaining how to give an effective
presentation. The resultsto this topic are in concurrence with research done by Kathryn
Anthony, who has found that, “...rarely are the gods of juries brought out into the open
and discussed. One reason for thisis that even design ingtructors are unclear as to what
the gods of juries should be, and they have a plurdity of viewpoints on the subject”
(Design Juries, 29).

Instructors Viewson Whom the Jury Should be Directed Towards

Fve out of the five design indructorsinterviewed bdlieve the jury should be
directed towards the entire class. Although afew mentioned at fird the class asawhole
should give ther attention to the student presenting, then the discussion should include
everyone present, as one ingtructor stated:

It [jury] should be focused on larger issues and include the rest of the
sudents...or ese what’ sthe point of having the rest of the students
hanging around fdling adeep in the back of the class, wondering when

they can present their idea and then they want to leave (interview).

Instructors Viewson Their Encouragement of Studentsto Participatein
Jury Discussion

Four of the five ingructors interviewed encourage their students to participate
during jury discussons. Theingructorsfed it isimportant for the sudentsto fed their
ideas are important, and as one ingtructor stated, “ Some students want to interact and

discuss. It works well when the students care about each other and are concerned with
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what one another did” (interview). Although, of the four instructors who encourage their
students to participate during jury discussions, one admitted to not encouraging student
participation enough, “I am becoming more aware of giving the sudents a chance to
speek, athough their comments may not be well directed or sophisticated, they have
observations we may not have. And it makesthem fed empowered” (interview). From
these results it appears that students and ingtructors are willing to participatein a
discussion, dthough the culture and language of how to ddiver criticism in astudio
Setting may need to be taught to students to learn how to give for effective criticism
themsdlves.

Instructors Views on Changesfor Improvement in the Way Juriesare
Conducted

Four out of five ingtructors concern for improvement in the way juries are
conducted was the chance for outside jurors to participate on the jury pandl. There were
severd reasons given for why outside jurors would improve juries. The first reason was
to make students more accountable for their work by forcing to students to have strong
graphic and verbd skillsin order to explain their idea to someone who hasn't seen the
ideaevolveinto afind project. The second reason was to give the students red world
feedback, rather than just feedback about theories and concepts. The third reason was to
give the ingtructor feedback about their teaching skills, because if outside jurors gave
feedback to the studentsit would dlow the instructor the chance to step back and listen to
different perspectives. Emphasized by ingtructors was the suggestion that outside jurors
should have a clear idea of the purpose of the jury, and be given specific areasto

comment on by the studio ingtructor.
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Another change for improvement given by one ingructor wasto try dternative
ways to conduct juries, such as, dlowing studentsto role play. During ajury in which
sudentsrole play, students would assume the roles of citizens concerned with the project,
such as, amaintenance crew, the mayor, neighbors of the Ste, etc. Thisrole playing jury
would force students to think about al people who would be affected by their design.
Two of the five ingtructors mentioned they would like to see areduction in the size of
juries, in order to give each student adequate feedback on their work. Two of the
ingructors dso believe it isimportant to have the students submit their project before the
day of thejury, in order for the sudents to be dert and willing to participate in the
discussion by ensuring the students have dept the night before the jury. One of the
ingructors recommendations for change included a“summing up’ of what was discussed
during ajury to reinforce the idess through repetition and to dlow the students to discuss

issues that they fed are important.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTSFROM STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES

The results from the student questionnaires will be discussed in this chepter. The
organization of information is based upon each of the topics asked in the questionnaire.
The results of each question will be displayed in charts. On each chart the undergraduate
and graduate students responses will both be displayed individudly, and then shown
together as the result of dl the students surveyed. All data collected from the student
questionnairesis displayed in tablesin Appendix C.

CLASSDISCUSSION OF THE PURPOSE OF JURIES

Students were asked how frequently the purpose of adesign jury isdiscussed in
landscape architecture studios, and the results areillustrated in Figure 4.1. Over half of
al sudents (fifty-five percent) responded by stating that only sometimesin design
gudios the ingtructors discusses with the class the purpose of adesign jury. Thirty-four
percent of dl students responded that in every landscape architecture studio they have
taken at LSU, the ingtructor has discussed the purpose of adesign jury. Overdl, only
eleven percent of dl students felt that none of their design ingtructors have discussed the
purpose of adesign jury in any of the sudios that have taken at LSU.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, three out of the five indructors interviewed stated that
they do not discuss the purpose of ajury with sudents while teaching a design studio.
The other two ingtructors revolved their discussons of juries around how to give an
effective presentation, or reassuring students that juries are intended to be congtructive.
Comparing the responses given by students to those given by ingtructors may imply that
not enough communication between indructors and sudentsis occurring in studios about

the purpose of design juries. This may affect what type of learning experience both the

50



No

O Total students
Sometimes d m Graduate
[0 Undergraduate

Yes

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Figure4.1. Students Responses to the Question:

During Y our Past and Current Design Studios at LSU, Did Y our Instructor
Explain the Purpose of a Design Jury to the Entire Class?
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teachers and students think they are owed in ajury situation. Thislack of communication
may result in juries thet are not effective as they could be, if amisunderstanding is
occurring between what students and ingtructors would like to gain from the experience.

ENCOURAGEMENT OF STUDENTSTO PARTICIPATE IN JURY
DISCUSSIONS

When students were asked if they are encouraged to participate in jury discussons
of other sudents projects, fifty-eight percent of al students responded they are
encouraged to participate in discussions, as shown in Figure 4.2. Forty-two percent of al
students responded that only in some juries have they been encouraged to participate in
jury discussons. An overwheming response from students shows that zero percent fed
they have never been included in jury discussions of other sudents projects. As
discussed in Chapter 3, four of the five ingtructors interviewed encourage their sudentsto
participate in jury discussons.

It should be noted at this point that the student questionnaire alowed for students
to write any additiona comments they had about juries. One of the written responses
given by a student directly related to students participating in jury discussons. The
response stated, “our class has an unspoken golden rule. Y ou don’t point out a negative
during find presentations. We do that in the studio. We have done thisfor ayear, and
our classdynamicisvery srong.” How students perceive the purpose of ajury affects
the type of discussons that are occurring during juries. Even if ingtructors are
encouraging students to engage in a discourse, the exchange of ideas may be limited by
the students' perceptions of the purpose of the discussion. If sudentsfed the jury

discussion influences the evauation of their project, the discourse may be limited rather
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than the discussion flourishing about issues, ideas, or concerns any of the students may
have.
PERCEIVED STRUCTURE OF CRITICISM GIVEN DURING A JURY

The view of students surveyed as to whether their design indructors use a
gructure for giving criticism during design juriesisillugtrated in Figure 4.3. Thirty
percent of the students fedl that jurors do use a structure for giving criticiam to sudents.
Forty-four percent of students responded that jurors only sometimes do they fed jurors
utilize agtructure for the criticism they recelve during juries. While twenty-Sx percent of
al students responded that they did not think jurors follow a certain structure for giving
criticism.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, none of the five indructors interviewed utilized a
gructure for criticism while discussing sudents projects during ajury. Yet, thirty
percent of sudents fed that jurors use a ructure for giving criticiam, while forty-four
percent of sudents fed that a structure for criticiam is utilized sometimes during ajury.
A shortcoming of this thes's research due to time congraints was exploring what type of
structure students perceived their ingtructors to be utilizing during juries. Some
ingructors in landscape architecture design studios use an evaluation sheet to grade a
project after ajury. These evauation sheets often include a list of objectives the student
should have completed while working on aproject. The use of an evauation sheet to
grade aproject againgt alist of criteriamay be what students perceive to be a structure
ingructors use during criticiam. However, indructors who were interviewed give
spontaneous verba criticism during ajury Stuation that differs for each project, based

upon what issues each project may present to be discussed.
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Figure4.3. Students Responses to the Question:
Overdl, Do You Fed Jurors Follow a Certain Structure For Giving Students
Criticdism During a Jury?

55



WHO SHOULD BENEFIT FROM A JURY

The students' responses to whom they think should benefit from ajury are
illustrated in Figure 4.4. Over hdf of the sudents (fifty-two percent) responded that both
the student presenting a project and the students in the class observing the jury should
benefit from the jury process. Wheress, thirty-six percent of al students thought
everyone observing the jury should benefit, including the jurors. Only deven percent of
students thought only the student presenting a project should benefit from adesign jury.
Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, five of the five indructors interviewed believe the jury should

be directed towards the entire class.

A. Student presenting

B. Jurors

C. Other studentsin studio O Total students

A and B |
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Figure 4.4. Students Responses to the Question:
Who Do You Think Should Benefit From a Jury?

WHO BENEFITSFROM THE WAY JURIESARE CURRENTLY CONDUCTED
The students' responses to whom they think benefits from the way juries are

currently conducted are illustrated in Figure 4.5. The most common response from

students at thirty-two percent was that students believe only the student presenting a

project benefits from jury discussons. The next common response, at twenty-three

percent, was that students thought everyone present at a jury benefits from the discussion.
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Eighteen percent of students think both the student presenting and the students observing
benefit from the jury discusson. Eleven percent of al students think only the students
observing ajury benefit from the discusson. Nine percent of dl students believe only the
jurors benefit from jury discussions. Two percent of sudents believe that no one benefits

from the way juries are currently conducted at L SU.

A. Student presenting

B. Jurors
C. Other studentsin studio
N
m
1
—

A+B
i O Total students
A+
c ] B Graduate
B+
c ] O Undergraduate

All

No one

0% 10%20% 30%40%50%60% 70%80%90% 100%

Figure 4.5 Students Responses to the Question:
Who Do Y ou Think Benefits From the Way Juries Are Currently Conducted?

COMPARISON BETWEEN WHO STUDENTSTHINK SHOULD BENEFIT
FROM JURIESAND WHO THEY THINK CURRENTLY DOESBENEFIT

There exists an incons stency when comparing the students' responses to which
they think should benefit from juries and whom they think actualy does benefit from
juries. Thisincondstency may imply that students think juries, as alearning experience
may not be as effective as they have the potentia to be.

Students responses indicated both the student presenting a project and the others

sudentsin the studio observing the jury should benefit from the experience (52%), in
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comparison, only eighteen (18%) percent of students think the above mentioned students
are benefiting from the experience. The responses for who should benefit from ajury are
concentrated to the students (52%); everyone present, including students and jurors
(37%); and a smd| percentage think only the student presenting the project should benefit
from ajury (11%). In comparison, the responses to whom students think benefits from
the way juries are currently conducted were widely distributed among dl of the choices.
Again, thisinconsstency may imply that juries, as alearning experience, may not be as
effective as they have the potentia to be. The inconsstency of who think should and
does benefit from the way juries are currently conducted may occur because thereisa

lack of congstency in the way juries are conducted in different studios.

A. Student presenting
B. Jurors B \Who
C. Other students in studio does
benefit
A+B from
juries
A+C
OWho
B+C should
—] from
Noone P juries

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Figure 4.6. Comparison Between Whom Students Think Should Benefit From
Juries and Who Benefits From the Way Juries are Currently
Conducted.
STUDENT SATISFACTION OF DESK CRITSAND JURIES
Students were asked to rate their satisfaction with desk crits, informa class pin

ups, and juries. The students were given ascale of one to five by which to respond to the
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guestions. One on the scae represented the student was very dissatisfied, and five on the
scae represented very satisfied. The responses of four and five, interpreted as the student
was satisfied, were caculated for each category. The following results shown in Figure
4.7 are a percentage of students who responded to each category who were satisfied.

Of dl three learning Situations employed in adesign sudio, students were most
satidfied with juries. Sixty-three percent of al students who were surveyed are satisfied
with design juries. Fifty-three percent of al students surveyed are satisfied with desk
crits. Wheress, only thirty percent of dl students surveyed are satisfied with informal

class pin ups.

Juries

O Total students

Class pin ups
B Graduate

O Undergraduate

Desk crits

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
Figure 4.7. Percentage of Student Satisfaction of Desk Crits, Pin Ups, and Juries

It should be noted that the results between graduate and undergraduate students
differed dramaticdly in these results. While sixty-seven percent of graduate students
surveyed are satisfied with desk crits, forty-five percent of undergraduates were satisfied

with desk crits. Seventy-three percent of graduate students were satisfied with juries, and
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amuch smdler number of undergraduates were satisfied with juries a fifty-five percent.
The most dramatic difference isin Sudents satisfaction of classpin ups. Sixty percent of
graduate students were satisfied with pin ups, while only fourteen percent of
undergraduates were satisfied with pin ups. Thismay be due to the smdler class Sze of
graduate studios, which may alow for more effective communication during pin ups.
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF LEARNING TOOLSIN A STUDIO

Students were asked to rate how much they learn from severd different situations
inagudio. The different learning Stuations included desk crits, pogtive criticiam, dass
pin ups, negative criticism, and fina juries. The students were given ascale of oneto
five by which to respond to the questions. One on the scale represented the students
learned very little, and five on the scale represented the students learned very much. The
responses were anayzed to find the mean or average of responses. The following results
shown in Figure 4.8 are shown an average or mean of students' responses for each
category to indicate how much students think they learned from each situation.

On ascale of oneto five, sudents average response to how much they learned
from desk critswas 3.89. The next highest learning experience students rated was
negdtive criticism a 3.7. To positive criticism, students rated their learning experience as
3.61. Thiswas equd to the response students gave to their learning experience while
presenting their own project during afind jury, dso a 3.61. Studentsrated their learning
experience while other students present their projects dightly lower at 3.4 on the scae.
The lowest rating for alearning experience was at 3.14 for informa class pin ups.

Comparing the student results to the responses given by teachersindicates that

both faculty and students view desk crits as amore effective learning tool than juries.
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Although this research did not quantify the results of ingtructor interviews, when they
were asked if desk crits were effective teaching methods, al answered yes without
hestation. The resultsindicate that students feel on a scale of one to five, the amount
learned from desK crits averages at 3.89. Thisindicates that the faculty perceivesthe

Students to be learning more than the students think they do.

Final jury- other students' projects —
Final jury- your project —
Negative criticism — OTota students
Pin ups # B Graduate
Positive criticism #

i I I O Undergraduate
Desk crits ‘

1 2 3 4 5
very little very much
means

Figure 4.8. Students Response to the Question:

In Generd, How Much Do Y ou Usudly Learn From Each of the Following

Situations?
STUDENT VIEWSON THE GOALSOF DESK CRITS

Students surveyed were given thirteen choices listed as goals of desk crits. The
given choices were acquired from responses given during ingdructor interviews. Students
were asked to agree or disagree if they thought the given choices are gods of desk crits.
The students responded on a scale of oneto five. One on the scale represented the
student strongly disagreed with the option asagod of adesk crit. Five onthe scde

represented the students strongly agreed that the option was agod of adesk crit. For

each option, the responses of four and five were calculated because they were interpreted
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as the student agreed that the given option was agod of desk crits. The informétion is
shown in Figure 4.9 as the percentage of students who agree that the given topicisagod
of adesK crit.

Students responses of what they agree are gods of desk crits are asfollowsin
descending order: advice from the studio ingtructor (87%); suggestions for further
research (84%); understanding their own personal design process (82%); gain confidence
in talking about ideas with others (80%); alow a chance for the teacher to listen to thelr
ideas (78%); an opportunity for students to explore severd different design options
(78%); find faults in their design (75%); an opportunity for ingtructors to encourage each
student to explore their own ideas (75%); improve critica thinking skills (73%); teach
students how to respond to criticism (69%); teach students how to critique their ideas on
thelr own (66%); gain confidence in their own design ability (64%); be given adesign
solution by their ingtructor (36%).

STUDENT VIEWSON THE GOALS OF JURIES

Students surveyed were given a choice of eighteen possible gods of juriesand
were asked to agree or disagree if they thought they were goals of juries. The given
choices were acquired from ingtructors  views on the gods of juries. Students were
asked to agree or disagree if they thought the given choices are gods of juries. The
students responded on ascale of oneto five. One on the scale represented the student
strongly disagree with the option asagod of ajury. Five on the scale represented the
students strongly agreed that the option was agoal of ajury. For each option, the

responses of four and five were calculated because they were interpreted as the student
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Figure 4.9. Percentages of Students Who Agree the Following Items are God's of Desk Crits
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agreed the given option was agod of ajury. Theinformation is shown in Figure 4.10 as
the percentage of students who agree that the given item isagod of ajury.

Students responses of what they think are gods of juries are asfollowsin
descending order: learn how to respond to criticism (90%); improve presentation skills
(87%); ligten to jurors feedback (82%); see other students' projects (82%); find out what
you did and didn’t do well (80%); chance for teachersto listen to your ideas (77%);
improve design knowledge (73%); inform future design decisons (71%); improve
graphic skills (68%); listen to feedback given to other students (66%); review the process
that lead to your design (64%0); discuss ideas and issues with others (64%); improve
critica thinking skills (59%); dlows the chance for othersto find faultsin your design
(52%); chance for jurorsto convey their knowledge (48%); improve design vocabulary
(43%); establish aletter grade for your project (34%); chance to please ingtructors (27%).

The most important gods of juries according to students directly relates to what
they believe they can learn from the project they are presenting. They think juries should
teach them to defend their design ideas by responding to the given criticiam, improve
presentation kills, learning about specific parts of their project that worked and parts that
didn’t, learning from other sudents projects, and learning more design knowledge and
how they can apply it to future designs. These results are Smilar to Kathryn Anthony’'s
findings that imply, “ Students stress that juries should provide an opportunity to learn
how well they solved adesign problem and how they can improve their design work in
the future. Learning from thejury isakey god” (Anthony, Design Juries, 31).

However, rating lower as goals for design juries according to students are

improving critica thinking skills, discussing ideas and issues with others, reviewing their



design process, and improving design vocabulary. These results may imply thet the
communication in juries as they are currently conducted revolve around evaluating how
well a student solved the problem by producing afinished product. The resultsarein
concurrence with the roundtable discusson of Harvard professors published in GSD
News, in which professors recognized that students want the jury to evauate their project,
while professors want to focus on a discussion of ideas that relate to larger issuesin the
field of landscape architecture, placing the student’ s project into alarger context.
STUDENT REACTIONSTO DESK CRITS

Students surveyed were given a choice of fourteen possible reactions sudents
have to desk crits. They were asked to rate how frequently they responded in the given
ways. The given choices were acquired from ingructor interviews. The students
responded on a scale of oneto five. One on the scale represented the student rarely
reacted in that way to desk crits. Five on the scae represented the student very
frequently responded in that way to desk crits. For each given reaction, the responses of
four and five were calculated because they were interpreted as the student frequently
responded in the given way to desk crits. Theinformation is shown in Figure 4.11 asthe
percentage of students who frequently responded in the following ways to desk crits.

Students' responses of how they frequently react to desk critsfollowsin
descending order: appreciative of feedback given (84%); receptive to feedback given
(79%); encouraged (61%0); ready to try new things (61%); excited about ideas (58%);
confused (54%); inspired (49%); confident in personal design process (47%); frustrated
because they didn't get answers (35%); disappointed (33%); nervous (26%); defensive of

ideas (23%); resistant to take advice (14%); indifferent (5%). A few responses were
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written under the optiond ‘other’ category by students. These include the following
reections. aggravated (2%) and smothered (2%). The students responses imply they
frequently response in positive ways to desk crits. This indicates students are learning
from the feedback given during desk crits. Overal, graduate students responded more
positively to desk crits than undergraduate students.

Negative reactions to desk crits were implied by students but at alower
percentage of frequency than positive reactions. The student questionnaire indicated that
over hdf of dl students (54%) are left feding confused after a desk crit quite frequently;
about one-third (35%) of al students are |eft feding frustrated because they didn’t get
answers, and one-third (33%) are left feding disappointed after adesk crit. Design
ingructors indicated that students may react confused, disappointed, or frustrated after
receiving adesk crit. These reactions may occur because the student is struggling to
solve adesign problem. During a desk crit, the student may turn to the ingructor for a
design solution, only to be discouraged by the fact that they have to discover asolution
by using their own design process.

STUDENT REACTIONSTO JURIES

Students surveyed were given achoice of fifteen possble reactions sudents have
to juries and were asked to response how frequently they responded in these ways. The
given choices were acquired from ingtructor interviews. The students responded on a
scale of oneto five. One on the scale represented the student rarely reacted in the given
way to juries. Five on the scae represented the student very frequently responded in the
given way to juries. For each option, the responses of four and five were calculated

because they were interpreted as the student frequently responded in the given way to
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Figure4.11. Percentage of Students Who Frequently Reect in the Following Ways to Desk Crits

68



juries.  Theinformation is shown in Figure 4.12 as the percentage of students who
frequently responded in the following ways to juries.

Students' responses of how they fed they react to desk critsisasfollowsin
descending order: appreciative (64%); receptive to feedback given (56%); ready to try
new things (47%); confident in personal design process (47%); encouraged (44%);
nervous (42%); excited about ideas (42%); inspired (40%); bored (38%); defensive of
idess (33%); argumentative (26%); disappointed (23%); confused (23%); resistant to take
advice (9%); indifferent (5%). A few responses were written under the optiond ‘ other’
category by students. Theseinclude the following reactions. aggravated (2%) and
exhausted (2%).

The results to the frequency of student reactions to juries were lower than
expected. Nether the positive nor negetive reactions were given exceptionaly high
responses.  Although responses given by LSU indtructors were not quantified, it was
discussed that students who regularly attended classes and engaged in desk crits were
often appreciative of feedback given during juries. Whereas, students who had poor
attendance and did not engage the instructor frequently responded indifferently to juries.
The student results show sixty-four (64%) of students frequently react appreciaive to
juries, whereas only five (5%) of students surveyed responded they react indifferently to
juries. A limitation of this research probably occurred in the sample of students who
returned the questionnaires. Although, questionnaires were distributed to dl of the
sudents in the sdlected studios, forty-three (43%) were returned. It is possible that

students who have poor attendance in design studios and who do not actively engage
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professors in discussion of ideas comprised alow number of students who responded to
the questionnaire.
Overdl, graduate students responded more positively to juries than undergraduate
students. Graduate student responded more positively to both desk crits and juries.
These reactions may be because of the level of maturity thet isrequired to give and
recaive criticism. A wdl-developed knowledge of design theory is necessary for
discussonsto broaden past ‘I likeit/l don't likeit' discourse into acritique based in
theory:
Critique needs a solid grounding in theory to be meaningful, and this takes
sometimeto develop. Thereisan idea structure behind criticism. Thisis
the link between criticism and theory. Criticismisacrucid link between
theory and practice. It takestime for this structure to develop, and for the
student to reech the level of sophidtication needed to use it meaningfully
(Bowring, 44).

COMPARISON OF STUDENT REACTIONSTO DESK CRITSAND JURIES

A comparison of student reactions to desk critsand juriesis shown in Table 4.1
and Figure 4.13. Overall, sudents react more pogitively to desk critsthan juries. Ina
desk crit, sudents more frequently react in the following ways. appreciate, receptive to
feedback given, ready to try new things, encouraged, excited about ideas, and inspired.

It is possible students react in these ways more frequently to desk crits than juries
because the feedback given during adesk crit can be acted upon because the sudent isin
the process of design when he/she recelves adesk crit. Desk crits dso dlow for a closer
physicd distance between the teacher and student where they physicaly are on the same

eye level, which probably alows the student to fed more comfortable talking about

idess.
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Students a so responded more frequently to desk critsin the following ways:
disappointed, confused, and resistant to take advice. This may indicate the persona
struggle students may experience in adesign process that has no guaranteed outcome.

Table4.1. Comparison of the Frequency of Student Reactions to Desk Crits and Juries.

Reactions Desk crits| Juries
Appreciative 84% 64%
Receptive to feedback given 79% 56%
Ready to try new things 60% 47%
Encouraged 60% 44%
Excited about ideas 58% 42%
Confused 53% 23%
Inspired 49% 40%
Confident in personal design processy  47% 47%
Disappointed 33% 23%
Nervous 26% 42%
Defensive of ideas 23% 33%
Resistant to take advice 14% 9%
Indifferent 5% 5%
Other: aggrevated 2% 2%
Other: smothered 2% 0%
Other: exhausted 0% 2%

Juries more frequently than desk crits make students react nervous and defensive
of ideas. Students may react in these ways because of the physica separation between
the student presenting and the rest of the class. This physical geography of a student and
his’/her work being on display may cause a student to become nervous and defensive of
higher idess.
BEST JURY EXPERIENCES

Students were asked to write a response to an openended question about the best

jury experience they have ever had or seen. The responses usudly focused on one

72



Appreciative

Receptive to feedback given

Ready to try new things -
Encouraged

Excited about ideas

Confused -
Inspired B Desk crits

O Juries
Confident of personal design process %

Disappointed

Nervous

Defensive of ideas M—q

Resistant to take advice

Indifferent

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure4.13. A Comparison Between Students Reactions to Desk Crits and Juries

73



specific agpect or characteritic that made the jury agood learning experience for the
sudent. The following are some of the responses that were given by students:

“Juries are good when the critique is both positive and negative and to the point. If itis
al negative the student will get discouraged and zone out. It if it al pogtive, the sudent
will think their work needs no improvement.”

“The best jury would have to be in the Stuation of asmdl class. Thisisfor two reasons:
people do not get bored and stop paying attention, and you normally fedl better about
presenting to these people. With these in mind a jury normaly works out much better.”

“The ones in which questions asked dlow meto find errors or shortcomingsin my design
on my own.”

“When the students and professors could exchange their views with each other”

“Any critique that isfull of congtructive criticiam baanced with encouragement. The
baance and ddivery iswhat isimportant.”

“Really open, to the point, and focused.”
“Both positive and negetives highlighted plus future options for improvement.”

These results may be interpreted as individua components that constitute what
makes good jury experience. These components include: criticism that is balanced
between discussing positive and negative aspects of the sudent’ swork; asmdl class,
gpecific comments on how the student can improve the project; and avariety of jurorsto
dlow for differing viewpoints in the feedback given to a sudent.

The responses gathered from students at LSU are extremdy smilar to the results
in Kathryn Anthony’ s research:

What seemsto be key in helping create an exceptiondly favorable jury
experience is one where the sudents believe they actualy learn something
that can help them become better designers. From the students' point of
view, the best juries combine a balance between positive and negative
criticiam. ...the criticiam they receive is Specific and condructive. Jurors

pinpoint where their designs are strong or weak and what would help
improve them (Anthony, Design Juries, 32).
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Successful design juries as viewed by ingtructors are those that engage the
students in a discussion of ideas, dlowing both the student presenting and the entire class
useful information that can be gpplied to future design decisons. One common idea
shared by both students and ingtructors on an ement that makes ajury experience
successful isthat the students learn things from the juror’ s comments that improve their
design knowledge. However, acomparison of student and ingtructor responses dso
exemplifies the dichotomy of the desire for juriesto evauate work versus the desire for
juries to engage students and jurors in adiscussion of idess.

WORST JURY EXPERIENCES

Students were asked to write a response to an open-ended question about the
wordt jury experience they have ever had or seen. The following are some of the
responses that were given by students:

“When dl the timeis spent on the beginning projects and there is no time left the end
projects.”

“Berated, dl negative, didn't listen to [the student’ 5| explanation and interrupted during
the student’ s presentation.”

“A large class szefor juries never works well. Some people just don't care while others
tend to smply get bored because it takes too long.”

“ Seeing someone el se torn gpart to the point they were dmost in tears.”

“My worst jury experience was when | recelved an okay response from jurors and then
received a poor grade on the project. | felt asif | had unjustly received agrade, and | did
not understand what | did wrong. | did not learn anything.”

“I've never had aterrible jury, but | have seen others receive them. Most people deserve
bad juries when their work is bad, yet this semester | have seen fairly good projects
harshly criticized. Even worse, it seems that some projects were very smilar and one
person would be praised and the other rgjected. This doesn't seem right to me.”
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“Dedgn juriesthat are very long and redundant, dealing with issues aready discussed,
both in critsand classasawhole. Take far too long for their purpose and faculty are
never on time.”
The sudents’ worst jury experiences were caused by differing reasons. Criticism
that was only negative was one cause, poor time management during the juries caused
sudentsto lose interest or digtribute the attention given to projects unfairly; redundant
remarks by jurors also caused studerts to lose interest; and students aso perceived
personal issues between jurors and students which caused negative jury experiencesto
occur.
Research done by Kathryn Anthony on design sudents worst jury experiences
implies
Students worgt jury experiences seem to be typified by strong thread of
negativity...But negdtive criticismis not the issue per se. Students admit
that they need some condructive criticism in order to learn how to
improve their work. Rather, it is the heavy-handed nature of the criticiam
thet is offered and the fact thet it is ddivered in overwhdmingly large
doses. Negetive criticiam is often ddlivered in an undiplomatic,
condescending, and insengtive manner, with harsh words (Anthony,
Design Juries, 33).

CHANGESFOR IMPROVEM ENT

Students were asked to write a response to an openended question about changes
for improvement they would like to see occur in the way juries are currently conducted.
The following are some of the responses that were given by students:

“I would like for each project to have an equa amount of time spent on it.”

“I would like to see written comments given to each student, and there needsto be a
consgtent way that juries are held.”

“ Students held more accountable for the work they hang up. If it looks like no thought or
time went into the project, why should we waste our thought and time critiquing the
work? No one learns from their design and less time could be spent looking and learning
from good design solutions”
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“Have adigtinct ‘jury process , time frame, and prompt start. English should be spoken
wedl by dl involved. Lack of communication skills frustrates dl partiesinvolved. The
above seem like common sense.”

“Our class has an unspoken golden rule. Y ou don’t point out a negative during find
presentations. We do that in the sudio. We have done this for ayear, and our class
dynamic isvery srong. We dmost take a students versus the teacher role. | don't think
thisis agood thing because we are not formulating our own opinions, we are only
arguing the presenters point.”

“Injuries| have fdt there was either dl pogtive or dl negative feedback, not enough
mixture of both, | would like to see more of both. | see the sudentsin juries giving both
to each other. Also, | do not fed students are given the fedling that they can make
commentsin juries for each other, and students should be encouraged more to make
comments and criticism.”

“I would like to have dl professors of our building to critique our project for find jury. It
isgood to get alot of different views.”

“Brevity...get to the point and move on. Trying to protect students fedlings consumes
80% of classtime. Limit presentation time. Redundancy- don't restate the same info.

Engagement- get dassinvolved.”

“Takelesstime. To the point. Clear explanations for points off. Not too subjective.”
“Structure and consistency.”

“More open critique, redly tell and show how to improve on for the next time.”

“I"d like to have more juries where ‘outsde’ instructors come for crits so that the students
may receive further and more diverse feedback.”

In the students written responses about changes they would like to see occur inthe
way juries are held, the most common response was having asmaller group size during
juries, engaging the entire classin jury discussons, Sructure and consstency in the way
juries are held; give more specific feedback on how students can improve their designs,
and inviting outside jurors to participate to encourage a variety of viewpoints.

Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, four out of five ingructorsinterviewed would like to

change the way juries are currently conducted by having more outside jurors participate
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on the jury panels. None of the students suggested aternative ways to conduct juries,
such as, role-playing as suggested by one ingtructor. Two of the ingtructors who were
interviewed a0 talked about the importance of having the students submit their projects
at least the day before ajury, so they are not up the night before a presentation.  Although
none of the students wrote this suggestion as a change for improvement, many students
did discuss how quickly students lose interest in the jury discussion. Lack of deep could
be one of the causes that students are not interested in engaging in a class discusson and
would like juries to move quickly, as one student wrote, “Mogt of al were the juries that
take so long that you don't care what they have to say, you just want to go home.”
Overall, the student feedback was more positive than expected. One limitation to
the results is that students were confined to respond to the given answers on the
guestionnaire. The open-ended questions alowed for afree discussion of issues and
student concerns that were not covered in the close-ended items on the questionnaire.
Another limitation to the results is the sample of students who volunteered to fill out and
return the questionnaire. 1t is unknown if the volunteer sample provides a satisfactory
representation of the landscape architecture student body. Implications of the finding in

these results and results from ingructor interviews will be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS

This thesi's has explored student and teacher expectations of design studio
critiques dong with the redity of desgn studio critiques. Thisthessfocused on design
juries, as a place where learning occurs through the pedagogica tool of criticism.
Theories of criticism utilized in art, literature, and architecture have been discussed.
Feedback from students and teachers at Louisiana State University has provided a
vauable beginning in discovering the expectations students and teachers have of the
learning Stuation owed to both parties during ajury. The feedback has aso begun to
shed light upon where the expectations are not fully being redized because of various
reasons. Student and ingtructor’ s expectations can be fully redlized with a concerted
effort by teaching, learning, and utilizing the art of criticiam in adesign studio. Inthis
chapter, suggestions will be given as to how to bring to fruition the expectations of
criticdsm given during ajury.
EXPECTATIONSAND REALITY

According to the American Heritage Dictionary, expectations are defined as
“prospects; hopes, as of success, profits, etc” (247). Redlity is defined as “the condition
or quality of being red or true’ (572). Theredlity of jury Stuaionsistwo-fold. First of
al, sudent and teacher expectations are not implausible or unattainable. Their
expectations have come into existence because they have had successful learning
experiences during juries. The results of this research imply that sudents are learning
from thetool of criticiam in the design studio. The expectations students have of juries
are merely components of adesign jury, which dlow for ajury to be an effective didactic

gtuation. After experiencing an effective jury, sudents and ingtructors then continue to

79



expect agmilar stuation in juriesto follow. They consder it reasonable to demand
another experience of the same quality and they fed the Situation is due to them.
Secondly, the redlity of the jury Stuation is that students' and teachers' expectations are
not aways being fulfilled. This chapter focuses on suggestions to improve the way juries
are currently conducted in landscape architecture studios a Louisana State University to
fulfill both student and teachers expectations of the jury experience.

Students expectations of jury Stuations were interpreted from feedback they
provided in the questionnaire. Students expect juries to be focused and dlow for all
students to have the same amount of time spent on each student’ s project. The redlity of
juriesis often times with alarge groups of students in astudio, an unbaanced amount of
timeis usualy spent on projects for various reasons, including poor time management,
some students talk longer than others, or some projects ingtigate more discussion than
others. Students expect criticism to be constructive, delivered tactfully, and include both
negative and pogtive criticism, while offering advice on what improvements could be
made. Students expect the jury to benefit most importantly al of the students present at a
jury, some fed at least the student presenting should benefit from the learning
experience, whereas some students expect al of the students and the jurors to benefit.
The redity is some students think the people that should benefit from ajury actudly are,
whereas others believe only the jurors, only students observing the jury, or noonea dl is
benefiting. Students expect structure and consstency in the way juries are held and in the
feedback they receive.

Design ingtructors expect ajury Stuation to be an opportunity for the student to

present hisintentions, process, and design solution to avariety of people to defend and
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discuss hisideas and to receive feedback. Some design ingtructors fdlt that juries should
evauate the student’ s work because they felt sudents wanted juries to relate directly to
their grade. Other ingtructors felt juries should only partly evauate the sudent, and more
emphasis should be placed upon how the student’ s design relates to alarger context and
involves the sudent’sin adiscusson of ideas. The sudent questionnaire results show

that only one-third of students surveyed fed agod of ajury isto establish aletter grade
for their project. However, when students wrote responses to openended questions, the
concern was voiced that students don't feel comfortable openly discussing other student’s
work because it may reflect badly on the other student’s grade.

Design ingtructors fed some of the bet juries are those in which students are
engaged in the discussion and concerned with learning from their classmates design
solutions. The redlity is sometimes students haven't dept the night before ajury, which
may result in the students not engaging in discussion, or losing interest very quickly.
Student and design indtructors expectations of the jury panel isto have avariety of jurors
to give the sudents differing viewpoints, the redity isthat dl too often, the only jurors
that are present are the studio design ingtructor and his/her teaching assstants. Students
expect that the ingtructors are using a structure for criticism; the ingtructors discusses they
do not use a dructure for the criticiam they are giving during juries. Theredlity of the
gtuation is that athough ingtructors do not fed they follow a structure for criticism, from
my observations, they do utilize some of the components of criticism, such as description,
interpretation, and evauation in a spontaneous manner during juries.

During the process of designing, a student usestools of discovery, creativity, and

invention. These tools cannot be taught, only mechanical skills can be taught to students.
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Thisisdiscussed in Belkis Uluoglu' s article, “ Design Knowledge Communicated in
Studio Critiques’:

Desgning isnot amply an act of doing. If it was merdy an activity based on
skill, then it could be taught by ingtruction. But we know it takes reasoning, which takes
it to another level where it is now considered as praxis [execution or procedure]. Here,
activities are not merely impulsive, habitud, or coincidenta, but rather conscious,
selective, and intelligent (34). Educators of landscape architecture sudents create
gtuations in which they hope the students, through inventing adesign in responseto a
need, will find creativity, intuition, and invention within themsalves. Invention of a
design isacregtive act and it necessitates the faculty of sdf-criticiam within the designer,
“If it is done thoughtfully, criticiam can be as much a creetive act as design itsdlf”
(Hopkins, 24). Sdf-criticism is abehavior a studert enacts while creating adesign to
explore posshilities, Sft through ideas, ascertain aworth to them, extend the thought
processto acriticd level, and debate ideas insde their own mind. Criticismin ajury
gtuation dlows a student to expressideas for discussion with othersin a process that may
lead to new ideas, “making us aware of what we as contemporary landscape architects are
doing and why” (Hopkins, 24).

If we believe criticiam to be a credtive act in which individuds express their own
gppreciation and perceptions of aphysica place, object, or ideas in the expectation of
communicating their idess to others through “intuitive and intellectua examination and
effort” (Hopkins, 25); then criticiam in adesign jury should dso be acredtive act. In
order to ensure sudents are learning how to give and receive criticism, to themsalves and

peers, “to increase our knowledge and understanding of what makes a good landscape
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and why” (Hopkins, 25); then aframework for criticism should be taught to studentsin
the design studio, and should guide the criticism Sudents receive in a jury from others.
SUGGESTED FRAMEWORK FOR CRITICISM
Borrowing, andyzing, and assmilaing different written ideas of criticiam from

philosophers, architects, landscape architects, and the surveyed landscape architecture
students and their design professors, has lead to aframework for criticism that has the
potentia to be used in design juries. The suggested framework consists of the following
Processes.

Ligtening and Seeing

Description

Andyss

| nterpretation

Guidance

Evauation

Criticdiam in adesgn jury should begin with actively listening to the student’s

intentions to understand the process that lead to the invention of the design, and what
gtuation the design being generated for. Recognizing the student made certain decisions
and questioning what one sees would then ingigate the critica inquiry needed to give
criticisminadesgn jury. The critic' sfirst encounter with a cregtion should also congsts
of fine tuning the skill of absorbing an object by seeing what the desgn is, “ The function
of criticism isthe reeducation of perception of works of art; a difficult process of learning
to seeand hear” (Dewey, 324). After listening and seeing, the juror or person giving

criticiam should describe, or give averba account, of what one sees and on€' s responses
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to the design. By describing what one sees, the student is given an gppraisd if others
redlize higher intentions, as stated by Pablo Picasso, “ Intentions are not sufficient, what
one doesiswhat counts and not what one had the intention of doing” (Baxandall, 69).
Three things affect how a critic describes an object: the critic's own perception, different
ways of describing, and the sharing of different aesthetic experiences.

After description, criticism should analyze the sudent’ s design. Thiswould
require separating the whole design into congtituent parts with a view to examine and
interpret (American Heritage, 25). This step in giving criticism refers back to the Greek
root word of criticism, krinein, meaning to make distinctions or separate, implying
discernment and sifting through amaiter. The stage of andlysisis aso what John Dewey
refersto as discrimination, or an awareness of al of the parts, and unification, or how the
parts are related to form awhole. As Dewey Sates.

Andyss and discrimination must result in unity. For to be amanifestation of
judgment it must distinguish particulars and parts with respect to their weight and
function in formation of an integral experience...What is meant isthat the critic shall
seize upon some drain thet is actudly there, and bring it forth with such clearnessthat the
reader has anew clue and guide in his own experience (314).

In alandscape architecture jury, andysis may condst of discussng how different
elements reinforce the sudent’ s whole unifying concept. Andysis of awork of
landscape architecture would not only consist of analyzing the parts and whole of the
work itsdlf, but also of aspects related to place, time, and potential users. The eements of
place, time, the ahility to change and grow, and people affected by the landscape are

digtinguishing factors of criticism of landscape architecture versus, for example, a



painting. Anayss should incorporate issues of context, including: culturd, higtorica,
geographicd, ecological, socia, and politica context to better understand the work
(Hopkins, 25). The process of andyss would alow the opportunity for discussion of
differing viewpoints on the broader issues related to landscape architecture to be
exchanged between teachers and students:

Criticismisaway of reveding our habits of seeing the cultura and logica
frames within which we look at things. Criticiam isaso away of seeing thingsin
relaionship to other things. That is, it isaway of anayzing the connections between a
work and itslarger culturd, socid, and environmenta context (Bearddey qtd. in
Berrizbatia, 9).

After andysiswould fallow interpretation. Interpretation conssts of explaining
or clarifying the meaning of the design (American Heritage, 364). Interpretation hepsto
explain the meaning of the work, forms, or style, based upon the critic's own beliefs,
culture, and values. Interpretation may aso incude the critic’'s emotiond or intuitive
response to the work (Hopkins, 25).

This should be followed by guidance. After the critic has described, andyzed,
and interpreted a design, the criticism should offer suggestions for future design decision
to inform the student. This should be a differentiating aspect between criticism of awork
of at in agdlery or abuilt landscape, and criticism given to astudent. As discussed by
Marc Treib, “Criticism is essentidly an optimistic enterprise. No matter how scathing
the comments, there is il the underlying beief in the perfectibility of human activity,
with some assumption that if we can just understand the picture more completely, we can

design in abetter way” (Trelb qtd. in Berrizbeitia, 9). Although one purpose of criticiam
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may beto indill the facility for sdf-criticiam in a student, they are owed in alearning
gtuation such as ajury, guidance from the professor on how to improve the design
ability. Wayne Attoe discussesthis:

The ends of criticism should be beginnings. If criticism does not have aforward-
looking bias it will be of little use and in fact of only passng interest. After-the-fact,
harangues, and gushes of approva mean little if they do not relate to future issues, future
problems, and aspirations for a future (165).

Guidance should be followed by evaluation. Evauation isa®summing up which
places the work in the experience of the critic” in order to ascertain avalue or worth total
sudent’s design, and help others to form an opinion (Darracott, 11). | believe the stage
of evauation should not occur during a public Stuation of ajury for afew reasons. Firg
of al, if the purpose of ajury isto be focused upon a discourse between faculty and
students, the misconception that ajury evauates a students project should be eradicated
by not alowing averba evauation to be a component of the verba criticism a sudent
receives during ajury. Second of dl, ingtructors admit that a critique of students work in
ajury happens too quickly and spontaneoudy to adequately evaluate the students project.

Evauation can occur in two ways after the design jury isover. A sudent who is
present at the jury can scribe the criticism given to a student presenting a project. The
written interpretation of the verba comments would then be given to the student after the
jury. Thiswould alow the student to reflect, to consder and andyze the criticism he/she
received. Thismay help the sudent form a sdf-evauation and learn from someone
else’ s perceptions. Also, awritten evauation of the student’ s project from the design

ingtructor could be given to the student after the ingtructor has had adequate time to
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review al of the projects. A written evauation would satisfy the students desire of
having specific comments of how well objective were fulfilled, and what wesknesses
could be improved upon.

It is believed that the suggested framework could alow enough flexibility to be
goplied to avariety of different jury Stuations; in which case, the sudent or instructor
could adapt the framework to be useful. For example, the recommended process could
dlow for discussion and debate of jurors comments or questions a any stage without
compromising the framework. Aswdl, varying design projects or levels of design
knowledge of students may affect the content or issues that are discussed at each jury.

Some landscape architecture studio instructors aready utilize many of the epsin
the suggested framework, yet without the placement of alabe upon the behavior. If a
structure and consistency were gpplied to the criticism they receive, sudents would be
better prepared to give and receive criticism. An understanding of the process of
criticism would adso dlow the student to “make demands of the critic instead of being
content as arecipient” (Attoe, 139). These demands may include that:

Criticisms of hiswork are lucid andyses of specific virtues or failings, and
not Imply witty expressons of sentimenta enthusiasm or didikes. If a
design, which astudent thinks is brilliantly origind, should seemin the
critic’ sopinion to be neither, then that opinion must be judtified verbaly
with clarity and erudition. If the sSudent’s novelties are manifestly
inappropriate or uncongtructable, he must be given convincing and
experiences arguments for their suppression (Callins gtd. Attoe, 139).

The suggested framework for criticism is astarting point to redlize the potentia of
criticiam as used in the design studio.  The usefulness of the suggested framework would

needed to be tested by applying it in jury Stuations and observing student and faculty

responses and their views on the effectiveness of the technique. The design studio isfull
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of potentia to be a place where educators could research and explore the possibilities of
criticism.
SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS FOR CHANGE FOR THE JURY PROCESS

Feedback given from students and teachers surveyed on changes for improvement
in the way juries are currently conducted will be summarized and expanded upon in this
section.

1. Bresk the sudio classinto smaler groupsfor juries.

This would be applicable to some undergraduate studios | the class sze
gpproaches thirty and forty students. Having smaller juries would dlow for more time
and atention to be given to individud projects; dlow for easer discussion; and help keep
the students attention. One disadvantage for studentsin dividing a studio into smdler
groups for juries would be they would only see and hear the feedback given to alimited
amount of projects. Although, the feedback given from students implies the qudity
feedback over the quantity of critiquesis desirable.

2. Better time management of the jury process.

Better time management of juries would include limiting the time in which each
student has to present his’her ideas and alowing the same amount of time for feedback to
be spent of each individud project. A time schedule for ajury would aso help keep the
discussion focused, and comments brief and concise to the students focused and
interested in the discussion.

3. More encouragement of studentsin the jury discussion.

Encouraging students to engage in jury discussions would help to keep the

sudents attention, and help them learn how to give criticism to their peers.
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4. Don't have jury on the same day a project is due.

In order for students to be attentive and participate in ajury discussion, the jury
for aproject should not be held on the same day the project is due to allow for well-
rested, focused students.

5. A wider variety of jurors.

Students and teachers would like jury panels to be composed of avariety of
people to offer sudents different viewpoints the feedback they receive. Outside jurors
could include people who may be affected by the design if the Steisan actud Stein
Baton Rouge. Outside jurors may aso include faculty from other design-based curricula
at LSU, such as, architecture, art, sculpture, photography, etc. The jury panel may aso
be composed of students who are required to do ‘jury duty’. A vast resource of
knowledgesable students is available in the department of landscape architecture who
could give feedback to their peers.

6. Collective reflection.

Offering sudents atime to sum up and collectively reflect on ideas that were
discussed during ajury would reinforce ideas the ingtructor and students may fedl was
learned from the jury.

7. Suggest sudents enrall in a public spesking course.

Students could be encouraged to take a course in public speaking to communicate
their ideas more dearly in apublic situation, such as, ajury or ameseting with clients.

8. Edablish awritten statement that describes the purpose of design juriesto

guide students, faculty, and outside jurors.
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The landscape architecture department has the liberty to establish awritten
statement that describes the unique jury system and process that would be befitting to
students and ingtructors. Creating a common purpose and standards in the department
would help guide students, faculty, and outside jurors as to what should be achieved
during ajury.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Admittedly, the research conducted in thisthesisis merely agtarting point in
exploring the issues of criticism used in adesign sudio. The methods used in this
research were limited to a smdl sample of volunteers who participated in this research.
More extensive research would be needed to vaideate or invaidate the results found. As
well, the two methods used were limited to interviews and questionnaires. Future
research on the subject maiter may include careful observations of sudent and instructor
behavior during design juries to better study student reactions in an objective manner.
Recording and observing design juries would aso adlow the researcher to andyze the
criticism given to determine any frameworks for criticism that are being utilized to better
study the content and communication of ideasin criticism. Another suggestion for future
research would be to utilize student journas to record reactions and thoughts students
have to criticism they receive in desk critsand design jury.

Future research on the topic of criticism used in the design studio would benefit
students of landscape architecture, instructors, and the professon asawhole. A more
thorough understanding of landscape architectura criticism would help to build a better

understanding of how to teach critical thinking skills thet are necessary for the discipline
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of landscape architecture to continue to progress with new ideas in an ever-changing built

environment.
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APPENDIX A: INSTRUCTOR INTERVIEW

The purpose of thisthesisisto study sudents perceptions of criticism in the
design dudio. Criticiamis utilized in two different formsin the sudio, a desk crit and the
jury. By interviewing design teachers, | intend to establish the faculty’ s ideas of both
desk crits and the jury process. Then, in the second haf of my research, | will cregste a
guestionnaire using the information | learned from the teachers to distribute to the
sudents. This questionnaire will be used to study students perceptions of critidismin
the design studio.

1. How long have you taught landscape architecture?
Firgt, let's discuss desk crits:
Pretend the music department at LSU has decided to utilize desk crits and juriesin their
classoom. They haveinvited you to tak to ther faculty to explain how the landscape
architecture department uses these teaching methods. The first thing they would like you
to explainto themis

2. Whatisadesk crit?

Probe question:
What do you think is the pur pose of adesk crit?

3. What do you think are the advantages of a desk crit over the typica
lecture format?

4. More specificdly, as adesign teacher, what are your educational goalsor
obj ectives you try to accomplish during adesk crit?

5. What are sudents' reactions to desk crits?

6. Do you think desk crits are effective as alearning tool and why?
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Now on to design juries.

7. Agan, imagine you are explaining the jury process to faculty in another
department. Thefirg thing they would like you to explain to them is
What isajury?

Probe:
What do you think isthe purpose of ajury?

8. Do you think juries should evad uate sudent’ s work?
Probe question: In most academic disciplines, sudents turn in completed work
to aprofessor. Their work is then evauated and returned to them, marked
with agrade and perhaps afew comments. In comparison to the structure of
design studios, what are the advantages of ajury over traditional methods of
evaudion?

9. More specificaly, as adesign teacher, what are your educational goals or
obj ectives that you try to accomplish during as ajuror?

10. Do you have aframework or certain structure you like to follow for each
student during ajury?

11. What are students' reactions to juries?
12. Do you think juries are effective as alearning tool and why?

13. Think back to ajury when you were satisfied with the outcome. Can you
explain why the experience was successful?

14. During the course of teaching a design sudio, do you explain the pur pose of
ajury to your students?

15. If desk crits are a one on one interaction between an individuad student and
the teacher, whom should a jury be directed towards. the sudent who is
presenting a project, the jurors, or the entire class?

Last question:

15. Arethere any changes for improvement you would like to see occur in the

way juries are conducted?

Thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX B: STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Please read carefully before answering the following questions:

Instructionsfor questions 1-5.

Please circle one answer for each question to best describe your response.

1.

Sex:
Made Femde

Areyou an internationa student studying abroad at LSU?
Yes No

During your past and current desgn studios at LSU, did your ingructor(s) explain
the purpose of adesign jury to the entire class?

Yes, in every studio | have taken

Sometimes

No, never
During your past and current design studios a L SU, have you been encouraged to
participate in the jury discusson when another student is presenting hisher
project?

Yes, in every studio | have taken

Sometimes

No, never

Ovedl, do you fed jurorsfollow a certain structure for giving sudents criticism
during ajury?

Yes
Sometimes

No
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If you answered no to #5, please answer the following question:

Do you think it would be beneficid to the way juries are conducted if every juror
followed a common sructure for giving sudents criticism?

Yes
No
Instructionsfor questions 6 and 7.

Please circle as many answers as needed for each questions to best describe your
response.

6. Who you you think should benefit from ajury?
The student presenting a project
Thejurors
The other students in the class observing the jury
7. Who do you think benefits from the way juries are currently conducted?
The student presenting a project
The jurors
The other studentsin the class observing the jury
Ingtructionsfor questions 8-13.

Please circle one number for each category to best describe your response on ascae from
1to5.

8. Ingenerd, how dissatisfied or satisfied are you with each of the following:

Very dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 Very satisfied

Des crits 1 2 3 4 5
Informa class pin ups 1 2 3 4 5
Find juries 1 2 3 4 5
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9. In generd, how much do you usudly lear n from each of the following:

Verylittle 1

Des crits

Pogtive criticiam

Informal class pin ups
Negative criticism

Find juries- your project
Fnd juries- other’s projects

RPRRRRP R

NNNDNDDNDDN

w

WWWwWwwww

N

ArDADADMDMD

5 Very much

o1 o101 0101 Ol

10. Do you agree or disagree that each of the following items are goals of desk crits:

Srongly

disagree

Teacher ligtens to your ideas

Understand your own design process
Explore severd design options

Respond to criticism

Advice from studio ingtructor

Be given a design solution from ingtructor
Gain confidence in design ability

Gain confidence in talking about ideas
Be given suggestions for further research
Fault finding in your design

Improve criticd thinking skills
Encouragement to explore your own idess
Learn to critique your ideas on your own
Other

1

RPRRPRPRRPRRRRPRRPRRRRRER
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11. Do you agree or disagree that each of the following items are goals of juries:

Srongly 1 2 3 4 5 Srongly

disagree agree
Improve presentation skills 1 2 3 4 5
Listen to jurors feedback 1 2 3 4 5
Establish aletter grade for your project 1 2 3 4 5
See other students' projects 1 2 3 4 5
Improve graphic skills 1 2 3 4 5
Chance for teachers to listen to your ideas 1 2 3 4 5
Find out what you did or didn’t do well 1 2 3 4 5
Inform future design decisions 1 2 3 4 5
Allows othersto find faults in your design 1 2 3 4 5
Improve design knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
Learn how to respond to criticism 1 2 3 4 5
Review the processthat lead to your design = 1 2 3 4 5
Improve critica thinking skills 1 2 3 4 5
Timefor jurorsto convey their knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
Listen to feedback given to other sudents 1 2 3 4 5
Discuss ideas and issues with others 1 2 3 4 5
Chance to please ingtructors 1 2 3 4 5
Improve design vocabulary 1 2 3 4 5
Other 1 2 3 4 5

12. In generd, how often do desk crits cause you to react in each of the following

ways.
Rardy 1 2 3 4 5 Vey

Frequently

Encouraged 1 2 3 4 5

Confused 1 2 3 4 5

Receptive to feedback given 1 2 3 4 5

Disappointed 1 2 3 4 5

Excited about ideas 1 2 3 4 5

Resistant to take advice 1 2 3 4 5

Inspired 1 2 3 4 5

Frustrated because you didn’'t get answers 1 2 3 4 5

Confident in persona design process 1 2 3 4 5

Defengve of idess 1 2 3 4 5

Ready to try new things 1 2 3 4 5

Nervous 1 2 3 4 5

Appreciative of feedback given 1 2 3 4 5

Indlifferent 1 2 3 4 5

Other 1 2 3 4 5
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13. In genera, how often do juries cause you to react in each of the following ways.

Rarely 1 2 3 4 5 Vey
Frequently

Encouraged

Confused

Receyptive to feedback given
Disappointed

Excited about ideas

Resigtant to take advice
Inspired

Confident in persona design process
Defensive of ideas

Ready to try new things
Nervous

Bored

Appreciative of feedback given
Indifferent

Argumentetive

Other

PR RPRRPRRPRRPRRPRPRRPRRPRRRRRER
NMNNNMNRNNONNOMNRNNMNDN NN NN
WWWWWwWwwWwwwwwwwwww
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U101 0101 010101 0101 010101 0101 O1 01

Ingtructionsfor questions 14-17.

The following questions are open-ended questions. Please fed free to write openly to
respond to best describe your answer.

14. What's the BEST jury experience you have ever had or seen?

15. What's the WORST jury experience you have ever had or seen?

16. What CHANGES FOR IMPROVEMENT would you like to see occur in the way
desgn juries are held?

17. Peasefed freeto write any additiona comments about desk crits or juries.
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE DATA REPORT

Table C.1. Participant information

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44
n % n % n %
Mde 19 65.5 7 46.7 26 59.1
Femde 10 34.5 8 53.3 18 40.9

Table C.2. Student Response to the Question:
During your past and current design studios at LSU, did your ingtructor(s) explain the
purpose of adesign jury to the entire class?

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44
n % n % n %
Yes, inevery sudio 11 379 4 26.7 15 34.1
Sometimes 16 55.2 8 53.3 24 54.6
No, never 2 6.9 3 20 5 114

Table C.3. Student Response to the Question:
During your past and current design studios at LSU, have you been encouraged to
participate in the jury discussion when another sudent is presenting hisher project?

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Totd students n=44
n % n % n %
Yes, in every sudio 17 58.6 8 57.1 25 58.1
Sometimes 12 41.4 6 42.6 18 41.9
No, never 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table C.4. Student Response to the Question:
Ovedl, do you fed jurors follow a certain structure for giving students criticism during a

jury?
Undergrad n=29| Graduate n=15 | Totd students n=44
n % n % n %
Yes 8 28.6 5 35.7 13 30.2
Sometimes 14 50 5 35.7 19 44.2
No 6 21.4 4 28.6 11 25.6
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Table C.5. Student Response to the Question:

Who do you think should benefit from ajury?

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44

n % n % n %
a The student presenting a project 3 15.8 2 13.3 5 11.3
b. Thejurors 0 0 0 0 0 0
c. The other students at the jury 0 0 0 0 0 0
aandb 0 0 0 0 0 0
aandc 10 52.6 6 40 23 52.3
bandc 0 0 0 0 0 0
al 6 31.6 7 47 16 36.4

Table C.6. Student Response to the Question:
Who do you think benefits from the way juries are currently conducted?

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44

n % n % n %
a The student presenting a project 10 34.5 4 26.7 14 31.8
b. Thejurors 2 6.9 2 13.3 4 9.1
c. The other students at the jury 5 17.2 0 0 5 11.4
aandb 0 0 0 0 0 0
aandc 4 138 4 26.7 8 18.2
bandc 1 35 0 0 1 2.3
dl 5 17.2 5 33.3 10 22.7

Table C.7. Percentage of Students Who are Satisfied With the Following Learning

Situations.
Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44
n % n % n %
DesK crits 13 44.8 10 66.7 23 53.5
Pin ups 4 13.8 9 60 13 30
Juries 16 55.2 11 73 27 63
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Table C.8. Percentage of Students Who Learn Very Much From the Following
Learning Situations.

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44

n % n % n %
Desk crits 21 724 12 85.7 33 7
Pogtive criticiam 15 51.7 12 85.7 27 63
Informd class pin ups 7 24.1 8 66.7 15 35
Negetive criticism 19 65.5 9 64.3 28 65
Find juries- your project 16 55.2 9 64.3 25 58
Find juries- other students' projects 17 58.6 8 66.7 25 58

Table C.9. Percentage of Students Who Agree that the Following Items are
Gods of Desk Crits.

Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Totd students n=44

n % n % n %
Chance for teacher to listen to ideas 19 65.5 14 93.3 34 77.3
Understand your own design process 23 79.3 13 86.7 36 81.8
Explore severd design options 20 69 14 93.3 34 77.3
Respond to criticism 19 65.5 11 73.3 30 68.2
Advice from studio instructor 25 86.2 13 86.7 38 86.4
Be given adesign solution by teacher 9 31 7 46.7 16 36.4
Gain confidence in design ability 19 65.5 9 60 28 63.6
Gain confidence in talking about ideas 23 79.3 12 80 35 79.6
Get suggestions for further research 25 86.2 12 80 37 84.1
Fault finding in you design 19 65.5 14 93.3 33 75
Improve criticd thinking skills 21 72.4 11 73.3 32 72.7
Encouragement to explore your ideas 20 69 13 86.7 33 75
Learn to critique your own ideas 20 69 9 60 29 65.9
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Table C.10. Percentage of Students Who Agree that the Following Items are

Godsof Juries.
Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44
n % n % n %

Improve presentation skills 24 82.8 14 93.3 38 86.6
Listen to jurors feedback 22 75.9 14 93.3 36 81.8
Establish agrade for your project 11 37.9 4 26.7 15 34.1
See other students projects 22 75.9 14 93.3 36 81.8
Improve gragphic kills 19 65.5 11 73.3 30 68.2
Timefor teachersto listen to ideas 23 79.3 11 73.3 34 77.3
Find out what you did or didn't do well 25 86.2 10 66.7 35 79.6
Inform future design decisons 23 79.3 8 53.3 31 70.5
Find faultsin your design 13 44.8 10 66.7 23 52.3
Improve design knowledge 20 68.9 12 80 32 72.7
Learn how to respond to criticism 26 89.7 14 93.3 40 90.9
Review your own design process 18 62.1 10 66.7 28 63.6
Improve criticd thinking skills 17 58.6 9 60 26 59.1
Let jurors convey their knowledge 13 44.8 8 53.3 21 a47.7
Listen to feedback given to others 19 65.5 10 66.7 29 65.9
Discuss idess and issues with others 18 62.1 10 66.7 28 63.6
Chance to please ingtructors 10 34.5 2 13.3 12 27.3
Improve design vocabulary 11 37.9 8 53.3 19 43.2
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Table C.11. Percentage of Students Who Frequently React in the Following Ways

to Desk Cirits.
Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Totd students n=44

n % n % n %
Encouraged 14 50 12 80 26 60.5
Confused 8 28.6 10 66.7 23 53.5
Receyptive to feedback given 20 71.4 14 93.3 34 79.1
Disappointed 10 35.7 4 26.7 14 32.6
Excited about ideas 14 50 11 73.3 25 58.1
Resigtant to take advice 5 17.9 1 6.7 6 14
Inspired 12 42.9 9 60 21 48.8
Frustrated b/c you didn't get answers 12 42.9 3 20 15 34.9
Confident in persona design process 13 46.4 7 47 20 46.5
Defensive of idess 9 321 1 6.7 10 23
Reedy to try new things 14 50 12 80 26 60.5
Nervous 5 17.9 6 40 11 26
Apprecidive of feedback given 22 78.6 14 93 36 83.7
Indifferent 2 7.1 0 0 2 5
Other: Aggrevated 1 3.6 0 0 1 2.3
Other: Smothered 1 3.6 0 0 1 2.3
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Table C.12. Percentage of Students Who Frequently React in the Following Ways

to Juries.
Undergrad n=29 | Graduate n=15 | Tota students n=44

n % n % n %
Encouraged 9 321 10 66.7 19 44.2
Confused 6 214 4 26.7 10 23.3
Receptive to feedback given 13 46.4 11 73.3 24 55.8
Disappointed 7 25 3 20 10 23.3
Excited about ideas 8 42.1 10 66.7 18 41.9
Resgtant to take advice 3 10.7 1 6.7 4 9.3
Inspired 9 32.1 8 53 17 39.5
Confident in personal design process 13 46.4 7 47 20 46.5
Defensive of idess 10 35.7 4 27 14 32.6
Reedy to try new things 12 42.9 8 53 20 47
Nervous 12 42.9 6 40 18 41.9
Bored 12 42.9 4 27 16 37
Appreciative of feedback given 17 60.7 10 67 27 63.8
Indlifferent 1 3.6 1 6.7 2 5
Argumentative 8 42.1 3 20 11 25.6
Other: Aggrevated 1 3.6 0 0 1 24
Other: Exhausted 1 3.6 0 0 1 2.4
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